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sys~em, for the Imposition of airport and
airway user charges, and for other pur
pOSes, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH AND
CHILD NUTRITION ACTS AMEND
MENTS-AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 514

Mr. STEVENS (for himself and Mr.
INOUYE) proposed an amendment to the
bill (S. 2548) to amend the National
School Lunch Act and the Child Nutri
tion Act of 1966 to strengthen and
improve the food service programs pro
vided for children under such acts, which
was ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

AMENDMENT NO. 515

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am
submitting an amendment to S. 2548,
which is now pending before the Senate.

The purpose of this amendment is to
improve the special food service program
for children.

BACKGROUND

Late in the fall of 1968, the Department
of Agriculture, acting under the author
ity of section 13 of the National School
Lunch Act, inaugurated a special food
service program designed to improve the
nutritional status of preschool and
school-age children on a year-round ba
sis. The program provided Federal funds
to States to reimburse institutions such
as day care centers, settlement houses,
recreation centers, summer day camps,
and school-based summer recreation
programs serving children from poverty
areas for the cost of food involved in
providing breakfast and/or lunch and/or
snacks. States could also use up to one
fourth of their allotments to finance the
purchase or rental of food service equip
ment at a $3 Federal to $1 local match
ing rate.

Congress appropriated $10 million for
the program in fiscal year 1969, but only
$687,000 was actually spent, or less than
7 percent of the available funds; $2.5 mil
lion more was salvaged and carried over
for use during the summer months of
1969. SimilarlY, of the $15 million appro
priated for fiscal year 1970, including $5
million specifically added by the Senate,
only $9.675 million is expected to be ex
pended by June 30, 1970, leaving over 33
percent untapped.

This failure to exhaust available re
sources in order to fulfill program goals
should be viewed against the background
of the need for nonschool food service
in the United States. There are 5 million
preschool children whose mothers work
full or part time, 3 million of whom come
from low-income families. Only 560,000
of all preschool age children attend li
censed or approved public, voluntary, or
independent day care centers or family
day care homes. Another 8.3 million
children of school age have working
mothers, with over 1 million of them
having access to summer recreation pro
grams.

A total of 13.3 million children thus re
quire institutional care in order to ob
tain daytime food service during all or
part of the calendar year. The Depart
ment purported to serve only 312,000
from the entire 13.3 million in fiscal year

1969 and, even then, the data do not re
flect the frequency or quality of the food
service available to each. Presumably
many received nothing more than a half
pint of milk on a handful of days or less,
because the Department's count of 24,
659,000 "meals" served costs out to a 2.8
cent reimbursement rate for each "meal"
in light of the actual funds paid out.

The need and the gap between it and
performance are undeniable. Substantial
expansion of day care facilities is es
sential to meaningful child development.
That expansion depends, in part, upon
the assurance of adequate Federal aid for
food service. The recommendations con
tained in the evaluation of the special
food service program by the Senate Se
lect Committee on Nutrition and Human
Needs suggest administrative and legisla
tive reforms needed to improve that pro
gram and make sure that it extends to
as many needy children and children
with working mother&-poor or not-as
possible.

INSTITUTIONAL COVERAGE

The select committee's evaluation
a~tributed the limited scope of the pro
gram not to the lack of service institu
tions requiring help, but to the indiffer
ence of Department of Agriculture per
sonnel responsible for its implementa
tion and their neglect to engage in mean
ingful outreach activities or otherwise
broadcast the program's availability to
its vast potential market. The program
will never succeed until the Department
conscientiously seeks to promote it and
contacts and recontacts all eligible
institutions.

In addition, the committee found that
the Department's restrictive interpreta
t· In of the "nonprofit" requirement had
artificially limited the class of eligible
institutions by excludng any center
neither wealthy nor expert enough to
acqure tax-exempt status under the com
plex regulations of the Internal Revenue
Service.

This certification test is unnecessarily
stringent. The profitmaking character of
the institution is essentially irrelevant to
the goal of feeding children. Many day
care centers that take care of children
from needy families charge fees that
enable them to make marginal profits.
Cutting them off entirely from Federal
assistance for food service is no benefit
to the needy and only assures higher
fees that may exclude the neediest. If an
institution can feed children who are
not able to eat at home, it should not be
denied Federal assistance intended to
overcome both the barriers of poverty
and the unavailable parent.

