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news conference but the other two
went ahead and aired it; grumbies .
at the White House, troubles at

-the.networks over equal-time factor

" The White House and the networks last
week secemed to be engaged in a bizarre
wamme of chicken: Whether the networks
would dare turn down offers 1o cover the
President tive, even if the offer was in the
form ot a ruqu«.sL The answer was “‘yes.”

On Monday, 1t was CBS and NBC that
did the unthinkable in facing up to and re-
wening a request for time for the President
to aldress the nation—an action believed
‘0 he unprecedented. The networks said
“hev were concerned about incurring
cquut-time obhigations, since the President
s dcandidare for the Republican presiden-

sal nommation—even | h his oniy
»ssibic opponent at the Nt is aman
wnao s under federal ind _nl on vart-

cus charges. s not taken seripusly a5 a
cenwidaie i his home town., and whose
wnereabouts last week were unknown.,

Then i was the White tlouse’s turn
cain. On Thursday. it announced that
Jresident Ford would hoid a news con-
erence at § pom. that evening and that it
~ou.d be avaiiable for television coverage.
This ume ABC did the unexpected and
aroine neld to its two competitors.

~ome of the President’s men were
Zrous aver the retusal of CBS and NBC
A orrent tme to the President for his
riTie-iIMe SPeacn on proposed major tax
panang cuts. And the President's
on sdviser. Bob Mead, before join-
se Whire House staff who worked for
L. Y ews in Washington us g producger,
cooov questioned CBS's motves.

Poang its the programing depariment
croLr Gleek Rock iaar made the de ci-
“rewnd, He noted that Monday i
o gt CBS wns And he .1L,u

Toréeclion LS opart .,[' wnoonecing
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CBS News President Richard Salant dis-
missed the charges as ‘‘nonsense. ..J 1
don’t play games like that.”

While all of that was going on in the
foreground, President Ford was carryipg
onina more relaxed manner. “‘It’s thgir
choice,™ he'said of the network’s decision:

But the prestdenual aides apparently
were nol prepared to let the matter reé}.
To some observers, the calling of a news
conference on Thursday nighf seemed
odd in view of the considerable exposure
the President had been receiving. Besrdes
his appearance on ABC on Monday, 31‘8
p.m.. he was to hold a tocally televised
news conference in DBetroit on Friday
afternoon, one in which members of the
White House press corps were to partici-
pate, and one that would probably furnish
the networks with clips for their news pro-:
grams. And then in Knoxville, Tenn.,
on Tuesday, the President had partici-
pated in another of a series of question-
and-answer sessions in which he has
engaged with local broadcast and print re-

porters. !

Thus, although News Secretary Ronald
Nessen said the President had been think-
ing of holding a national news conference
for some time f{the last televised news
conference in the White House was on
June 25), the feeling of some within the
White House was that senior aides wanted

Mbnday !

ABC

Split decisions. The Presiannt batted just
Monaay nignt.

affawe. TEZ ana NBC ooted Sull Siting aaus
NBC wtn The Invisiole Man,

Ford e Soter n \Thurscz'/ BT S T SIS
2uthe wrn@ant bat 1000 A5 0 tuor wam
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333 on cocmmercial Netveik
wnen onty ~BC carned thettive broadcast of nis
-hmE mpediments
WOOGE pIclres are Wt tornnen oY
Doniance nat euan 7
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, . ’
to test the .netwocks—particularly in view
of the FCC's reinterpretation of the equal-
time law to exempt live coverage of candi-
dates’ news conferences. The President
himself reportedly had no interest in
*“testing” or “‘punishing’’ the networks:
aides say he simply enjoys meeting with
reporters. And Bob Mecad is known to
have recommended against the news con-
ference, pointing out that it would he too
close in time to the one scheduled for
Detroit—many of the reporters who asked
questions on Thursday would be on hand
in Detroit—and that there was a risk of
overexposure.

ABC’s decision to stay away from the
news conference, said ABC News Presi-
dent Willlam Sheehan, was based on the
extensive attention the President has been
receiving. “‘We decided it wasn’t worthy
of coverage. We didn’t think there would
be much left to be cxplored.™

Mr. Sheehan saw his decision as much
less significant than that of CBS and NBC
in rejecting the White House request for
tim on Monday. "*Coverage of a presiden-
tial news conference is not all that auta-
matic,”” he said. But until Monday, he said
honoring presidential requests for ume
had been.

And Mr. Sheehan indicated he was not
entirely in sympathy with what the other
nctworks had done. ABC, along with the
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Senate action came just as the Treasury
exceeded the current $495 billion debt
limit with delivery of $3.53 billion of debt
securities to purchasers of the Treasury’s
notes and bonds. [See p. 73D3]

Sale of the debt issues had been made in
January, but delivery was postponed until
there was final Congressional action on
the debt ceiling, thereby allowing the
government to continue its borrowing
operations and to meet navralle

would allow a bill barring an increase in
the cost of food stamps through 1975 to
become law without his signature. Ford
said he would not fight “the clear will of
Congress” on the bill, which passed by
large margins in both houses. [See p.
73G3]

The bill blocked Ford’s plan to raise the
cost of the stamps March 1.

The President expressed disappoint-
ment that Congress not only rejected his
plan but failed ““to advance a constructive
proposal of its own.” If Congress
continued such practice ““‘an unthinkable
[budget] deficit will result and there will be
no mistaking where the responsibility
lies,” Ford said.

The President’s decision was announced
as a federal court considered two suits
filed against the increase. Judge William
B. Jones had said Feb. 11 he would issue a
temporary injunction against the increase
unless informed by Feb. 13 the bill would
not be vetoed. The suits, brought by
Consumers Union and the Food Research
& Action Center of New York, were dis-
missed after Ford’s announcement.

Layoffs mount. More than 32,000 rail-
road workers were laid off during Decem-
ber 1974 and January, spokesmen for the
industry said Feb. 14, adding that em-
ployes were continuing to lose jobs be-
cause of a steady decline in freight traffic.

Layoffs were also widespread through-
out the metals industry. [See p. 54Al]
Kennecott Copper Corp. announced Feb.
3 that more than 1,700 workers would be
laid off within a few weeks when produc-
tion at its western operations was cur-
tailed. Kennecott’s production during the
4th quarter was down [3% from the same
period of 1973 and sales were off 22%
from a year earlier.

Anaconda Co. planned to cut alumi-
num production to 90% of capacity from
about 94%, it was reported Feb. 3. In a
later announcement Feb. 20, spokesmen
said that 1,500 jobs in Montana would
be eliminated during 1975 because of
rising costs.

Other major industries reporting lay-
offs:

Spring Mills of South Carolina an-
nounced Feb. 18 that 17 of its 20 plants
would be closed for one week and 13,000
textile workers would be laid off.

Black & Decker Co. announced Feb. 10
that 5,000 production workers at five of
its power tool plants in three states would
be furloughed for two weeks. Another 450
workers, 6% of the firm's labor force,
would be laid off indefinitely, officials
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said. During January, every Black &
Decker employe had been placed on a one
week furlough. ,

Whirlpool Corp. announced Feb. 12
that 4,700 workers would be idled from
April through October because of a short-
age of natural gas supplies. About 2,000
persons already had been dropped from
the payroll in cutbacks made during late
1974 because of mounting inventories.

McGraw-Edison Co., an appliance

inufacturer, announced Feb. 12 that

00 production workers would be laid
off temporarily when nine plants were
closed. Another 700 workers woulid be af-
fected by production cutbacks at nine
other plants.

White Motor Corp. planned to close a
heavy duty truck plant in Ohio for two
weeks, idling 1,900 workers, spokesmen
said Feb. 12. More than 600 workers
had been laid off indefinitely after an
earlier closing at the plant.

General Electric Co. announced Feb.
10 that 1,500 production workers in two
New Hampshire plants would be laid off
while two plants were closed for four
days. Operations were being cut back be-
casue of large inventories, according to a
GE spokesman.

The Farah Manufacturing Co., a men’s
clothing maker, announced Feb. 20 that
two Texas plants were being shut down
“indefinitely,” affecting 1,200 workers.

Allis-Chalmers Corp. announced Feb.
20 that about 1,200 workers would be
affected by the closing of one electronics
plant in Pittsburgh and a cutback in oper-
ations at another plant. Officials said
“losses and constant cash drain on the
corporation’’ necessitated the actions.

Teamsters urge economic plan. A call
for urgent federal action to stimulate the
economy came out of an emergency eco-
nomic conference held in Washington
Feb. 13 by the International Brotherhood
of Teamsters. {See pp. 85D2, 22A3] At-
tended by about 500 Teamster delegates,
the conference adopted a program that in-
cluded calls for:

mimmediate price controls and a
restraint on wages after “catch-ups” to
balance purchasing power with prices.

mA public-service jobs program—half-
a-million to be created by July, and an ad-
ditional half-million for each half
percentage point rise in the jobless rate
above 7%.

mStrengthened aid to the unemployed,
such as 52 weeks of benetits; hospitaliza-
tion insurance; and federally-backed loans
for the elderly, the poor and students.

mAccelerated public works projects,
credit allocation to industries hard hit by
unemployment. i

mEmergency tax rebates of 12%, with a
rebate ceiling of $350, and no rebates for
those with incomes exceeding $30,000 a
year; permanent income tax reduction for
individuals; a $5 billion cut in corporation
taxes; an end to the oil depletion allow-
ance and foreign credits for oil firms.

mGas rationing without price increases
rather than President Ford's plan to cut

down on gas use by increasing oil tariffs;

Facts on File
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[See p. 100G2] a mandatory 40% improve-

“Giént in car-engine gas mileage.

Teamsters President Frank Fitzsim-
mons called President Ford’s economic
ideas “‘outdated” and said oil companies
should be nationalized if they failed to act
in the national interest. [See 1974, p.
632E2]

Wholesale prices fell .3%. The govern-
ment’s Wholesale Price Index declined a
seasonally adjusted .3% during January,
the Labor Department announced Feb.
17. For the month, the index was at 171.8,
based on a 1967 average of 100, meaning
that items which had cost $10.00 in 1967
currently cost $17.18. Despite the monthly
decline, the January index was 17.2%
higher than the level set 12 months earlier.
[See p. 23A2] :

The overall decline in the index, the
second in two months, resulted from the
second consecutive monthly decline of
2.5% in the cost of farm products and
processed, food. Among the items that
showed large drops in price were grains,
livestock, and sugar.

The price of industrial commodities
resumed its upward trend in January,
rising .5%, after holding steady during the
previous month. (Over the past 12
months, industrial commodity prices had
risen 23.8%.) Price increases in this area
were substantial: fuel prices were up 1%;
chemicals rose 1%; pulp and paper prices
increased 1.5%; machinery and equipment
costs gained 1.6% and the price of
nonmetal minerals rose 2.1%. (According
to government officials, the auto in-
dustry’s price rebate program heiped spur
sales and resulted in a .1% drop in the
overall price index. [See p. 40D2])

Another component of the index—the
measure of consumer finished goods—
registered a .1% gain during January.

Officials were encouraged by the ap-
parent slackening of inflation, evidenced
by the decline in the January index. They
also pointed to figures showing that the
index rose at an annual rate of 1.5% in the
three-month period ending Jan. 31, com-
pared with a 35.2% annual rate gain
registered in the previous quarter ending
Sept. 30, 1974.

Farm prices show third monthly drop.
The Agriculture Department announced
Jan. 31 that the price of farm products de-
clined 1.5% in the 30-day period ending
Jan. 15. It was the third straight monthly
decline in prices paid to farmers—the cost
of farm commodities had fallen 1.5% by
mid-November 1974 and 3% by mid-
December 1974. [See 1974, p. 1083F1]

Prices paid by farmers for services and
commodities were unchanged in the mid-
January period, officials said.

In an earlier report Jan. 24, the Agri-
culture Department announced that the
average weekly cost of a consumer food
market basket climbed 14% during 1974.
The weekly cost of feeding a theoretical
household of 3.2 persons was $33.65, up
$4.09 from 1973. (The market basket’s
cost increased 29¢ during December, its
fifth consecutive monthly advance.)

According to officials, the jump in
grocery costs was largely due to a record
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Bank of Los Angeles, also immediately

dropped its prime rate to 8.75%.
Nevertheless, other major banks were

expected to follow Morgan Guaranty’s

_lead. Chase Manhattan Bank of New

York, the nation’s third biggest, had
lowered its prime rate Jan. 30 from 9.5%
to 9%. The Bank of America, the
country’s largest bank, and First National
City Bank of New York, the second
largest, dropped their prime rates to
9.25% Jan. 31.

During January, commercial and in-
dustrial loans at major New York banks
had declined by $1.9 billion, from $41.4
billion to $39.5 billion, the Federal
Reserve reported Jan. 30.

The Administration

Levi confirmed as attorney general. The
nomination of Edward H. Levi to be at-
torney general was confirmed by the
Senate Feb. 5 by voice vote without de-
bate. [See p. 25B2]

The nomination had been approved
unanimously by the Senate Judiciary
Committee Feb. 4. The committee had
held confirmation hearings on Levi Jan.
27-29.

