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On August 1 of this year I submitted a petition to you bearing the
names of 74 members of the House of Representatives who urged im-
mediate hearings on increases. Since that time many more have voiced
the need for legislating increases, and the mail I receive concerning this
matter has increased considerably in recent weeks.

As you know, it has been 2 months since President Nixon asked Con-
gress for a 10-percent across-the-board increase in social security bene-
fits to make up increases in the cost of living. He suggested that these
benefits become effective in April of 1970, and that future benefits be
adjusted auLomatically to take care of increases in the cost of living.I am hopeful that we can pass social security legislation this session.
I favor a 15-percent increase, but would settle for a 10-percent increase
rather than see these citizens suffer further.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you for coming to the committee today. Are
there any questions? Again, we appreciate your statement.

Mr. DUNCAN. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Our next witness is the Honorable Shirley Chisholm

from the State of New York.
STATEMENT OF HON. SHIRLEY CHISHOLM, A REPRESENTATIVE

IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK
Mrs. CHISHOLM. There has already been a great deal of criticism of

the President's proposed welfare and social security reforms. Much,
if not most of the criticism has been constructive in nature. I too,
desire to add my voice to the chorus of critics.

The most obvious fault one finds immediately in the reform pro-
posals is their patent inadequacies. Indeed, Mr. Finch, in his state-
ment of explanation of the bill said:

For those who cannot work, there is a more adequate level of Federal support.
Mr. Finch through his use of the words "more adequate" seems to con-
cede that the proposals are indeed inadequate.

The President in his August 8 address to the Nation accurately
voted "that it (the present welfare system) is failing to meet the ele-
mentar human, social, and financial needs of the poor." It is my
contention that the proposed new reforms will continue, not amelior-
ate, our present problems. The true issue is whether or not we should
provide an adequate income for both the working and the nonworking
poor. We have only rarely hesitated to provide adequate subsidies for
both domestic and foreign private business enterprise in order to in-
sure economic health. Is it not reasonable therefore to provide adequate
support for those private individuals, who for various reasons are
unable to work I

It sounds as if the administration is preparing to allow the newly
proposed welfare reforms to die in the same way that it allowed black
capitalism to die.

If they were allowed to die it would not be a great disaster-except
for the Southern and rural States that stand to benefit most by the
proposal.

Let me try briefly to explain some of my oppositions to the proposed
reforms.
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Firstly, as most of us already know, $1,600 is a patently inadequate
amount. FortNy-three States already pay more than that; recipients
in only eight or 10 States, mostly Southern, would experience an in-
crease in benefits.

Secondly, the compulsory work aspect smacks a bit of involuntary
servitude; even more it would seem to be founded on nothing more
than the assumption that welfare recipients do not want to work.
That simply is not true.

In 1967, the research department of the City University of New York
released a report entitled "Families on Welfare in New York City,"
authored by Lawrence Podell. The major findings of the report were
that seven out of 10 welfare mothers indicated that given suitable
employment or training, they would work; further two out of three
hid icated that they had definite Dlans to work in the future.

But there is more wrong with the work requisite factor in the pro-
posal than the false assumption that it is based upon.

The Nixon proposal would provide some $828 per child per year for
day-care facilities. That is $172 less than the minimum estimate of
$1,000 per child advanced by some authorities. My own experience as
a day-school administrator leads me to believe that even the $1,000
figure would not be sufficient to provide more than barely adequate
care and facilities.

That, of course, means that the difference will have to be provided
by the low-income family or recipient, as the case may be. The Nixon
proposal does not seem to have considered that point and the possible
eroding effect it would have on the families' income.

Also'there is no doubt that the 150,000 new jobs that Mr. Nixon
proposes is woefully inadequate. The recent rise in unemployment has
removed at least that many old jobs from the economy already. And
before the spring of 1970 it is estimated that the admninist ration's
tactics against inflation will produce some 1 million more newly unem-
ployed. The official fignire f6r nonwhites is expected to rise to about
8.5 percent while the figure for whites is expected to hold at a steady
4 percent.

Then consider the fact that New York State alone could use over
300,000 jobs for present welfare recipients and one begins to have some
idea of the extent to which the administration's proposal misses the
mark.

There is also the unanswered question of the food stamp program
that must be considered when evaluating the proposed reforms. Early
this year, the administration proposed to extend the program, then
the President's initial welfare reforms proposed to do away with it
entirely; now administration officials are again proposing that it be
retained.

They are now saving that a recipient family of four should be
allowed $480 with which to purchase stamps which could be redeemed
for $1.200 in food. That figure, $1,200, is presumably arrived at be-
cause USDA fires indicate that as a minimum for an adequate diet.
The proposal does not seem to take into account at least two factors:

1 food money is the only flexible item in the recipients' budget;
food as a budget item assessed by the Government figures would

be 30 percent of the $1,600 minimum. (On this point Senator Mc-
Govern has pointed out that the averpge family of four spends only
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17 percent.) As a result, we would be asking the recipient to spend 13
percent or almost half again as much as a nonrecipient. In short, it
becomes ini reality a way to further penalize the poor for being poor.

The final question one must raise in considering the scope and the
impact of the proposed welfare reforms is the question of adequate
income.

The U.S. Department of Labor considers a yearly income of $6,207
as necessary to maintain a low but acceptable standard of living for a
family of four in an urban area.

In New York City the figure is held to be $6,201, slightly lower.
The typical recipient family of four receives only $3,756 with sanc-
tions against their attempting to maintain that necessary flooring
while striving to raise to the "acceptable" lower standardbased on
$6,000. The Nixon proposal clearly does not begin to resolve this
situation.

What it does instead is attempt to force the poor into accepting
low-paying, dead end jobs and as a consequence encourages industry
to provide them.

Almost everyone, from Dr. George Wiley, of the National Welfare
Rights Organization, to George Meany, ol the AFL-CIO, has criti-
cized the proposals but, by and large, the criticism has been construc-
tive in nature. The proposed reforms do represent a step in the right
direction. But they just don't go far enough.

Similarly, neither do the manpower proposals. First of all, our
minimum wage of $2 per hour produces only.$4.160 per year; onlysome $404 per year above the welfare average i New York of $3,7516
per year. From that perspective, it becomes inadequate as incentive.

Viewed from the perspective that it takes (according to the USDL
figures already mentioned) $6,207 to maintain a decent standard of
living in an urban area it must cause one to wonder whether or not
we intentionally maintain a class of people we euphemistically tend
to call "the working poor."

The basic strategy of the Nixon administration's manpower policy
has been keyed to the State operation of most aspects of the man-
power programs.

I am and have been against this strategy on the basis that the
State programs have been traditionally more bureaucratized and
intransigent to change. It has also been pointed out, and with some
just cause, that theyhave traditionally provided a source of cheaper
labor for business and industry. And finally, there is their traditional
relationship with minority-group unemployed. Therefore, I consider
the administration's position as a regressive one.

The CHAMiAw. Thank you for your statement, Mrs. Chisholm.
Mrs. CmiSHOLM. Thank you.
The CHAIMAN. Our next witness is Mr. Karl T. Schlotterbeck.
Mr. Schlotterbeck, we are glad to have you back with the committee.

You have been before us on many occasions in the past, but we would
like for you to again identify yourself for this particular record.