This program is, of course, meant to
assure that it is the children who are
fed rather than the coffers of the institu
tion. Accordingly, while the institution
itself may be run for profit, its food serv
ice component mus~ not be. Every Fed
eral penny should be translated into a
food benefit for the children. Attesta
tion to that fact should be a prerequisite
to the receipt of Federal funds.

Extension of the program's coverage
to all private agencies could well prompt
some of them to reduce the fees charged
children from low income households in
light of the Federal feeding input and
should assure better, more nutritious
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food service for all. FinallY, it 'WoUld per
mit participation by many small neigh
borhood centers in inner-city areas that
are now arbitrarilydisqt4ilified.

The proposed amendments. to section
13(a) of the National School Lunch Act
would further revise the program's cov
erage by redefining the class of recipi
ents in terms of agencies or organiza
tions rather than physical locations.
Public or priva';,~ agencies or organiza
tions would qualify for aid by furnish
ing nonprofit food service, even if no
other substantial caretaking service were
provided. The agencies or organizations
would still have to comply with appro
priate State and local licensing, health,
and sanitation standards.

In addition, the ambiguous division of
jurisdiction between HEW and USDA on
the provision of feeding funds for non
public school system-administered Head
start programs would be clarified by spe
cifically authorizing USDA food service
aid for such programs.

REIMBURSEMENT LEVELS

The inclusion of profitmaking agen
cies running nonprofit food service wm
substantially increase the program's
coverage, as should more vigorous out
reach by the Department. Equal expan
sionary impetus should fiow from reduc
tions in the local matching effort com
pelled by law. Many of the institutions
that the Department has contacted in
the past have been unwilling to become
involved either because of their lack or
inadequacy of equipment coupled with
their inability to raise the requisite 25
percent of the cost of renting or pur
chasing such equipment, or because their
restricted budgets prevented them from
paying for the labor needed to serve the
meals. The select committee's study
identified this as a major problem.

The proposed amendments to section
14(c) of the National School Lunch Act
would enable a State or the Department
of Agriculture, in those 21 States that
do not themselves administer the pro
gram, to pay for all-or less than all
of a particular organization's food serv
ice costs if that organization needed such
a high level of support to meet its ob
ligation to serve free meals to children
from families with incomes less· than
$4,000 a year. Ghetto day-care centers or
summer recreation programs, for exam
ple, might well have such a need for
complete reimbursement.

It is expected that the fiexibility in cost
sharing would encourage the Secretary
to develop objective stl'londards for the
States and the Department to apply in
setting the percentage level of reim
bursement for a particular program. This
would avoid repetition of what the com
mittee found occurred in the summer of
1969, when Detroit's school system re
ceived 80 percent of operating costs while
Atlanta's poverty program, paid for food
alone,was forced to serve plain peanut
butter sandwiches to the children. This
authority to pay all or part of oper
ating costs, including labor, would par
allel the reimbursement available in the
lunch and breakfast programs under the
coalition amendment offered by members
of the Select Committee on Nutrition and
Human Needs.

The amendment would also permit a
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State or the Department to waive any
requirement for matching equipment ex
pense. This would presumably be done
if an organization would otherwise be
unable to institute or expand its food
operation to fulfill the demands of the
population it serves. This waiver would
not apply to the regular lunch or break
fast programs in schools during the
~chool year, since capital expenditures
are traditionally considered to be, at
least in part, the responsibility of a lo
cal public school system. But many pub
lic and all private organizations have
no bond-issuing authOlity or other abil
ity to raise the sums involved in capital
outlay. The amendment to section 13(c)
would help them over this hurdle.

AUTHORIZATION
With the broadened coverage and the

new, increased authority to reimburse
organizations for all food service pro
gram expenditures, the Federal outlay
for special food service should expand,
for the first time, to meet the level of
appropriations, and hopefully well be
yond, toward the level of need for such
food service. The law expires at the end
of fiscal year 1971, with a $32-million
price tag for that year. The amend
ments would extend section 13 for 2
more years, like the rest of the school
lunch program and raise its authoriza
tion level 50 percent from fiscal year
1971 to fiscal year 1972-$32 million to
$48 million-and another one-third in
the following year-to $64 million, or
double the 1971 level. Even this would
not suffice to furnish food to the entire
potential clientele. of programs such as
Headstart or day care.