Among the highlights:

Jan. 27—Levi said he believed the death
penalty, if enforced, “in a limited area,”
was a deterrent to crime. Imposition
should be up to the states, he said, and
must be “acceptable to the community.”

He also upheld government surveillance
and wiretapping in specific areas but
thought protection was needed ‘‘against
undue use.” He promised to work with
federal and Congressional representatives
to develop guidelines for safeguards.

Jan. 28—Levi pledged priority attention
to enforcement of the antitrust laws. He
declined a commitment to probe the oil
industry because he disliked “the kind of
language that automatically condemns a
whole industry.” But he felt that “any im-
portant segment of industry dealing with
the development of energy ought to be
looked at for observance of antitrust
laws.”

Levi said he did not believe reporters
had an ““absolute privilege” against dis-
closure of sources “but certainly pre-
sumptively a privilege” and he advised
caution in seeking such testimony.

He said he would put his securities in
blind trust and would disqualify himself
from matters involving corporations in
which he had holdings.

Jan. 29—Spokesmen for the rightist
Liberty Lobby and the leftist U.S. Labor
Party opposed Levi’s confirmation. Both
attacked Levi for alleged ties to Vice
President Nelson A. Rockefeller.

Congress

House panel votes $20-billion tax cut.
The House Ways and Means Committee
Feb. 6 approved a bill to stimulate the
U.S. economy by reducing individual and
corporate income taxes by $20 billion.
[See p. 52E3]}

The legislation, supported by a 28-3
vote of the panel, would provide individual
taxpayers with $8 billion in cash rebates
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on taxes paid on 1974 income; a reduction
of $8.4 billion in 1975 income taxes, with
most of it going to wage earners in low
and middle income brackets; and $3.8
billion in tax reductions for business. To
allow time for its staff to determine the
exact amounts to be rebated on 1974
taxes, the committee delayed its final vote
on the measure until after the House
returned Feb. 18 from its 10-day Lincoln’s
birthday recess.

Under the bill, a taxpayer (individual or
joint) with a 1974 tax liability of under
$100 would have his taxes refunded. Those
with tax liabilities between $100 and $1,-
000, would receive rebates of $100. For
tax payers with higher liabilities, rebates
would be 10%, up to maximum of $200.
However, when adjusted gross income
was greater than $20,000, the rebate
would decline, dropping to a minimum of
$100 for those earning more than $30,000.

The $8.4 billion reduction in 1975 per-
sonal income taxes would be achieved by
increasing the standard deduction and the
minimum standard deduction and by pro-
viding a 5% tax credit to low-income indi-
viduals.

The bill would increase the income tax
credit for most businesses from 7% to
10%. It would raise the investment tax
credit from 4% to 10%. (Because this pro-
vision would provide American Telephone
& Telegraph Co. with a $475 million tax
cut, the committee decided that no utility
should receive a tax break larger than
$100 million.) The bill doubled to $50,000
the income on which a company would
pay a tax rate of 22%. Above that
amount, the current 48% rate would ap-
ply. Another provision, which particularly
would aid nuclear power plants, gas
liquefication operations and other large fa-
cilities, would allow concerns to gradually
start taking the investment tax credit for
installment payments on equipment that
took longer than two years to install. Fi-
nally, the bill would increase from $50,000
to $75,000 the ceiling on which the invest-
ment tax credit could be taken for used
equipment.

The committee’s bill differed sharply
from President Ford’s tax-cut proposal
set forth in his State of the Union
Message Jan. 15. The panel’s measure
was at least $4 billion more expensive than
Ford’s $16-billion tax rebate. Ford’s plan
provided for rebates up to $1,000 for each
family, with 43.5% of the total refund
going to persons earning more than $20,-
000 annually. {See p. 19C1]

The committee apparently rejected the
reasoning of Ford’s economic advisers,
who said that one-shot, large lump-sum
rebates would be spent on large pur-
chases, thereby aiding such financially
troubled segments of the economy as the
automobile industry. Private economists
told the committee, however, that de-
creases in withholding taxes would
stimulate the economy more than lump-
sum payments, which taxpayers might
save or invest. These private economists
also said that taxpayers would be more
likely to spend rebates between $100 and
$200 than larger amounts.

Ways and Means Committee members
favoring a bill similar to the one subse-
quently approved by the committee
received backing from Federal Reserve
Chairman - Arthur Burns, who testified
Jan. 30 that he *“‘could support” a reduc-
tion in withholding taxes, if the cuts were
limited to 1975 only. Burns urged the
committee to act quickly on a relatively
simple tax cut bill to revive the economy,
but to go more slowly on more compli-
cated matters of tax revision.

Rep. Al Ullman (D, Ore.), chairman of
the committee, did oppose complicated or
controversial amendments to the bill that
might delay its passage. Besides post-
poning consideration of tax cuts tied to
higher energy prices, Ullman successfully
led opposition to an amendment repealing
the 22% oil depletion allowance. Ten
Democrats joined the panel’s 12 Republi-
cans Feb. 4 to defeat by a 22-14 vote the
amendment by Rep. Sam Gibbons (D,
Fla.). (Oil and gas companies using the de-
pletion allowance did not have to count
the first 22% of gross income from oil or
gas wells.)

House votes to block Ford oil tariff. The
House Feb. 5 voted 309-114 to suspend
for 90 days President Ford’s power to
increase tariffs on imported oil
Overwhelming passage of the bill came
despite an intensive, last-minute lobbying
effort by the President and his top energy
advisers. [See p. 52E1]

In another action the same day, the
House approved by a 248-170 margin a
bill raising through June 30 the ceiling on
the national debt by $36 billion to $531
billion. Seeking to create veto-proof legis-
lation, the Ways and Means Committee
originally had tied the debt ceiling increase
and the oil tariff bill into a single package.
However, the House Rules Committee
split the bills apart Feb. 4 after being
warned that Ford might veto the
combined legislation anyway and blame
the Democrats. Without an increase in the
debt ceiling, the government would exceed
the current $495 billion ceiling by late
February, forcing it to curtail its bor-
rowing and probably making it unable to
meet some of its obligations.

In the vote to block the oil tarniff in-
crease, 42 Republicans crossed party lines
to join 267 Democrats opposed to the
boosts. A one dollar increase in the price
of each barrel had taken effect Feb. 1. The
House-passed legislation would rescind

‘this increase and the other increases set to

take effect March 1 and April 1. The
House Democratic leadership asserted it
needed the 90 days.to draft its own energy
legislation.

Ford to increase the cost of food stamps
March 1 was overwhelmingly rejected by
Congress. The House Feb. 4 approved by
374-38 vote a bill blocking food stamp
price increases for the remainder of 1975.
The Senate followed suit Feb. 5, passing
an identical bill 76-8.

The Administration had proposed the
increase as part of its effort to stem the
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rapid growth in the cost of social pro-
grams. Under the proposal, the cost of a
month’s allocation of food stamps would
have increased from an average of 23% of
recipient families’ net income to 30%. The
Administration had hoped to realize an-
nual savings of about 3$650 million.
(About 17.1 million poor and elderly per-
sons participated in the program, admin-
istered by the Agriculture Department.)

Congressional opponents of the in-
crease argued that it would worsen the
plight of the poor and elderly during a
time of recession and inflation.

In testimony before the House Agricul-
ture Committee Jan. 30, Edward Hekman,
administrator of the Food and Nutrition
Service of the Agriculture Department,
had defended the proposed increase. Call-
ing it a means of slowing the growth rate
of federal expenditures, Hekman asserted
the increase wouid make the program
more equitable because “everybody would
pay the same thing for food.” Hekman,
who claimed to have suggested the in-
crease, also said that poor people paid
a lower percentage of income for food
than the rest of the population.

Ford condemns recalcitrant Congress—
President Ford, speaking through his
press secretary Feb. 6, condemned Con-
gress for obstructing his energy and tax
programs. “Congress has been here a
month and does nothing but vote for a
delay,” Ron Nessen, the White House
press secretary, said to reporters. Nessen
was referring to an earlier House vote sus-
pending increased oil taniffs, and the House
and Senate votes to freeze the cost of food
stamps. [See above]

The President was attacking Congress,
Nessen said, “more in sorrow than in
anger, because he believes the nation
needs and wants action.”

Nessen said the President hoped the
Senate would not join the House in op-
posing the increased oil tariffs. Nessen
also defended the proposed rise in the cost
of food stamps, noting that the Adminis-
tration’s projected fiscal 1976 budget
deficit of $52 billion would be $650 million
higher if the price of food stamps
remained the same.

School integration/Civil Rights

Voluntary Boston school plan submitted.
The Boston School Committee Jan. 27
submitted to a federal court judge a plan
for desegregating the city’s public school
system in the fall of 1975. Unlike the in-
terim, court-ordered busing plan cur-
rently in effect, the new proposal provided
for voluntary student enrollment in
biracial classes. [See 1974, p. 1090A2]

Three of the committee’s five members
had been cited for civil contempt by U.S.
District Court Judge W. Arthur Garrity
Jr. Dec. 27, 1974 when they refused to ap-
prove a desegregation plan. However,
Garrity ruled that the school committee
dissidents would purge themselves of con-
tempt if they “‘authorized” an integration
plan by Jan. 7. Garrity subsequently ex-
tended the deadline after he was informed
that a voluntary plan was being readied
for submission. On receiving the 600-page
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proposal, the judge ordered further hear-
ings. He said he would appoint “‘masters”
to study the committee’s plan and the
blueprints for integration filed by 15 other
government agencies and community or-
ganizations.

The school committee’s plan relied
heavily on so-called *‘magnet schools”
located in six different zones in the city.
Children already attending integrated
classes would be given the first chance to
enroll in the varied learning programs at
the magnet schools, and “an attempt then
will be made to accommodate every stu-
dent who applies for a citywide magnet
school,” a summary of the plan said.

Based on the make-up of surrounding
neighborhoods, the remaining schools
would be designated either ‘“‘predom-
inately  white” or  “predominately
minority.” Pupils of the opposite category
then would be allocated to these schools.
Children attending schools that still failed
to meet federal court guidelines for racial
mixture would participate in compulsory
scholastic activities at a ““neutral” site one
day a week.

Violence persists—Meanwhile, violence
continued to plague high schools of the
South Boston area. More than 100 po-
licemen patrolied the corridors of Hyde
Park High School Jan. 14, after racial
clashes the day before had resulted in
three injuries and 13 arrests. Racial
fighting had also resulted in arrests of 15
Hyde Park students Jan. 9 on charges of
disorderly conduct.

South Boston High School, closed since
a Dec. 11, 1974 stabbing incident,
reopened Jan. 8. The approximately 400
students—31 of them black—who
returned to classes were guarded by an
estimated 500 state, metropolitan and city
policemen. Judge Garrity Jan. 2 had
denied a motion by Boston city attorneys
to permanently close the school, which
had been the focal point of opposition to
the court-ordered, forced busing plan.

Miss. college segregation charged. The
Justice Department Jan. 20 charged that
the student bodies and faculties of
Mississippi’s 25 state colleges and
universities were illegally racially segre-
gated. Contained in a proposed supple-
mental complaint, the charge was submit-
ted to the U.S. District Court in Aber-
deen, Miss. Having already intervened in
1971 in a private suit to desegregate the
state’s two land-grant colleges, the Justice
Department sought to broaden its attack
on Mississippi’s alleged dual system of
higher learning by combining the new
complaint and the existing suit. [See 1974,
p. 537A2)

The proposed complaint, which named
Gov. Wiliam L. Waller and key state
higher education officials as defendants,
asked the court to prohibit them from
continuing to operate a racially dual
system and to order them to develop and
implement a desegregation plan.

According to the complaint, student
admission policies, faculty hiring and
assignment practices, resources, pro-
grams and activities of the institutions

were largely segregated by race. Such acts
and practices, the complaint charged, per-
petuated an unlawful, dual system and de-
prived black students of equal protection
under the law.

More than 72,000 students were en-
rolled in the state’s eight four-year colleges
and universities, its medical center and 16
two-year junior colleges. .

The private suit, filed in 1970, charged
that the state’s two land-grant colleges—
predominately black Alcorn A & M and
predominately white Mississippi State
University—were “integral parts of a
dual, segregated system of higher
education.” It asked the court to prohibit
the practice.

U.S. agencies scored on rights effort. A
report by the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights, made public Jan. 22, accused the
federal government of laxity in
enforcement of civil rights laws in
education. The 400-page document sin-
gled out for criticism the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare (HEW),
the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) and
the Veterans Administration (VA).

In its recommendations to President
Ford, the report warned, *“We are at a
dangerous crossroad in connection with
school desegregation.... We cannot
afford—because of organized resistance in
Boston or any other community—to turn
back. Extraordinary action is called
for....” To insure effective civil rights
compliance, the commission said, the
President should appoint a White House
coordinator of enforcement to bring
about **vigorous and effective enforcement
of the constitutional mandate to desegre-
gate....”

The commission found that HEW had
failed to issue comprehensive guidelines
on such matters as busing and city-suburb
desegregation because of pending court or
Congressional action. ‘‘Administrators
are entitled to guidelines based on today’s
law. If the law changes, changes can be
made in the guidelines,” the report said.

To a large extent, the report contended,
HEW had depended too heavily and too
long on voluntary compliance *‘to the vir-
tual exclusion™ of the ultimate sanction of
cutting off funds. As a result many educa-
tional institutions stopped taking govern-
ment enforcement efforts seriously, the
report asserted.

The report suggested HEW monitor at
least 25% of the colleges receiving federal
funds each year and take prompt action to
assure minorities and women equal job
opportunities.

The commission accused the IRS of
negligence because it was not fully using
its power to withhold or withdraw tax-
exempt status from nonprofit and private
schools, many of which were created by
communities to avoid sending children to
integrated schools. The IRS had sent a
questionnaire to church-sponsored
schools in 1971, but had yet to finish re-
viewing the responses, the report noted.

The commission said the VA had failed
to fulfill its responsibility of insuring equal
educational opportunities in the trade

FACTS ON FILE
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An administrative proposal by President Ford to increase
the cost of food stamps beginning March 1 was overwhelm-
ingly rejected by Congress. The House Feb. 4 approved by
374-38 vote a bill blocking food stamp price increases for the
remainder of 1975. The Senate followed suit Feb. 5, passing
an identical bill 76-8. The Administration had proposed the in-
crease as part of its effort to stem the rapid growth in the cost
of social programs. Under the proposal, the cost of a month's
allocation of food stamps would have increased from an aver-
age of 23% of recipient families” net income to 30%. The Ad-
ministration had hoped to realize annual savings of about $650
million. {About 17.1 million poor and elderly persons partici-
pated in the program, administered by the Agriculture Depart-
ment.) Congressional opponents of the increase argued that it
would worsen the plight of the poor and elderly during a time
of recession and inflation.

In testimony before the House Agriculture Committee Jan.
30, Edward Hekman, administrator of the Food and Nutrition
Service of the Agriculture Department, had defended the pro-
posed increase. Calling it a means of slowing the growth rate
of federal expenditures, Hekman asserted the increase would
make the program more equitable because “everybody would
pay the same thing for food.” Ford announced Feb. 13 that he
would accept the congressional price freeze on food stamps for
the remainder of 1975.

The Houston Post

Houston, Texas, February 2, 1975

Up to now the worst aspect of food stamps has
been the failure to reach many Americans who need
them. Of the 35 million who are eligible, some 20
million know nothing about the food program. Con-
gress wanted the American poor to have this help. It
gave the Agriculture Department $200,000 to use in
informing the public. Secretary of Agriculture Earl
Butz ignored the directive, apparently acting on the
theory that what the poor don’t know won’t hurt
them. But a U.S. district court judge recently or-
dered Butz to spend the money to publicize the food
stamp program.

In exact counteraction to this philosophy, Presi-
dent Ford is going right ahead with his plan to raise
the cost of food stamps until they become mean-
ingless to millions of Americans. The elderly, whose
diet is already notoriously inadequate, will be the
hardest hit. Despite the uproar in Congress and suits
filed by civic groups, the administration will increase
the cost of food stamps for 95 per cent of the
people on the program. The reason: To save 3$650
million. We will be saving the money at the expense
of the poor. But an Agriculture Department spokes_-
man, in a fascinating piece of doublethink, said this
would not only save money but “provides the great-
est fairness to all.” .

Those who buy food stamps spend them imme-
diately in the nearest grocery store. Because food
stamp money goes directly back into the economy,
the cut in food stamp dollars will mean a cut in
dollars spent on food. The Community Nutrition
Institute estimates that if 10 per cent of the
recipients leave the program — a conservative guess
— the Texas economy will lose $69 million. Ohio
would lose $50 million, Maryland $16 million, Vir-
ginia $13 million. Comparable losses would be felt in
every state.

This means that people now working and self-sup-
porting will lose their jobs and be thrown onto wel-
fare. Though the administration calculates to save
§650 million a year with its cut in the food stamp
budget, it may soon have to pay out much more to
help a new horde of the jobless. It is to be hoped
that Congress can act quickly to circumvent this
particular piece of false — and cruel — economy.

St. Petersburg Times

St. Petersburg, Fla., February 3, 1975

Maybe President Ford misread
the message. When ordinary Ameri-
cans applauded his promise to cut
government spending, they didn’t
know he meant to take the saving out
of their hides.

Or to snatch the food off their ta-
bles. Or to let their pensions erode
with inflation. Or even to cut back the
grants that help bright, poor high
school graduates make it to college.

THEY THOUGHT he intended
to ferret out government waste. They
assumed he figured to save some of
the billions of dollars we formerly had
to spend on the Vietnam War.

But the Pentagon, the President
says, requires more, not less, now that
we aren’t fighting a war anywhere.
And Mr. Ford says he urgently needs
an extra $522-million, to prop up tot-
tering governments in Saigon and

Phnom Penh, the same governments
we weren’t quite able to save with an
outlay over 10 years of 55,000 Ameri-
can lives and maybe $150-billion.

Luckily, this crucial transfusion of
funds won't actually unbalance the
budget. Because Mr. Ford has found
he can save that much, and a little bit
more, by cutting back on food stamps.

Too many hungry Americans —
about 17-million of them, by latest es-
timate — have latched onto this pro-
gram, the Ford Administration be-
lieves. So it will shake some of them
off — the poorest ones, probably —
by raising the minimum cash pay-
ments required.

ALSO FINGERED in the
government’s financial crunch is the
Social Security set. Mr. Ford says the
pensioners’ next cost-of-living in-
crease will have to be trimmed. Five

per cent tops, Mr. Ford says, no mat-
ter how much harder than that their
checks are hit by inflation.

And in a $2.6-billion package of
proposed economies Mr. Ford sent to
Congress last week, he called for other
dubious savings. In cancer research.
Construction of schools. The “jobs op-
portunities” program. Grants to help
poor students meet college costs. Al-
eohol and drug abuse work.

We believe President Ford to be a
reasonable, intelligent, compassion-
ate leader. Obviously, though, he is
getting some hard-hearted advice.
Fortunately, Congress will have
something to say on his budget priori-
ty list. It already is moving to block
his most short-sighted cuts. We trust
it will go on from there to apply some
better ones, on its own.

o
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Baltimovre, Md.,

Febyruary 4, 1975

Congress has the respon-
sibility to prevent President
Ford and his Administration
from stripping poor people of
some of the benefits they get
by taking advantage of the
food stamp program.

At atime when recessionary
problems, according to some
sources, have forced the num-
ber taking advantage of food
stamps from 15.8 million to 17
miltion, it is idiotic Yo talk
about cutting back on the
amount of high-cost food poor
peopie canpurchase.

The Agriculture Depart-
ment on March 1 plans to
change'its program so that
poor families would have to
use 30 per cent of their income
to buy food stamps rather than
the 23 per cent now required.

That would force some
famiilies to drop out of the
program.

1t would reduce the amount
of money poor families would
have left to buy other
necessities, such as higher
fuel bills,

For President Ford to push
this kind of cut as part of his
anti-inflation program bor-
ders on inhuman treatment of
an element of the society now
struggling 10 make ends meet
at the bottomof the heap.

Just as the Congress has
moved to prevent President
Ford from imposing his
energey tariff pltan on the
country, it must stop the.
March 1 food stamp cutback.

The amount of money
President Ford claims he
could save by imposing more
hardship on the very poorest,
is relatively so smatl as to be
meaningless.

1t is hard to imagine
Congress permitting this
national disaster to befalt
already suffering poor peopie.

At best these citizens, many
of them elderly, can’t took for-
ward to much better days.
Surely they shouid not have
unnecessary hunger as one of
the burdens the government
imposes as part of its war
againstinftation.

THE PLAIN DEALER

Cleveland, Ohio, February 8, 1975

Both the U.S. Senate and the House of
Representatives have now voted to block
the Department of Agriculture’s plan to
save $650 million a year by raising the
price of food stamps.

Congress responded with commend-
able speed after it became clear that the
agriculture bureaucracy could not be talk-
ed out of its idea even though the number
of persons using food stamps is at an all-
time high. The Agriculture Department
wanted to require every recipient to pay a
flat 30% of his or her monthly income for
stamps. Seme recipients now pay as little
as 5%, and for them the increase would
have been devastating. Others would have
been priced out of the program because
the amount they would have been required
to pay would have been more than the
face value of the stamps.

The Ford administration has made if
plain recently that it is more than slightly
leery of proliferating federal social wel-
fare programs. We sympathize with that
concern and with the administration’s ef-
fort to curtail government spending. We
believe, however, that the Department of
Agriculture and other depattments can
find ways to reduce spending in programs
that are not 5o vital to the poorest seg-
ment of society.
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@he Bes Moines Regisler
Des Moines, lowa,
Febvuary 7, 1975

The first lcgisiation passed by the
Ninety-fourth Congress was a stinging
rebuke for President Ford. His proposal
to raise the price the needy would have
to pay for foed stamps was blocked by a
vote of 374 to 38 in the House and 76 to 8§
in the Senate. Members of his own party
voted heavily against him.

Towa and several other states already
had mailed instructions about the new
regulations to district food stamp of-
fices, and quick congressional action
was Necessary to prevent their taking
effect. Congress responded with unusual
speed. The bill scuttling the new rules
cleared the House less than a week
after emerging from vcommittee. The
Senate completed action on it a day
later.

The proposal would have saved an
estimated $648 million a year in federal
funds, but it would have placed a signif-
icant share of this federal belt-tight-
ening on these whose belts already are
the tightest. U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture figures show that retail grocery
prices have risen faster than increases
in food stamp benefits.

Raising the price of the stamps would
have discouraged their use.

Ford’s proposal came under heavy
fire when it was first published in the
Federal Register, but Ford didn’t budge.
The size of the votes overturning his
plan ought to convince him to redirect
his inflation-fighting efforts away from
those -already suffering the most from
inflation.

@he Boston Globe

Boston, Mass., February 8, 1975

There are few for whom these
are the best of times and many for
whom they are the worst, The poor,
whose. condition was but a little
altered by the war on poverty, are
with us still, joined now by a grow-
ing family of unemployed, under-
employed,. students and wanderers.

" Caught-in the web of this tangled
economy, the poor suffer most when
government sets out to tighten belts,
This is not liberal mush, and those
who think it is might well volunteer
and take the place of a marginally
employed breadwinner with two or
three offspring. Suddenly, the often-
eriticized food stamp program would
geem  heaven-sent, though inade-
quate.

President Ford, no friemd of the
program, wants to increase the price
of tood stamps in the pame of econ~

omy. The Ford Administration es~
timates this would save $216 million
in fiscal 1976, We believe that Presi-
dent Ford is not personally a stingy
man, but he cannot escape appear-
ing so when he urges such a paltry
saving in a budget that approaches
$350 billion.

The Congress -has no intention
of further pressing  the already
hard-pressed, and has overwhelm-
ingly voted to freeze the price of
food stamps at the current level.
The President must now either
veto the measure or sign it and
we urge him to do the latter. if for
no other reason than national unity
in a time of crisis. Otherwise, the
Congress should override his veto
unanimously. This is no time to
nickel and dime the poor,

New York Post

New Yovk, N.Y., February 7, 1975

Two lopsided votes in Congress—
374-38 in the House and 76-8 in the
Senate—have passed legislation pre-
venting the Ford Administration from
boosting the prices of food stamps.
Those figures are extraordinary. They
relate to bigger numbers elsewhere.

In this city alone, nearly 950,000
people depend on the federal food cou-
pons, which represent a total of some
$30 million in extra purchasing power
for them. Nationally, as of last sum-
mer, the program was serving 13 mil-
lion Americans, and there has been a
rapid increase since then. Today a mini-
mum of 17 million persons, many of
them recently unemployed, depend on
the subsidy, now involving an estimated
$4 billion annually.

The Department of Agriculture’s de-
cision to make $650 million in economies

at the expense of these Americans was
not simply an attack on the defenseless
aging and poor. It also strikes hard at
middle class victims of economic dis-
asters the Administration seems un-
able to combat. That is probably one
reason for the overwhelming votes in
House and Senate on the bill suspend-
ing any stamp-price increase in 1975.

In any case, the heavy margins sug-
gest plainly that the measure is veto-
proof—and that the President’s ill-con-
sidered defense of the aid cuts is viewed
as inequitable and irresponsible by much
of the nation.

He can hardly evade the message
embodied in these votes. They reflect
unmistakable national unrest over a
White House economic strategy that
gives so much higher a priority to mili-
tary expenditure than to human needs.
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The Probidence Journal

Providence, R.I., February 10, 1975

An aroused Congress has virtually killed the Ford
administration's drastic and ill-considered plan to raise
the price of food stamps. Both the House and the Senate
registered lopsided votes against the plan (374-38 and
76-8, respectively), showing the breadth of concern for
millions of the nation's poor who depend on the stamps,
especially during a period of cruel inflation.