APPORTIONMENT FORMULA
Section 13 (b) (2) would revamp the

apportionment formula to comport with
the changes in the formula adopted for
distributing special assistance and
breakfast funds. The poverty of the chil
dren to be reached would continUe to be
the criterion, but the $4,000 annual in
come figure-or its equivalent for house
holds of size other than four-would re
place the present $3,000 test.

ELIGIBILITY FOR FREE MEALS
The Talmadge bill and the coalition

amendments combined would revise the
eligibility test contained in section 13(f)
to enable children from households sat
isfying the $4,000 income level to obtain
free meals.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the summary of the evalua
tion of the special food service program
for children by the Senate Select Com
mittee on Nutrition and Human Needs
be printed in the RECORD at this point.

Mr. President, I also ask unanimous
consent that the text of this amendment
be printed in the RECORD following these
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed
an~ w.ill lie on the table; and, without
obJectIOn, the amendment and summary
will be printed in the RECORD.

The amendment (No. 515) is as fol
lows:

AMENDMENT No. 515
On page 26, line 22, insert the following

and renumber section 9 as section 10:

"SPECIAL FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM FOR
CHILDREN

"SEC. 9. Section 13 of the National School
Lunch Act is amended by striking subsec
tions (a), (b) and (c) and inserting in lieu
thereof the following:

.. 'SEC. 13. (a) There Is hereby authorized
to be appropriated $32,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1971, $48,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, and
$64,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1973 to enable the Secretary to provide
financial assistance to states to assure non
school age children from low-income fam
ilies and from households with working
mothers access to nutritious meals served by
service organizations and school age chil
dren from such families and households
access to nutritious meals during the sum
mer. For purposes of this section, the term
"service organizations" means public or pri
vate agencies or organizations which pro
vide nonprofit food service to such children,
,inciudlng handicapped children, in such
settings as day-care centers, non-pUblic
school Headstart centers, settlement houses
recreation centers, churches, and school;
during the summer recess.

"'(b) (1) Of the sums appropriated pur
suant to this section for any fiscal year, 3
per centum shall be available for apportion
ment to Puerto Rico. the Virgin Islands,
Guam and American Samoa. From the funds
so available the Secretary shall apportion to
each such State an amount which bears the
same ratio to such funds as the number of
children aged three to seventeen, inclusive,
In such State bears to the total number of
such children in all such States. If any such
State cannot utilize for the purposes of this
section all of the funds so apportioned to it,
the Secretary shall make further apportion
ment on the same basis as the initial appor
tionment to any such State which justifies,
on the basis of operating experience, the need
for additional funds for such purposes.

"'(2) The remaining sums appropriated
pursuant to this section for any fiscal year
shall be apportioned among States, other
than Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam,
and American Samoa. The amount appor
tioned to each state shall bear the same ratio
to such remaining funds as the number of
children in such State aged three to seven
teen, inclusive, from famllles with incomes
equivalent to $4,000 per year or less for a
family of four bears to the total number of
such children in all such States. If any such
State cannot utilize for the purposes of
this section all of the funds so apportioned
to it, the Secretary shall make further appor
tionment on the same basis as the Initial ap
portionment to any such State which justi
fies, on the basis of operating experience, the
need for additional funds for such purposes.

"'(c) (1) Funds paid to any State under
this section shall be disbursed by the State
educational agency to service organizations
selected by it on a non-discriminatory basis'
to assist such organizations In financing ali
or part of the operating costs of the food
service offered ellglble children by such or
ganizations, inclUding the cost of obtaining,
preparing, and serving food. The amount of
funds that each service organization shall
from time to time receive shall be based
on the need of the service organization for
assistance in meeting ""he reqUirements of
subsection (f) concerning the service of meals
to children unable to pay the full cost of
such meals.