By freezing the price of food stamps for the rest of
1975, Congress has helped the program’s 17.1 million
recipients eke out their meager food dollars a bit
further. Yet while this freeze was imperative to keep
poor families from suffering even worse hardship, it
should not be read as a blanket endorsement of the
entire food stamp program as it now functions. The
program is a complicated crazy quiit of administrative
burdens, special exemptions and deductions and, above
all, glaring inequities that hurt those most in need.

hile in its purpose the food stamp program represents
perhaps the most worthy of governmental social
assistance outlays, its regulations badly need revision.

Food stamps provide a bonus system under which
low-income families can stretch their food dollars by 10
or 15 percent. Participants pay, on the average. 23
percent of their morthly net income for the stamps (a
ratio that President Ford had wanted to increase to 30
_pefcent). They receive stamps with a face value greater
than the amount paid ($154 a month for a family of
four), and-‘use‘them in -grocery stores in place of cash.
-The laudable purpose: to funnel government aid directly
to aileviating the most devastating fact of being poor —
hunger.

But flaws in the System abound. For one thirg, the
fraction of income that must be spent on stamps wvaries
sharply according to family size and income level.
Lower-income families (except the poorest, who ébtain
the stamps at no cost) and the largest families generally
have to pay proportiondily more of their income for
stamps than do relatively better off, or smaller families.

Additionally, the requirement that all public
assistance recipients are eligible for food stamps works
an unfair disadvantage on non-welfare families at the
same income level, who may not be eligible for food
stamps. Finally, the program’s outreach effort, designed
to “inform all . possible eligible families about food
gtamps, has been strongly criticized as inadequate.
There also are reports of abuses that deserve
investigation, and an appalling lack of data on the
categories of people enrolled in the program and the
numbers of those needy whom it does not reach.

Clearly, the need for seeking greatbr equity is great.
Congress acted in an emergency situation to forestall a
food stamp price increase that was to have gone into
effect March 1. Now that it has taken, this important
step, it needs to institute a careful review of the whole
program to provide more aid to those most acutely in

"need.

THe TENNESSEAN

Nashville, Tenn., January 24, 1975

TO justify the slashing of food stamp
benefits, officials of the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture have pointed to
President Ford’s State of the Union
speech,

“For decades, we have been voting
ever-increasing levels of government
benefits — and now the bill has come
due,” the President said last week. “One
characteristic of these programs is that
their cost increases automatieally every
year because the number of people eligi-
ble for most of these benefits increases
every year.”

When the decision to cut back food
stamps was first announced in November,
administration officials talked of seeing
the reductions in a *‘long-range” perspec-
tive.So, President Ford’s statement is not
new; and that is the problem.

The social service programs are open-
ended and do present budget and admin-
istrative problems. However, those prob-
lems can only be solved through a new
debate on the purpose and means of
effecting social services and the conse-
quent passage of legislation.

Instead of beginning a new debate, Mr.
Ford has reiterated the conservatives’
theme of welfare waste. To counter that
argument by pointing to the de facto
open-ended defense budget — or other
examples of the government’s generosity
to special interests — is a futile exercise

and does nothing to contribute to a new
debate on balancing social services and
fiscal responsibility.

The reduction of food stamp benefits is
not the beginning of a long-range effort to
restore fiscal responsibility to the federal
budget, and in the immediate future it will
only make worse the effects of the eco-
nomic crisis on those persons who cannot
control their situation.

In slashing the food stamp benefits by
about $645 million, the administration will
-literally take the bread out of the mouths
of many elderly persons onfixed incomes.
Indeed, the original USDA directive
would have meant that some persons
would have paid more for the food stamps
than the food stamps were worth. The
final directive is more generous: eligible
persons will always receive at least $1
more in food stamps than they pay. Thus,
the poor will not have to pay for the
privilege of being needy — a small con-
solation.

x o ¥

A number of senators and representa-
tives, both liberals and conservatives,
have begun-action to rescind the USDA
directive slashing food stamp benefits.
That will be a good short-term answer. In
the end, however, Congress will have to
begin the debate on balancing social
services and fiscal responsibility; and
congressmen will have to get down to the
business of governing, this country.

The Salt Lake Tribune

Salt Lake City, Utah, Febyruary 1, 1975

President Ford’s attempt to tighten up
the food stamp program as one means of
reducing federal spending has apparent-
ly run into insurmountable opposition in
Congress.

Much of the blame must be laid to bad
timing and a too sweeping approach to
cost cutting which inevitibly penalized
certain classes of food stamp recipients
(such as the elderly) who need the
assistance most.

Even members of the House Agricui-
ture Committee who voted 33 to 2 against
the President's plan to trim benefits
concede that a review of the.food stamp
program is needed. But the President’s
proposal, which would have forced the
needy to pay a greater percentage of
their income for stamps, was not a
review. It was a one-shot effort to cut
costs without due consideration for harsh
side effects.

Mr. Ford’s pruning attempt coincided
with a dramatic increase in applications
for food stamps brought on by worsening
economic conditions. Latest reports indi-
cate that although millions elgible for
stamps still have not applied for them,
many thousands who may once have held

themselves ‘‘above’” accepting govern-
ment aid are now avidly seeking it.

Latest food stamp figures show an
increasing percentage of the work force,
both unskilied workers and jobless jour-
neymen are turning to stamps.

In view of the increased reliance on
food stamps it is more than ever
necessary to review the program with an
eye to confining it to those who actually
need the assistance. That means going
over the federal guidelines word for word
to eliminate unrealistic barriers to aid as
well as cutting off moochers.

Once elgibility requirements have
been made more equitible, official atten-
tion can turn to the President’s proposals
for higher spending by recipient families.

Food stamps, which cost the govern-
ment in excess of $4 billion a year, were
conceived as a means of assuring that
everyone could obtain an adequate diet.
This original concept must not be lost
sight of during the overhaul.

The food stamp program must not be
seen as a handy budget cutting opportuni-
ty nor as an easy touch for freeloaders
who don’t need the help.



Pt h *
The Washington Post
Washingiton, D.C., February 1, 1975
THE HOUSE Agriculture Commiltee has acted

speedily and wisely to prevent the Ford administra-
tion from going forward with its planned increases in
the cost of food stamps to the paor. The committee
vote, 33-2, orders the administration to charge no more
for food stamps than it charged on Jan. 1. As sensible
—and needed—as that injunctive action was, the com-
mittee should realige *»~* its work in the area of food
stamps has just begt lsewhere on this page today,
Jodie Allen lays out in some detail the reason that this
is so and offers an alternative to holh the present
program and the administration’s proposed variation
on it.

From its inception, the food stamp program has
been a patchwork affair, with a series of convoluted
deductions that help to determine a family’s net in-
come for the purpose of establishing how much it should
pay for the stamps. While no one would argue that no
such system is necessary, the problem with the present
program is that it creates inequities against the weakest
persons in the system, the elderly indigents who live by
themselves.

Other problems cry out for careful siudy, including
the so-called “outreach” program that the states are
supposedly conducting to inform their poor residents
of the existence of the program. 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 adequate. As a resuit, 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 Commiltee hearings
recenlly. Edward J. Hekman, who administers the
food stamp program, told the commitfee that public
comment had been solicited before the administration
proposed the price increases the committee later voted
to prevent. Hekman said he received 4,317 responses
from the public. “All of the comments were carefully
analyzed in the decision-making process,” Hekman
assured the committee, Then he was asked how many
of those 4,317 comments supported the increase in
prices his department was proposing. “Fifty,” the
agriculture official replied.

And so it has gone at Agriculture. The department
assured the Congress it could save about $100 million
by eliminating 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 insignificant part of the Agriculture
Department’s business, a small part of a much larger
enterprise too busy with other matters to keep a close
eve on this program and know its workings well. Not
so: since the vast reductions in the farm support
program over the last several years, the food stamp
program now represents two thirds of the department’s
budget. That is why oversight is of the utmost im-
portance. Hunger is oo serious a matter {o leave to
the Agriculture Department without some serious
supervision.
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TULSH, »nx WORLD

Tulsa, Okla., February 7, 1975

IF A vote-conscious Congress had
laid out the scenario itself, it couldn’t
have picked a better example to show
its compassion than food stamps.
PRESIDENT FORD served up a patty~ball
and both Houses slammed it back for
a kill,

The Administration had the nerve
to try to increase the cost of food
stamps to the poor. Politically, it
couldn’t have picked a worse way to
save money unless it had tried to cut
Social Security payments or aid to dis-
abled veterans.

A hungry Congress, in the current
phrase, ate the PRESIENT'S lunch.
First the House clobbered the increase
by a vote of 374 to 38; then the Sen-
ate finished it off by 76 to 8, The
gsentiment was so one-sided that it's
predicted Mr, FORD won't even bother
to veto.

That means a projected $650 million
a year saving in Federal funds will
not be achieved. The 17 million par-
ticipants in the food-subsidy program
will not have to pay 30 per cent of
their net income for the stamps.

Yes, that is compassionate, and the
Congress can hardly be blamed for

rescuing people on low incomes from
the first blow in the anti~recession
campaign. The PRESIDENT and SECRE-
TARY of AGRICULTURE EARL BUTZ must
be very hard-headed men even to
suppose that such a political heresy
could slip by the new Congress.

So the Administration’s nose has
been bloodied and we go on from here.
Congress has proved it will not stand
for kicking poor people around. But
the vote does raise a couple of ques-
tions.

First, is Congress willing to exam-
ine the food-stamp program and de-
termine what excesses or inequities
have come into it? Is it intended,
for example, to support college stu-
dents and other people who, although
their incomes are not high, cannot be
considered poor people down on their
luck? Can improved guidelines be
set to limit the eligibility require-
ments to those genuinely in need?

And secondly, will Congress find:
some more suitable place to save the
money it has refused to save in the
food-stamp program? What the law-
makers have done up to now is the
easy part, Let’s see how they respond
to the tough task that remains.

St. Louis ‘&E Review

St. Louis, Mo., Febvuary 7, 1975

The proposal to withhold cost of liv-
ing benefits from the elderly living on
social security and to raise the cost of
food stamps for the poor is incredibly
gross. Just those citizens whose lives
are most acutely imperiled by uncon-
trolled inflation are asked to bear the
principal burden of stabilizing our
economy,

Unlike inflationary periods in’ the
19605 when the impact of rising prices
was distributed evenly among income

oups, the current inflationary period
1s 20 per cent worse for the poor than
for middle-income families, precisely
because of escalating food prices. At
the same time, the unemployment
rates for those with the lowest income
have risen fastest.

The Ford Administration has pro-
osed to raise the cost of food stamps
or the poor to a flat 30 per cent of their

monthly income, which is a substantial
increase over the present average of 23
r cent of monthly income. What we
ail to see is a serious effort to invert
the burden of our inflation cum re-
cession so that those best able to sus-
tain increased costs and taxes will
bear the principal burden. Current
Congressional action to freeze the

Price of food stamps at their current
evels should be encouraged.

The domestic exercise in inequitable
treatment of the poor is possibly re-
lated to our government’s mishandling
of food distribution overseas. A recent
published study shows that the
developing nations most in need of
food shipments, including the famine
siricken areas of Africa, the poorest
nations in Southeast Asia, such as
Bangladesh and India and selected
poor neighbors in Latin America, re-
ceive the smallest allotment in our
Food for Peace program. At the same
time, food is used as a political tool to
extend our influence with less needy
nations. The disproportion is so
starfling that theé program has been
deslcribed by critics as a Food for War
tool.

This is substantially what Pope Paul
VI warned against when he addressed
the World Food Conference in Rome
last- November. He pointed out that
food is being used as a weapon in the
world today and that this usage is im-
moral. We must insist that our elected
representatives scrutinize closely all
propésals which involve the domestic
and foreign distribution of food.

Che Oregonian

Portland, Ore., February 1, 1975

President Ford’s executive order raising food
stamp costs to millions of poor Americans begin-
ning March 1 is calculated to save the govern-
ment $645 million. In spite of the reduced gov-
crnment outlay, strong congressional opposition
has developed, because the price increases will
particularly affect elderly recipients under the
Supplemental Security Income Program whom
Congress expressly acted to keep in the pro-
gram. The battle will be fought later this year,
when Congress may act 1o modify details of the
President’s order.

However, while the legislative-executive
jockeying occurs, the poor must be confused by
the federal hand that withdraws food aid from

them only to redirect it elsewhere. The New
York Times News Service reports that the ad-
ministration is about to announce a $500 million
increase in the food foreign aid program, to $1.4
billion. Americans whose food stamp costs will
rise sharply in another month would surely like
a clear explanation of why more than $500 mil-
lion of the food aid is going to nations not classi-

fied as among the most needy.

This irony is about as bad as that in which
the federal government will be giving tax re-
bates or “negative income taxes” to the poor but
will be collecting more than the refunds in high-

er food stamp prices.

S




138—Food Stamps

AKRON BEACON JOURNAL
Akvon, Ohio, February 9, 1975

THE ADMINISTRATION’S plan to
increase the cost of food stamps may, as
Sen. Hubert Humphrey said, make
“‘Scrooge look like a social worker.” But
even Scrooge would have had a dickens of
2 time being generous if he didn’t have
any money.

The overwhelming votes in the House
and Senate to block the Ford plan make a
veto appear suicidal. The House voted 374
to 38; the Senate vote was 76 to 8.

Mr. Ford had proposed that some 95
percent of those enrolled in the food stamp
program pay 30 percent of their net in-
comes for stamps. They now pay about 23
percent, The savings to the government
would have been $648 million.

The hot reaction by the Congress was
understandable. No one, not even adminis-
tration supporters of the increased food
stamp cost, wants to pick on the poor, par-
ticularly when dealing with something so
essential as food.

But it is plainly irresponsible for the
Congress to spend $648 million without ei-
ther raising $648 million or paring $648 mil-
lion from some other part of the budget.

Those congressmen who voted to block
the food stamp price increase may argue
that $648 million is peanuts in a $1 billion-
a-day budget. And they would be right. But
that budget contains more than $50 billion
worth of peanuts the government can’t pay
for.

The time is long overdue for the Con-
gress and the administration, working to-
gether, to go back to square one with the
budget. They cannot continue to look only
at the annual add-on; they must go back to
how the first dollar is spent and ask wheth-
er it should be.

They must look not only at new Penta-
gon programs but at Teddy Kennedy's be-
loved Boston Navy Yard. They must look
not only at new social programs but:at
whether anything of value is belng received
from long-established programs.

It took the United States nearly 200
years to compile a national debt of $498 bil-
lion, a figure the Treasury estimates will
be reached in two weeks. At the rate esti-
mated in President Ford’s proposed budg-
et, that figure would double in less than 10
years. At the rate the U. S. is spending
money it doesn’t have this year, it would
take less than 15 years for the deficit to
double.

And when Uncle Sam borrows money,
he must pay interest just like the rest of
us. In the next year, interest will account
for more than 10 percent of the total budg-
et.

The problem with Congress dealing with
the budget is that everyone has his favorite
slice of the pie. Sen. Kennedy can be a
leading critic of defense spending and still
lead the fight to save a.Navy installation
the Pentagon wants to close.

The Congress must face the fact that it
cannot continue its reckless spending hab-
its without wrecking thz economy; it can-.
not continue to borrow against the future
while thinking the future will never arrive.

The future is here. Now. There has to be
belt-tightening. Somebody’s ox is going to
be gored. And if the Congress does not
want the food stamp recipients’ ox gored,
it will have to agree on somebody else’s.

To do otherwise would be totally irre-
sponsible. A deficit of $1 billion a week is a
national disgrace. But it appears that a
blind and irresponsible Congress is deter-
mined to make it worse.

OKLAHOMA CITY TIMES
Oklahoma City, Okla., January 28, 1975
HE FOOD STAMP program is being widely eriti-
cized because officials admit they are unable to pre-
vent benefits from falling into hands of ineligible per-
sons. An assistant commissioner of welfare said, “'We
shovel it (food stamps) out the door. There are virtualty

no controls.”

Costs of food stamps are expected to double in less
than two years. The future is even more frightening, be-
cause talk of more stamp plans is circulating in Wash-
ington, Those who are now having part of their grocery
bills paid by taxpayers are saying that it would be nice
if Congress would set up stamp plans also to help pay
for their fuel, their clothing and their housing.

The proverbial camel has his nose inside the tent, and
is working to squeeze in all the way. If he makes it, the
result may be government handouts for everybody, and

everything.

The Lhening Gazette

Wovcester, Mass., February 8, 1975

The House and Senate votes
against President Ford’s proposal
to put the brakes on the zooming
federal food stamp program shows
how difficult it is going to be to get
any balanced economic program
through Congress.

Congress is all in favor aof
the idea of cutting taxes, even
though this will produce a budget
deficit next year of more than $50
billion.

But Congress is unwilling to
consider steps to cut down govern-
ment spending in order to hold the
deficit at that figure. With their
eyes nervously on the next election,
few representatives are about to be
caught doing anything that would
look like a vote against the poor
and the old.

Given the political climate in
this country, and the chronic unwil-
lingness of Congress to look beyond
its nose, we don’t see how President
Ford is going to do much toward
solving the problem of the so-called
‘“4ransfer payments.” These are
the billions of dollars, both those
included in the budget and those
outside it, like Social Security pay-
ments, that are taken out of the pro-
ducing sector and given to the non-
productive.

It is the explosive growth of
these programs — Social Security,
Railroad Retirement, WMedicaid,
welfare, veterans benefits, etc. —
that has pushed the dollar to the
wall. The United States now has a
gross national product of $1.5 tril-
lion and one-third of that is spent on
government at all levels. At the
current rate of increase, govern-
ment will be taking almost two-
thirds of the total gross national
product in another 25 years.

The food stamp program, which
has leaped from $578 million per
annum to $2.7 billion per annum in
the past five years, is a prime ex-
ample. It threatens to become an-
other monster welfare program,
uncontrolled and shot through with
abuse. Already there are unhealthy
odors, as in the numbers of college
students getting the stamps.

President Ford wanted poor
families to pay at least 30 per cent
of their income for food stamps to

participate in the program. The
current average is about 23 per
cent. A family of four with an in-
come of $230 a month now pays
about $65 for stamps worth about
$150 at the grocery store. Ford’s
plan would increase that to $69. It
was estimated that the Ford plan
would have induced 10 to 20 per
cent of current food stamp
recipients to drop out of the pro-
gram.

The change would not have in-
creased the cost of food stamps one
penny for most recipients. It would
have applied only to those some-
what better off.

It seemed like a modest reform,
but Congress would have no part of
it. And Congress will probably have
no stomach for any of the other
cost-cutting measures that Ford
has suggested.

If any budget cutting is done,
Congress is apt to look at the de-
fense budget, set at $92.8 billion —
an $8 billion increase from the cur-
rent level. Defense Secretary
Schlesinger is arguing that this
boost hardly covers the extra cost
of inflation, and that the .Soviets
are now outspending us handily on
defense.

We don’t think the defense
budget is sacrosanct. We wish Con-
gress would give it a going-over
with an eye to cutting waste and
abuse there, too. However, we sus-
pect that the defense budget will
survive pretty much unscathed for
all the wrong reasons. Faced with
the prospect of putting defense con-
tractors out of work, which could
lead to mass layoffs, Congress will
probably go along with most of
what Schlesinger proposes.

At any rate, the defense budget
is only about 6 per cent of the gross
national product. It has held that
percentage for the past several
years. It is by no means an uncon-
trollable monster, growing by leaps
and bounds, like the social welfare
segment.

" President Ford is the first pres-
ident to deal frankly and directly
with the problem of taxing the pro-
ductive sector of the population to
benefit the nonproductive. What-
ever the fate of his proposals, the
issue is going to be with us for
years.




F ofd Allows
Food Stamp

Cost Freeze

By Austin Scott
Washington Post Staff Writar

President Ford announced
yvesterday he will allow a bill
freezing the cost of food
stamps through 1875 to be-
come law without his signa-
ture.

He laced his announcement
with criticism of Congress for
blocking his attempt to raise
food stamp costs without sug-
gesting any ideas of its own
for reducing the program’s
$3.7 billion annual budget.

The President’s proposal to
charge almost all 17.1 million
food stamp recipients a flat 30
per cent of their adjusted in-
comes, instead of the current
21 per cent average, was
blocked by the Senate last
week, 78 to 6, on the heels of a_
374 to 38 vote against it in the
House. ’

A presidential veto almost
certainly would have been ov-
erridden by Congress.

. The Agriculture Depart.
ment had predicted the pro-

'posgd. price imarease..would
save taxpayers $650 mll[ion a
year.

“The Congress and the Pres-
ident share the respmy
‘of finding ways to 1 e
'%pending of taxpayers’ mon-
ey,” Mr. Ford said in a state-
ment yesterday. “. .. If the
Congress simply rejects these
proposals without coming for-

WASHINGTON POST:

“ing what it wouid do was put-
tmg state food stamyp agencies
-in a hind.

Without clear notification to
the contrary, the suits dxf,ut'd
the states would have to )0‘
"program  their comntiters to:
~hantlle  tHe  increase.  They
longet the vuteome remained.
“uncertain, thev argued, thel
s to go into effect Mareh 1. ‘,matez the likelihood of con-
U.S. District. Court Judee: fusion, ™ delays and possible
iiam DB. Jones had said: loss of benefits to food stamp
esday he would issue a tem- \reclplenm around March 1.

ary injunction against the, Judge Jones dismissed hothx
arease  unless the. goverp-!suits yesterday, after Agricul-’
nt could tell hTf at a hear- Hure Department attorneys as-:

o set far 4 p.m. yesterday. "sured him telegrams were be.:
at President Ford would not ing sent out to all states tell-
qa the hill. ding them to disregard the pro-
il‘hv Agriculture  Depart.: hosed inerease. -
At said Tuesday it did not' Apricultuve Secetary Earl L.
$pow what Mr. Ford would do.! Buiz, in a short statement,
announcement of the Pres. ,uhoe(l President Ford's con-
nt's plans came from the!cern over the gost of the pro-|
ite House shorlly " before: gram, and applauded a Senate!

e court hearing. [ resotution calling for a con-
Both suits mnf’endod that - gressional review of the pro-,
Ee White House delay in say- gram. :
- !

ward with good and timelv al.’

@ natives, an unthinkable def.
t will result and there will:
no mistaking where the reo-

Fonsibility lies.”

wihe President’'s anpounce.
nl was prompted by two

@urt suits filed against the;

iopmed price increase, which
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Wrong-Way Budget

! |

| !

. President Ford's budget for fiscal 1976 is not only j

| economically feeble—by its own account, it would leave I

| unemployment hovering around 8 per cent for three |

| years—but socially irresponsible.

' The Administration contends that, in this time of

" intense hardship especially for the poor and the aged,
social programs should be cut in order to curb inflation
and keep the budget deficit from growing any larger.
The Administration’s stress on its forecast of an 11.3
per cent inflation. rate this year and of a combined
budget deficit of $80 billion or more. for the current
and next fiscal years appears designed to reinforce the
President’s warning to Congress that it would only
worsen the grim economic outlook If it voted bigger
tax cuts and larger spending programs, and failed to give
the President the $17 billion in expenditure -cuts he
is requesting.

But Congress is showing that it has no intention of
being cowed into submission by such alarmist tactics.
This week Congress overwhelmingly defeated the Presi-
dent’s proposal to raise the price of food stamps and
instead froze their price for the rest of this year. =~

The issue of the Administration’s social priorities
goes far beyond food stamps. With so high a rate of
inflation, many social programs have suffered sharp
cutbacks, while defense spending is climbing. The Presi-
dent has proposed to increase defense outlays from
$85.3 billion in fiscal 1975 to $94 billion in fiscal 1976.
Proposed defense authorizations, which affect future
spending and which reached $95 billion for fiscal 1975,
are marked for an increase to $107.7 billion in fiscal
1976. This is needed, says the President, to maintain
preparedness and keep up with rising costs. '

Similar logic is not applied to social programs, how-
ever. Mr. Ford is proposing to hold Social Security -
benefit increases to 5 per cent instead of the 8.7 per
cent cost-of-living increase that is scheduled to go into
effect this summer. He wants to cut the Federal con-
tribution to the states for social services—the states’
share to rise from 25 per cent to 35 per cent in 1976
and to 50 per cent in 1977. The Federal Government is
in a much better position than most states to finance
social services in a time of falling incomes and tax
revenues,

Mr. Ford is also proposing cuts in grants to the states
for child nutrition, cuts in health research and in health
education and training, holddowns and cuts in elemen-
tary, secondary and vocational education, trims in man-
power programs, larger charges for Medicare patients,
and other efforts to pass the burdens of the economy
to those least able to afford them.

The President has asked Congress to accept his pro-
posal for a moratorium on ail new social programs;
but the United States is not too poor to afford such
programe. Quite the contrary; with vast unused
resources, it is suffering from too much poverty and
hardship to do without them.
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| Bﬁtz Is Conciliatory on Farm Program;
Clashes With McGovern on Food Stamps

" By WILLIAM ROBBINS

By United Press International

level know you don't want it
to work."”

'WASHINGTON, Feb, 20 —|,  Mr- McGovern said he based

Sécretary of Agriculture Earl L.
Batz, testifying at a hearing
mirked by a clash with Senator

his accusation on several
counts. He said the Agriculture
Department’s regulations did

not provide a “nutritionally
George McGovern, surprised the "
Sénate Agriculture Committee adequate diet," as the food

today with a conciliatory posi-
tion on farmers’ demands for
guarantees against severe dis-
tress if large crops should de-

press market prices.

.The Secretary, laying aside a
prepared statement ‘‘written by

stamp law requires, and that
the Administration’s response
to its mandate to try to reach
needy families was “a total
failure.”

He also criticized the Admin-
istration’s recent effort to in-
crease charges for food stamps,

somebody else” that expressed saying “You must know that's

adamant opposition to ‘disrup-

a violation of law.”

‘tive modifications™ in present!  The Secretary cited the rising
farm law, softened its impact|costs of the food stamp pro-
with extemporaneous testimonyigram and cited difficulties of
that he sald came “from the administering a program jointly

heart.”
«rinaware of Statemeng.