.. '(2) Not to exceed 25 per centum of the
funds paid to any State may be used by the
State to assist service organizations In fi
nancing all or part of the cost of the pur
chase or rental of eqUipment, other than
land and buildings, for the storage, prepara
tion, transportation, and serving of food to
enable the serVice organizations to estab
lish or expand food service under this
section.' n

The summary, presented by Mr. MON
DALE, is as follows:

SUMMARY: SPECIAL FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM
FOR CHILDREN

The siX special child food service programs
that were evaluated were in Washington•
D.C., Detroit, Atianta, Norfolk, Va., Jefferson
County, Ark., and Cameron County, Tex. In
three of these-Washington. Atlanta and De
troit-the program was used to increase the
effectiveness of summer recreation programs,
reaching an estimated 80,000 children. For
the most part, however. the reports show that
communities. regard the special child food
service programs as strictly to be used for
day-care operations. These day-care opera
tions, moreover, were usually established In
stitutions which had the expertise and man
power to take advantage of this sort of a
program.

Outreach in every community that was
evaluated was limited, program administra
tors, school officials. and USDA personnel re
lied on mailings to eligible institutions in
their areas and accepted the resuits of the
returns. This reSUlted, partiCUlarly in inner
city areas, in an exclusion of small neighbor
hood day-care' centers Which might not qual
ify for a State license or have the legai ex
pertise to acquire a nonprofit rating. Yet
these are the centers that are most in need.

Recommendation: The criteria for partici
pation in the program should be changed to
permit smaller, less well-established day-care
centers to take advantage of its benefits.
Special efforts should be made to contact and
assist these centers in applying for and par
ticipating in the program. The country needs
more day-care centers and this program could
assist in their development.

Those cities that used the program for
feeding participants in summer recreation
programs did so amidst administrative con
fusion and chaos. USDA did very llttie in the
way of informing communities about the
vast potential of the program in this area.
It was a "hurry up and get started" opera
tion.

For example, the District of Columbia gov
ernment announced in mid-April that it
would use the child food program to feed
some 100,000 youngsters in its summer rec
reation program. This estimate was qUickly
reduced to 50,000 because it was discovered
that there had been considerable overlap in
formulating the original estimate. In addi
tion, the program as finally managed fed only
youngsters enrolled in programs recognized
by the Mayor's Youth Unit. The feeding sta
tistics also included some 3,000 Headstart
youngsters.

In those communities where the special
child food program was found to be work
ing fairly well, better and more balanced
meals were being served, and enrollments in
creased in the centers. Center administrators
were lavish in their praise of the program,
reserving most of their criticism for the
paperwork required. Recordkeeping in this
program constitutes a burden for many of
the institutiOlls enrolled. The forms to be
filed for reimbursement claims are cumber
some, wordy, and in some instances unclear.
Since several of the communities provided
no help to the centers on how to prepare
the forms, it became a hit or miss operation
for the centers. A "miss" generally meant
doing the papers over several times and
waiting about 3 months for the reimbursed
funds.

Recommendation: Every effort should be
made to simplify the procedures in this pro
gram. Reimbursement forms should be
streamlined. Instructions on all forms should
be clarified.

(2) The nonfood assistance under the
program only provides 75 percent of the cost
of eqUipment. The program will not pay for
renovations or equipment which when in
stalled become part of a bUilding. This means
that some centers are unable to take ad-
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vantage of the program because they cannot
even afford the 25 percent which they must
contribute to get a complete, finished kitch
en. Also, the provisions of 80· percent of
operating costs for institutions which have
a severe need Is not being disclosed to many
Institutions that could qualify for It.

Recommendation: USDA should pay, when
necessary, 100 percent of equipment costs
to enable the poorest centers to take part
in the program. It should also make Widely
known Its willingness to pay up to 80 per
cent of operating costs In cases of "severe
need." It should establish definite criteria
for "severe need."

One serious concern, pointed out dramati
cally in Norfolk, was a lack of coordination
and communication with regard to the pro
gram between USDA and the Office of Eco
nomic Opportunity (OEO). USDA regula
tions on the program provide that Headstart
centers are eligible for the program If they
are not part of a public school operation.
This hasn't been made clear to the commu
nities or to regional staffs of both OEO and
USDA. As a result, 400 children were dropped
from the Norfolk Headstart program be
cause of a reduction In OEO funds through
the local community action program.