In contrast with the prepared| ©
statement and his past position,

Dr. Butz s3ig h

on increasing Ievels of loans

with state agencies, but he

Iwhigh was blocked by Co

that farmers can get from the
Government, using their crops
as security. He also indicated
some flexibility on the rate of
payments that farmers can re-

ve if prices drop below pre-
sctibed “targets.”

He acknowledged that the
statement represented an ad-
ministration position that had
been coordinated with the Of-
fice of Management and Bud-
get, but a high-ranking official
in|the Agricuiture Department
said the Secretary had consider-
able leeway to make compro-
mises.

Dr. Butz was himself sur-
prised by his first questioner,
Senator McGovern, who accused
the Secretary of sabotaging the
food stamp program. |

“Mr, Secretary, your Admin-;
Istration daily violates not only:
the law as passed by Congress,
but even your own regulations,”
the South Dakota Democrat,
said.

His voice rising in anger and|
his eyes flashing, Dr. Butz re-
sponded: “l can’t let you sit
there and sayv that [ have de-
liberately violated the law, |
have sworn to uphold the law.”

The Senator opened his crit-
{cism with this remark: “It’s
my own judgment that the
program {s not working as well
ay it could brcause adminis-
teators at the state and local

gress, Dr. Butz sald, “I think
that was In compliance with
the law.”

Senator McGovern had dis-
tributed his statement to re-
porters in advance, but the
Secretary made it clear that he
had been unaware of it prior
to the hearing. .
= The food stamp controversy
occupled much -of a three-hour
hearing, although it was called
to consider possible changes in
the farm program.

Under present law, farmers
are guaranteed certain “target
prices”—$2.05 a bushel for
wheat, $1.38 a bushel for corn
and 38 cents a pound for cot-
ton. If market prices, which are
now above those levels, should
fall below the target prices, the
Government must make up the

defpded his~agency’s oW gference. "Berwrm s x-<

}\efe}ﬂng to the move to!
“flexiblepd "y 1 the cost of food stam

The law also provides for

price-support loans, below -the

of the target prices, which

ow farpers to borrow from

the Government to hold crops

in the hope that the market will
improve.

Farmers contend that the tar-
get prices and the loan rates
are consideraly below the cost
of production, and testimony
by experts jn recent hearings
has supported those conten-
tions.

Dr. Butz did not dispute those
gontentions in his testimony to-

ay.-

In their questioning, all the
Senators on the Agriculture
Committee said they wanted to
get the price guarantees and
the loans levels raised.

The Secretary’s actual testi-
mony differed significantly
from his prepared statement,
which was entered into the rec-
ord of the proceeding. The
statement said:

“This Adminlstration opposes.
amendments to the present tar.
get price and loan levels of the
Agriculture and Consumer
Protection act of 1973, which
wou'd artificially stimulate pro-
duction and again lead to
Government ownershin of feed
grains, colton and wheat, and a
return to potentially excessive
direct payments.”

In response to a question, Dr.
Butz said he expectad to see an
Agreement ‘'t some place be-
tl"m what vou want and what

A




2-18-75

WASHINGTON POST

'

.\l(tt'(llxi; Childs

Estimating the Number of Hungry in Americ

in preparin LS ur 7Y of Prosslles 1

dent Ford's response to the over:
whelming vote i (ongress rejecung
his proposed increase in the cost of
S foot stamps, h.s auwdes invoked the
Cword sacrifice  In the grave national
coists we must all be ready for some
sacrilice.

For those at e bottom of the heap,
sacribice meats truam! to make o Little

mones last a httle inrder 1 means go-

tig hunery at the cod of the manth
Cwpen food stamps have ranoout and
“the Social Stecuntd  pasment i 0
. hausted,

‘-g “Just how manv people 1in America
_drg hungry” ina column on the nise in
the cost of food stamps 1 put the fig
' urz st 30 million to 40 mullion Thus
was challenged by BEdward 1 Hekman,

- admimstrator of the toud and nutnition
service 1n the Department of Agricul
ture That figure was ton hizh.

Nutrition specialists 1 have talked
with put it conservatively at 10 million
to 20 million. That is 1 ttsell a shock
tng figure for a nation that unti the
onsel of the recession was regarded as
having the highest standard of living
in the warld. .

Estimates are hard to come by T
much of the hitnges i actuai mainutri
tion s difficults ¢ -not impasshie o
know Byt liekman's claim that with
tiys wehoo! Junech prozram, iond elamps
and other {o nw of  ford assistance

~fpe »" - o .
s Teporls mmrlll'numl the country show. it

could mean the difference between hunger

in the lust weeek or 10 duvs of the

month and just enough to get bv.”

there is virtually po hunger in Amer-
1ca, cannot be substantiated.

The mos\ damning contradichion s
thiat there are an estimated 34 million
to 49 nullion families and single persons
chible for food stamps. The number
now getting them 13 17 million. repre
senting a jump of pearly 2 milljon in
the latter weeks of 1974, much of {t re-
sulting from the addition of Puerto
Hico,

Thuyx, only half of these eligrbie by
yvv: of income, mam  close to the
pos¥rty level, are henefiting fram the
food stamp plan  And this s true in
spite of stern proddine from the Con-
sress lo seek out elitible indivguals
andd break some of the constrnicting red
tape that makes qualification difficelt

Speaking of sacrifices annther Ford
yronosal would cut a small slice off
the hudcetary defneit at the exprnse of
those at the botlom of the heap, the

RES T -

elderly In aernrd with a cost of Living
Inrrcase, Sorial Securily pavmen!s will
a0 upin mbd vear by 87 per cent. The
President is asking Congress to make
this 5 per cent ipstead of the 87 re-
quired by law.

It's hard to translate this intv pen-
ury or downright poverty and the des-
perate business of eking out existence
on too little. but here's a try. The low:
est Sacial Security payment is $83 a
manth, the hizhest $3168, the average
$186. If the 1ncreage required by law
sues gnto cifect, it would mean an ad
ditional 384 a vear {or the persioner
on the average allowance.

That seems Little enough, but as re-
ports from around the country show, it
enld mean the difference hetween
hunger in the lasl week or 10 dave of
the manth and jtst enouzh 1o gef hy,

Twent) milhion Americans over 65 are

en Social Secu
per cent have ne
o for rent, foo
tion, with httle

© < Day to day' R

country e}l of
lonety “barehy h
on As prices of
YO OUp it s inere
that Sovial >ec

Social Securst
operation that 3
are deeply aisqu
rumores, former |
both Republicat
mintstrations r
taith in the sys!
COPC 15 seen in
accrue tf Congr
crease to 3 per «
billion, the diffe
billion for the 8
sl the Ford rate.

There bs hitth
gress to comply
request. Those
have & vote, an
thev are more h
than {he yvhung
conmderation of
vear and what it
making 1t wili be
members af Con,

iy e

»

w
pproximalely 20
“income. 1t mbist
hing, wransportas
ung left over,
'rofn dround fhe
d. the poor. the
or not hanging
bout evervthing
herd tu stieteh
‘heck. .
ich 8 manimoth
uf its troubles
Tou utfset those
dministratois in
Demacratic ad-
voiced their
measure of it
vings that would
uld hold the
he fipure ix §2 6
bhetween the $6
and $3 4 billion

nation in Con
the Presdent’s
Jlion old folks
statistics chow,
C g0 o the polls
v from cavnical
wes, that &HY a
mean i harch
Cmands of many
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President Won'’t Veto Food Stam; BAill_

By NANCY HICKS

Special to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, Feb.

nature,
The actlon was viewed

Ingly last week to halt a price

increase planned by the Ad-
ministration that would have
raised the purchase price of the

food coupons for almost '“‘of Eanied by a telegram that had

the 17.1 million recipienta,

The President said that the
price increase, scheduled fo
take effect March 1, was need-
ed to save the Government
$650-million and to hold down
the rapid rise in Government
spending on social programs. -
“ “The Congress passed this
bill by large majorities in both
houses to block reforms which
1 consider reasonable and nec-
essary,” the President said in
a statement released by his of-

fice as he left the capital for

New York.
The votes were 374 to 38 in
the House and 76 to 8 in the

Senate, margins much greater
than the two-thirds needed to

override a Presidential veto.

Mr. Ford’s statement said:

“In a major test of my efforts
to offer constructive reforms
and reasonable savings, I am
disappointed that the Congress
has not only rejected this plan
but has fajled to advance a
constructive proposal of
own,

“1f this Congress simply re-

jects these proposals without

coming -f6Fward with good and
timely alternatives, an unthink-

able deficit will result, and

13 —
President Ford announced to-
day that he would allow a bill
freezing the price of food
stamps for the rest of this year
to become law without his sig-

W
concession of defeat to Con-
gress, which voted overwheim-

its

there will be no mistaking
where the responsibility lies.”

The President’s statement
was also released at the United
States District Court here this
afternoon during a hearing to
determing whether Judge Walter
Jones should issue a temporary

effect. The order had been
sought by Consumers Union
and the Food Research Action
Center of New York,

The motion was ruled moot
when the President’s announce-
ment was presented, accom-

een sent to the states order-

ing them not to raise the
March purchase price of the
food stamps.

1 fully share President Ford’s
concern for the negative effects
of this bill,” Secretary of Agri-
culture Earl L. Butz said in a
statement. “His statement docu-
ments them well.”

The food stamp controversy
began last fall, when the De-
partment of Agricultpre, with
the President’s oval, said
that it would raise the price of
a month's allocation of food
stamps to a flat rate of 30 ger
cent of a family’s net monthly
income, the maximum allowed
by law.

How Cost Is Determinied

Currentiy, the cost of the
stamps is determined Individ-
ually for each family and is de-
termined by the family’'s size,
source of income and net
monthly income. Under this
formula, recipient families pay
an average of 23 per cent of
their net monthiy income for
the stamps.
i~ The agwunt of fepd-stamps
allocated to each family each
month is based on the cost of
purchasing what the . Depart-
ment riculture estimates
is an ecdfiomic, guutrjtious diet.
A family of four, for instanc
is currently entitled to stam
worth $154—the estimated cost
of such a diet for such a family
—which are redeemed for food
at regular commercial groceries,

The proposed Increase was
strongly opposed by groups
‘representing the poor, by Con-

restraining order to prevent the

snd since then has tisen along
price increase from golng into

January figures are expected

gressmen who had set up the
program more than 10 years
ago and by the rank and file
of Congress, whose constitu-
ents are joining the program
in growing numbers.

The program's enrollmént
was stable untjl the last year,

with unemployment. Enroll-
ment for June was 14.9 mil-
lion. By November, it was 15.9
million, and it was 17.1 million
by December. The last figure
is 8 per cent of the population.

to. be higher.:

The Administration contend-
ed that the oppositlon was un-
warranted because the cost in-
crease would have meant that
families would still be paying
only about 16 per cent of their
total income for food, even
though the stamps would cost

30 per cent of - thelr net in-
come.

Several Bills Pending

But the price increase was
considered most harmful to the
elderly and to single-person
families, which do not readily
3uahfy (or the deductioris that

etermine net income.

All along, a number. of food
stamp bills have been pending
in Congress, some to reform
the program, others<to liberal-
ize it. .

It was decided, however, that
as an emergency measure, alt
immediate efforts in Congress
would go into stopping the
price rise. This was done with
the understanding that the other
issues would be acted upon be-
fore the freeze expired: next

Jan, 1.

-The-§enate, foresgmplexhad)
unanimously "passed a resolu-
tion asking Secretary Butz to
investigate the growing number
of alle abuses in the pro-
ram an ommend correc-

legisiation. In his statement
todaf', Dr. Butz said that he
would do this,

Representative Thomas S. Fo-
ley, Democrat of Washington,
said that his Agriculture Com-
mittee, would. hold extensive

hearings and recommend new
legislation. .
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_A Can-Do Congress . . .

President Ford is embarked on an aggressive, high-risk
strategy when he goes around accusing the new Congress
of doing “basically nothing” about the nation’s urgent
problems. His criticism is unwarranted by the facts up-to
now, but an element of justification might appear if cer-
tain institutional shortcomings are not resoived more
fully in the weeks ahead.

During its first month, the House of Representatives
dramatically shook up the seniority system, dislodging
three incumbent committee chairmen and reshuffling key
subcommittes chairmanships. This reorganization, which
will have immeasurable beneficial effects on the work
of this and future Congresses, understandably requlred
a week or more to arrange.

Under new leadership, the House Ways and Means
Committes has virtually completed the drafting of a
major tax reduction bill that differs significantly in
emphasis but not in broad outline from what President
Ford requested. Both House and Senate have approved
a blll barring the Administration’s unbelievably ill-timed
proposal for an increase in the cost of food stamps to the
poor. The House has also passed a bill to block tempo-
rarily the President’s Imposition of an inflationary oil
import fee. The Senate Labor Committee has reached
informal agreement on a bill to expand the public service
program for the unemployed by one million jobs.

By any reasonable comparative standard, this Con-
gress is off to a constructive start, even though the
House would have doneé better if it had emulated the
Senate and renounced the traditional ten-day Lincoin
Birthday recess.

The Ways and Means Committee's prompt and coher-
ent action on the President’s tax recommendation shows
how responsive this committee, with its new leadership
and new members, has become to the majority of the
House. By contrast, the Senate Finance Committee con-
tinues to be more hostile to tax reform than are Senate
Democrats as a whole. Thus, although a tax reduction
bill is certain to pass, its final form cannot now be fore-
seen. The outlook is cloudier still for a second bill mak-
ing basic tax reforms—a measure long promised by the
Democratic party and now scheduled for action later this
year,

Congress last year overhauled its procedures for deal-
i ing with the Federal budget. The new House and Senste

"~ Budget Committees are supposed to examine the pro-
¢ jected spending for each Federal program and arrive at

an aiternative budget to the one submitted by the Pres-

ident. If their substitute is to have worth, the Congres-
sional version should relate spending to total revenues
and consider the impact on the economy, just as the

President’s attempts to do.

House Democrets last weck elected Representative
Brock Adams of Washington as budget chairman. He and
his Senate counterpart. Edmund S. Muskie of Maine, pro- .
vide strong leadership for an experiment which must -
succeed if Congress is to play its part responsibly in
shaping the budget.

P
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Sometimes
‘Nothing’
- Is Best

IN THE NATION
By T'om Wicker

i

Ron Nessen was not really in the
wrong but he waa mere than a little
one-sided the other day when he at-
tacked the Democratic Congress for
doing nothing. That is a phrase the
Democrats will no doubt hear often,

. Bince Mr. Nessen's remarks obviously

reflect the basic White House political
strategy.

President Ford's news secretary
spoke just after Congresy had com-
pleted swift action to freese.the price
of Federal food stamps. That prevented
Mr. Ford from ralsing the price by
executlve action, “saving" the Govern-
ment $643-million from the higher
prices and far more from the two to

three million people who would bt

out of the program, On thé

same day, the House shad voted to
stop Mr. Fyd 4 taking™ewecutiye
action to impose a tax on Imported ofl.
So it is true that Mr. Ford had moved
in both cases to “do sometning"——save
money by increasing the cost of food

* to the poor, and save energy by In.

creasing the cost of oll to everybody.
It Is slso true that Congress by voting
to stop these White House actions—
the Senate is expected to foliow the
House on the oil tax—was literally
opting to “do nothing.”

In fact, however, Congress had
little choice but to act as it did, un-
leas it was to let Mr. Ford have his
way, I the food stamp price increase
had been put in effect by March 1, as
Mr, Ford proposed, the states would
have to start making complicated ad-
ministrative changes now; so the in-

..crease had to be stopped now, !f at

all. Since Mr. Ford already has pro-
claimed the oll tax, and since its
economic bite will begin to be felt
by March 1, Congress again had to
take quick negative action, or let Mr,
Ford's plan go unchallenged,

Mr, Ford's food stamp proposal,
moreover, was mankestly ili-conceived
in & tlme of recession, both raising the

- cost of food for the poor and taking
. money out of the economy: and it is

far from clear that his energy conser-
‘vation plan is either the best available

_;,;ortﬂut purpose or that it will not
BT g - N )
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prove a strong drag on economic re-
covery, A responsible Congress could
hardly let either program be imposed
on the nation by executive fiat.

But the Democrats wifl find it dif-
ficult to persuade the public that Mr.
Ford should not force their hands by
arbitrary executive action, that he
should work with them to develop
programs acceptable to all—based,,
perhaps, upon plans ceiginating in the
executive branch. That is complicated,
sounds self-serving, and produces no
effective slogan to match that of a
“do-nothing Congress.” ‘ ‘

Politically, therefore, the Democrats’
best strategy—and their hardest task
—is to tazke action on effective alter-
natives to Mr. Ford's proposals, On
food stamps, for one good example,
far more could and should be done
than merely freezing prices in their-
present Inequitable pattgrn, whlch.
heavily favors the better-off among
the poor sy mgainst the poorest per-
sons, and which penalizes large fam-
ilies, Most poor femblies of four or
more are already buying food stamps
at close to the 30 per cent of their in-
comes that Mr. Ford wanted to make
mandatory for all, while individuzls
seldom have to pay more than 20 per
cent. The food stamp program, more-
over, Is one that really does give more

help to-sha~ welfare pogr-than to theey

working poor, at Jeast in many states.

- . . 4
Designed originally as much to selly

surplus foods as to relieve the poor,
the food stamp program has been de-
veloped over the years in bits and
pieces, many of them ill-fitting. But 8
per cent of the American people now
are using them, and the program needs
& thorough overhaul, whieh jt would
have been better for Mr. Ford to pro-
pose than his arbitrary price increase.
That Congresg has stopped the Iatter
now gives it the opportunity te go
ahead with the former—and imposes
the danger that members may now
think they have done aif that's neces-
sary,

In energy conservation, 8 Democratic
study committes is reported to be at
work on a pian to couple 2 roilback of
Mr. Ford's oll tax with a new gasoline
tax that would rise as unemployment
falls, with part of the revenues ear-
marked for improving rail service and

;- financing energy research. Such & pro-

gram would have the virtue of stretch-
ing out energy conservation rather
than trying to achieve the necessary
reductions in cil imports all in onz
year, which could have disastrouy el-
fects on economic recovery.

But i the Democrats settle dn a
gasoline tax asy the prime device for
saving energy, they wiil have to make
it stiff indeed-—ultimately 30 to 40
cents a gallon—to be effectivé. That *
really would be doing something.,

—




Food Stamps

FOR THE FIRST bill of the season, the 94th Congress
could not have made a better choice than to reverse
the ill-advised attempt by the Ford administration to
raise the price of food stamps for the poor. By voting
in overwhelming margins against the President’s action,
both houses sent the clear message that a veto would
be useless. Indeed, onoce the sentiment of Congress be-
came clear earlier in the week, the administration might
even have done well to rescind the regulation on its own.

" But in one sense, and only one, it is good that the
¥dministration permitted the issue to reach a vote in
Congress. Now, at least, there is a commitment from
the Congress and the administration to have a thorough
review of the manner in which the stamp program is
being operated. There is some concern that some people
who are affluent are receiving benefits intended only
for the poor. If that is true, the abuses should be stopped.
But the problems should be dealt with in a manner that
does not spread punitive procedures through the whole
program; the many should not suffer for the sins of a
few. At the same time, there are many other problems
with the program, among them that its provisions tend
to hurt the elderly poor living alone—the very people
who need this assistance most.

In its moment of crisis, the food stamp program

" turned out to have a remarkable coalition of friends.

Sen. James Allen, the conservative Alabama Democrat,
joined forces with George McGovern, the South Dakota
liberal, to bring about the 78-8 result in the Senate. And
William C. Wampler, the Virginia Republican loyalist,
went against his party’s President when the House voted
374-38 to freeze the food stamp prices.

There is a message for the President in these votes
and it appears to reject the notions propounded in the
President’s budget message. The administration has
adopted the view that cutting food stamp outlays and
reducing planned increases in Social Security payments
is a proper approach to reducing federal spending in a
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and Congress

time of recession. At the very point at which the admin-
istration was working to cut benefits for food -stamps,
the enroliment in the program was increasing by hun-
dreds of thousands, and it now stands at 17.1 million
persons. In light of these conditions, it is no wonder
that the President had a hard time persuadﬁng congress-
men whose constituents are faclng rising unemployment
that this is the time to reduce the federal food assistance
dollar. ‘

The administration is projecting a high rate of unem-
ployment over the next several years, and yet it proposes
cutting the programs that can assist the unemployed
most effectively. A simple calculation of the impact on
local economies if the food stamp program had been
successfully reduced shows that the most likely result
of those reductions would have been even more unem-
ployment. Consider that at the present rate of unem-
ployment, $7.50 of every $100 epent on food in the
United States today is paid by food stamps. As Sen.
McGovern said in the floor debate, “I don't think we
have a better social program on the books than the food
stamp program. It is absolutely essential to our country,
especially at this time.” -

Other than its attempt to reduce social programs, we
have seen little from the Ford administration that sug-
gests anyone is thinking comprehensively about the
problem of the new unemployed or the chronically poor.
The best the administration has been able to tell us is
that there are likely to be more poor people, that they
are going to stay poor for awhile to come, and that they
are going to consume a larger and larger share of the
federal, state and local tax dollars. It seems to be
assumed by the administration that such a state of affairs
is inevitable and endurable. It would be nice if the ad-
ministration had also spoken in more precise detail of
jts great hopes for curing this $ffuation by describing
its attempts to put large numbers of people back to work.
That remains the best way of reducing the load on the
food stamp program.




FordCondemns Congress
For Resisting His Policies

Strikes Bacfa After

Unfavorable Votes

on Oil Import Fee and Food Stamps—

Nessen Is Silent on Any Veto Plans

By PHILIP SHABECOFF

8pecial to The New Yoark Times

WASHINGTON, Feb, 6—Presi-
dent Ford struck back at Con-
gress today, accusing it, through
his press secretary, of inaction
on his energy and economic
programs and of doing “basic-
ally nothing” in a month of
operations.

Earlier this week, the House
of Representatives voted to sus-
pend an oll import fee, and
both the House and .Senate
voted to freeze- the cost of
food stamps. The higher oil
tariff and the food stamp price
increase are two of the Presi-
dent’s high-priority programs.
" Ron Nessen, the White House
press secretary, noting that the
House was beginning its un-
official Lincoln’s Birthday re-
cess today, charged at today’s
regular news briefing that so
far, “All they've done is stop
action.”

“Congress has been here a
month and does nothing but
vote for. a delay,” he said.

- He said that the President
was attacking Congress “more
in sorrow than in anger, be-

cause he believes the nation
needs and wants action.”
Mr. Nessen said that Con-
gress had “two choices.” '
“It could take power away
from the President and do noth-
ing itself,” he said. Or it could
pass the President’s proposed
energy program and tax cut.
““It seems as if they are tak-
ing the first course,” he added.
Today's accusation by the
President’s chief spokesman is
one of the more striking mani-
festations of the widening gulf
between the White House and
a Congress dominated by the
Democratic party. Shortly after
taking office last summer, Mr.
Ford, a member of the House
for a quarter of a century, said
that he expected to work in
close cooperation with Congress.
Mr. Nessen's comments to-
day indicated that the President
was not inclined to accept the'
action of the House on his oil
tariff and the Congressional
vote to freeze the price of food
stamps. Whlle Mr. Nessen

would not say whether the Pres-

{dent would exercise his veto,

he defended the oil tariff and

Mr. Ford's call to increase the

price of the stamps and ex-

B;essed hope that they would
enacted.

“The President wants Con-

ss to get busy and sto[: wast-
ng time, and he thinks the

le do, too," Mr. Nessen said
at the briefing.

He also said that the Presi-
dent had seen “good news and
bad news” in the 309-to-114
House vote yesterday to sus-
pend for 90 days the President’s
authority to impose additional
fees on impo! oil. “Consider-
Ing he started with no suppert
whatever, the 114 votes was
better than expected,” Mr.
Nessen said, “The bad news is
that he didn’t do as weli as he
hoped he would.”

Price Rise Defended

Some members of Congress
have called the President to tell
him that the negative vote was
not on the substance of his pro-
posals but on the timing of the
tariff on oil imports, the press
secretary said. His comments
would seem to indicate that the
President believes there ig still
a chance that Congress will en-
act his program to conserve
energy.

Mr. Nessen also defended thel

President’s proposal to raise the
price of food stamps. The House
voted by 374 to 38 on Tuesday
to freez: the price of food
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stamps, and the Senate passed
an identical measure yesterday,
78-8.

If the price of food stamps is
not allowed to go up, Mr. Nes-
sen said, the budget deiicit will
grow even larger than the §52-
billion already envisioned. He
also said that the President be-
lieved that the food stamp pro--
gram was being abused, es-
peclally by college students
who come from affiuent fami-
lies. '

Under questioning, Mr. Nes-
sen oonceded that increasing
the cost of food stamps would
not end the abuses, and he also
conceded that the amount of
money involved could not be
considered .a major inflationary
factor.

Unemployment Cited

The White House attack on
Congress today indicated that
the Presldent intended to fight
for his program., Whether he
can muster enough support on
Capitol Hill and around the
country remains to be seen.

Indications do not seem pro-
pitious for him. Many Republi-
cans, Including conservatlves,
voted against his food stamp
and oil tariff proposals. Today,
several Republicans, including
the Senate minority leader,
Hugh Scott, joined Democrats
in sponsoring a bill to expand
the public service employment
program by one million jobs
idespite repeated White House
warnings about widening the
budget deficit. .

Senator Scott cited high un-
employment in his state, Pebn-
sylvania, as one reason that he
was supporting the expanded
public jobs program. Many if
not most members of Congress,
including conservative Republi
cans, are under pregsure fron
constituents fo do more thar
the President proposes to end
the nation’s economic slide and
halt the rise in unemployment.

Some observers thought that
the President’'s attack on Con-
gress today could be viewed in
the context of yesterday's'
White House statement that
Mr, Ford intended to run for a
full term in office next year
regardiess of economic condi-
tions.

Mr; Ford's criticism, they?
suggested, recalled President
Truman’s attacks on the ‘do-
nothing” 80th Congress in his-
successful election campaign in
1948, Mr. Ford, who has on
several occasions publicly ex-
pressed admiration for and
compared himself with Presi-
dent Truman, could well be re-
membering Mr. Truman’s po-
litical success in attacking Con-
gress.

Mr. Truman, however, was
attacking a Congress that failed
to act on social programs re~
quiring higher levels of Federal
spending. Mr. Ford's program
would cut back on social pro-
grams to slow the growth of
Federal spending. :




Congress
Bans Food
Stamp Rise

By Richard L. Lyons
Washington Pasl Bralf Writer

The Senate joined the
House vesterday in casting an
overwhelming vote to bhlock
the adminlstration's March 1
plan to tncrease the cost of
food stamps to the poor.

By a vote of 78 Lo 8, the Sep-
ate sent to the White House a
bllt the House approved Tues-

day, 374 to 38, forbidding any -

increase in stamp costs during
the remainder of 1975, The
yvotes made it clear that Con-
gress could muster the twao-
thirds necessary to override a
presidential veto.
" A White House aide said
after the Senate vole that
President Ford was likely to
sign the bill in view of the
overwhelming majorities by
which it cleared both houses.
The aide coutioned, however,
that Mr. Ford had not person-
ally given any “firm signal” of
_his intentions.
. The pian to save %8350 mil-
lion 2 vear by making all but
the very poor pay more for
fond stamps was drawn up last
fall when Inflation rather than
recession appeared to be the
nation's main economic prob-
lem. -

The 17 million participanls
In the food subsldy program,
which now costs about $4 bil-
lion a year, would have been
required to pay 30 per cent of
their net Income for food
stamps. The maximum re.
quired by law, this would have
been an average increase of
about one-fMird in the amount
participanis now pay,

Congressional opponents
said it made no sense to take
away food money f{rom the
pocr at the time they are get-
ting a double dip of trouble
from both Inflation and reces.
slon.

Redeemable at  stores for
food, stamps are sold on a slid.
ing cost scale according 4o in-
cume,

An elderly person with
monthly income of $148 now
payve %30 for %48 In fond
stamps. But under the admin-
istratien plan he would pav
$43 for the same $46 worth of
stamps. It has been estimated
that such an increase would
cause more than 1 million per-
sons to drop out of the pro-
gram. 4 -
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Sen. Hubert H. Humphrey
{(D-Minn.}, an eriginal sponsor
of the food stamp progrem,
&3id 1t made no sepge io in,
crease military and foreign
gid budeetsn and . try st the
same time to cut food aid to
the poor in this ecountry.
“What kind of economicy is
that?" asked Humphrey, *“It
makes Scrooge look like a so-
cial worker” .

Reportedly, compyters in
some states alrecady program-
med to'turn out stamps at the
higher cost starting March 1
can’'l he reset before then. If
80, purchasers would be enti-
tled to refunds.

House and Scnaile support-
ers of the bill pledeed major
surveys of the food stamp pro-
gramg by the two acriculture
committees this wyear to re.
move inequities and stop
abuses.

The Senate also passed, 83
to 0, a separate resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Sen-
ate that the Secretary of Agri-
culture should send Conrress
by June 30 legislative recom-
mendations to get non-poor
persons out of the program
and otherwise tighten up on
aburfes. Some members of
Conpgress are arcitated by re-
ports of children from rich
families moving Into com.
munes and- living off food
stamps. ’

Sen. George McGovern (D-
S.D.}, manacer of the bill, sup-
ported the resolution bhecause
he thinkg_&ljwill produce g_re-
port that™repotls of “aBukes
have been exaprerated.

Virginia Senators Harry F.

Byrd (lnd) a William 1.
Scott {R) vole inst the
hill. Maryland Senatols

Charles McC. Mathias ¢(Il) and
J. Glenn Beall (R) voled for it




Senate,76-8,

VotesFreeze

'In Price of Food Stargps

Measure, Identical to the House Version,
- Bars Increase for a Year—Margin in

|  Both Chambers Seems Veto-Proof

By NANCY HICKS
Special {0 The New York Times |

WASHINGTON, Feb. 5—The

Senate voted 76 to 8 today to
" freeze the price of food stamps
for the rest of the year.

The bill, identical with one
passed by the House yesterday,
would prevent a March 1 price
increase proposed by the Ad-
ministration that would affect
almost every one of the 17.1
million current recipients of
food stamps.

The legislation —the first
passed by the new Congress—
now goes to the White House,
where its future js uncertain.
The Ford Administration pro-
posed the Increased price as part
of an economy policy that seeks
to reverse the rapid growth in
the cost of social programs.

John Carlson, assistant White
House press secretary, said in
response to a question: “The
President will have to reflect
on the vote and the alterna-
tives. We have nothing to give
you at thig time.”

The overwhelming vote in
both houses—the House passed
It 374 to 38—would indicate
that Congress would override
a veto.

The Senate also unanimously

passed a resolution that asks
Earl L. Butz, the Secretary. of
Agriculture, to investigate al-'
leged abuses in the food stamp
program and to recommend
corrective legislation by next
June 30. .

The vote on the stamp price!
freeze came at:the end of a
long day of actlvity on this
issue, beginning with an 11-to-
2 vote in the- Agriculture Com-
mittee that sent the blll to the
Senate floor in less than two
hours. The committee vote fol-
lowed hearings in which repre-
sentatives ‘of a. number of
groups spoke of the need to:
continue the program. |

The two dissenting commit-
tee votes were cast by Senators
Carl T. Curtis of Nebraska and
Jesse A. Helms of North Caro-
lina, both Republicans, who
continued their oppositian to
the bill on the Senate fioor.

The bill would prevent the
Department of Agriculture,
which administers the program,
from putting into effect an In-
crease in the price that a fam-
ily pays for a monthly alloca-
tlon of food stamps.

Cost Set Individually

The cost of the stamps, as
well as the value of a month's
allocation, Is now determined
for families individually com-
puted on+d slidinfSscale thaw
takes into account family size,
income level ana source of in-
some. Families now pay an

age of 2bger cegt of their
ﬂ_ Iet monthly ™ incomk for the
stamps. :

Under the proposed new reg-
ulation, a flat rate of 30 per
cent would be charged each
family, the maximum allowable
by law.

Opponents of this regulation
change contend that raising al!
families to the maximum pur-
chase price violates the Intent
of the original law, which was
passed in 1964, ,

A family of two with a net
income of $100 a month now
pays $23 for $84 worth of the
food coupons, which are re-
deemable at commercial stores
for groceries. Under the pro-
posed change, the same family
would pay $30 for $84 worth
of coupons. For those whose
monthly income is higher, the
increase would rule them out
of the program, because the
value of the stamps would be
ess than their purchage price.

Between 1.5 and 3:rmlillon
current participants thus might
be eliminated.
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“I don’t think we have any
better social program on the
books than the food stamp pro-
gram,” Senator George McGov-
ern, Democrat of South Dakota,
who led the fight against the
incredse, said In presenting the
biil. ,
" The need for quick action
became apparent when the
states, which distribute the
stamps, Indicated they needed
at least two weeks to change

the formulas under which the
stamps afe issued. |

If Congress had not acted
this week, the states would
have begun aring for the
increase, whﬁp waﬁld have
been difficult, if not nearly im-
possible to rescind, once people
were notified that their bene-
fits had been reduced.

The resolution calling for cor-
rection of program abuses at-
tempted to head off a proposed
amendment to the bill, intro-
duced by Senator Curtis. That
amendment contained the exact
wording of the resolution, in-

goduced‘ l‘:ﬁ%‘%‘nator Rabert,

ole, Repu of Kansas.

The proposed amendment
was defeated, 52 to 34, after a
plea from ator McGovern,
who said mended bilk
would have (0 go back to the

House for approval before it
could be sent to the President.
The resolution asked Secre-
tary Butz to recommend the
changes necessary to disqualify
families who have adequate in-
comes from recelving stamps,
overhaul the administrative
complexities and tighten ac-
countability for procurement
and handling of the stamps.

The resolution reflects a
growing concern among the
more than conservative mem-
bers of both houses that the
food stamp program, which
grew by almost. two million
persons late last year, has be-
come wasteful,

“I've heard reports of a man
driving up to a supermarket In
a Cadillac and purchasing $189
worth of steak with food
stamps,” Sepator Herman E.
Talmadge, Delvocrat of Georgia,
said during the hearings this
morning. v

“I, too, know that there are
abuses in the program,” Sena-
tor Waiter Huddleston, Demo-
crat of Kentucky, said in reply
to Mr. Talmadge. o

“There are abuses in eve
Federal program and most pri-
vate ones, too.’ he continued.
“It seems to me we gel Véry
concerped with abuses of pro-
grams that are there to help
poor people, but there are prob-
ably abuses of privileges right
here in the Senate.”
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By MARJORIE HUNTER

i Special [0 ne Kew York Tunes

\‘ WASHINGTON, Feb. 4—

Representative William C,
Wampler is a Republican
with impeccable conservative
credentials. He abhors deficit
spending. He has voted
against most liberal pro-
grams through the years, and
1is considered a party loyalist.
} But today, in one of his
rare floor speeches, Mr.
'Wampler stood in the well of -
Ithe House to urge passage of
fa bill to forestall a Ford Ad- .
. ministration plan to reise the
 purchase price of
: stamps. |

Today's vote, 2 crushm
- 374-10-38 defeat for the Ad-
, ministration, appeared to sig-
'nal a clear messagé to the
President—a message that
even hard-core conservatives
cannot be counted on to sup-
"port budget - cutting plans
i that strike deep into the
'heart of Congressional con-
stituencies.

Even the 34 Republicans
and four Democrats who

i stood by President Ford to-
'day did not appear o be to-
tally convinced of their ar-
guments as they waged their
lonely fight.

Significantly, the man who
succeeded Mr. Ford as House
minority leader, Representa-
tive John J. Rhodes of Arizo-
na, did not join the floor de-

A G.O.P. Loyalist Opposes Some Key Ford Proposals

food :

The York T:mes
Representative Willlam C.

Wampler in w:!shlngm

bate, a]thoug'ﬁ in the end he
voted for the ndmmlstratlon
position. -

Far more symptomntic of
the rocky road ghead for the

President in this heavily Dem-

cratic Congress - was the
atand taken by Mg Wamplet,
a soft-spoken Vlrglman from
a region of coal] mines and
little farms and factories
derp in the- Oumberland
Mountains. . : -

P

The job of defending the
Republican President’s posi-
tion on the food stamp issue
ordinarity would have fallen
to Mr. Wampler, the ranking
Republican on the House
Agnculture Committee.

“l just couldn’t go along **
. with the President, much as I

would” have liked to,” Mr.
Wampler said today. "I ad-
mire him, he's my friend.
He's had tough decisions to
make, but I just couldn't go

L along L] B

Mr. Wampler is deeply

- troubleqd over other Adminis-

tration proposals, too.

He is inclined to oppose Mr.
Ford’s proposal to hold So-
cial Security benefit in-
creases to 5 per cent, instead
of the 8.7 per cent cost-of-liv-
ing raise scheduled to go into
effect this summer.

He has about decided to

vote against the President's ~
proposals for supplemental

aid of $300-million for South
Vietnam and $222-million for
Cambodia—although he .a¢-
knowledges that he was quite
hawkish on the Vietnam war
“until our troops got out.”

He is concemned, too, over
the President's imposition of
increased tariffs on imported
oil, and may vote to nullify
the action when the House
votes on the issue this weex.

In staking out positions on

these and other issues, Mr.

Wampler concedes that he is
listening to the voices of his
canstituents.

. “I feel that my first obliga-
tion i8 to my constltuents
and not to my party,
said.

The. President's proposal
for increasing the price of
fooﬂ stamps “shocked my
~Serise of eqmty," he sajd. “I
just can't understand how
‘some of the folks in my dis-
trict manage to scrape by as

1t 5.

As for hnldmg Socia] Se-
curity benefits increases to 5
Eer cent, Mr. Wampler said

felt that tis could “hit
the ;roups/ 1tast able to
cope.’ /

'!‘he»-.}cﬂrnmmratmns oil
tariff, whick is certain to in-
crease the cost of oil and ga-
soline, could have a severe
impact on his distriet, Mr.

Wampler continued.

“We're a rural district, and
a lot of my people have to
drive 75 to 100 miles a day
from their little farms to the
factories,” he said. “A big in-
crease in gas could cause ter-
rible hardship. They have no
other way to get to work.”

While he saic he would op-
pose sharp curbacks in the
food stamp program and a li-
mitation on Social Security
benefit increasas, Mr. Wam-
pler indtcated that he favored
trimming the Federal budget
in other areas.

"We'll probably have
take a meat-ax approach, eX®
cept in such sensiive areas
as food stamps and Social
Security,” he said. "A cut of
$5-billion to §10-billion in de-
fense spending is not out of
the realm of possibility.
That’s a fertile area.”
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