Recommendation: USDA shOUld immedi
ately Inform the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare, which has assumed re
sponsibility for Headstart, that programs
which are not being operated by publiC
school systems are eligible for assistance un
der the special food service program.

PISCATAWAY NATIONAL PARK, MD.
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, as the

Nation observes the birthdate of the
Father of our country, I should like to
recall the date of October 4, 1961, when
President John F. Kennedy signed
Public Law 87-362. This act provided
the vehicle for establishing piscataway
National Park and, more important, en
hanced the ability of the Federal Gov
ernment to protect the view from Mount
Vernon, the revered home of George
Washington, the first President of the
United States. I was priVileged to be the
chairman of the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs at the time this law
was passed.

TypiQal of so many urban or near ur
ban parks, it was not until February 22,
1968, that sufficient land and rights to
land had been acquired that the Presi
dent could declare the Piscataway Park
a reality. It would be inappropriate for
me to suggest that only my efforts ac
complished this important legislative
achievement. The chairman of the Sub
committee on National Parks and Rec
reation, the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
BIBLE), and the present chairman of the
full Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, the Senator from Washington
(Mr. JACKSON), performed great service
in this important and necessary preser
vation. Also, the chairman of the House
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs, Mr. ASPINALL, and the ranking mi
nority member, Mr. SAYLOR, labored long
and diligently to create a park that
would preserve the view from George
Washington's veranda similar to that
which the first President enjoyed so
mUCh.

As is always the case of great events,
one is sure to leave unmentioned the ef
fective efforts of some who worked with
patience and ability. However, it would
be impOssible to forget the persistent and
effective labors of the Honorable Frances

Bolton, former Representative from
Ohio and vice regent of Mount Vernon.
To all who worked so tirelessly for the
creation of a park and the preservation
of this area, I extend my sincere con
gratulations and my deep gratitude. This
action was a special achievement toward
the saving of a significant part of Amer
ican history for generations of Ameri
cans yet to come. I am proud that I had
an opportunity to participate in it, es
pecially as we honor today the memory
of our first President.

FIRST NIXON ADMINISTRATION
DEFENSE BUDGET

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, on Friday,
February 20, the Secretary of Defense,
Melvin R. Laird, presented the first de
fense program and budget prepared en
tirely by the Nixon administration to a
joint session of the Senate Armed Serv
ices Committee and the Senate Subcom
mittee on Department of Defense Ap
propriations. The Secretary said that
this "rock-bottom" budget is aimed at
moving the national security policies of
the 1960's to the goals appropriate for the
1970's.

The President of the United States,
in his recent report on foreign policy
outlined the goals for the future as part
nership, strength, and a willingness to
negotiate for peace. The Secretary's
bUdget, as the first in many years that
is smaller than the budget for social ex
penditures, displays a sincere desire to
live up to those aims.

When he assumed office, Melvin Laird
expressed the hope that the judgment
of the Nixon administration would be
based on its success or failure to achieve
and maintain peace.

I commend Secretary Laird's state
ment to the attention of the Senate. It
is a most broad-based and informative
docmnent on defense planning for the
fiscal year 1971 of the Nixon adminis
tration.

DEATH WARRANT FOR THE
CALIFORNIA ZEPHYR

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, this morn
ing's Washington Post carries an edi
torial entitled "R.I.P., California
Zephyr." I ask unanimous consent that
it be printed at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

R.I.P., CALIFORNIA ZEPHYR

Now that the California Zephyr is about to
become a fond memory, perhaps the adminis
tration and Congress will get down to work
on the problem of what to do about passenger
trains. There Is not much life left In long
distance passenger service and perhaps that
service ought to die on the grounds it is no
longer needed and Is an uneconomic use of
resources. But it ought not to be allowed to
die by default; there should be a national
pOllcy-one way or the other, a policy either
of abolishing non-commuter passenger trains
except in one or two heaVily populated cor
ridors or of saving this means of transporta
tion as one of the alternatives to the auto
mobile.

The death warrant tor the California.
Zephyr, signed last week by the Interstate
Commerce Commission, is symbolic of what
has happened to the passenger trains. The
Zephyr went on the rails in 1949 to compete

With the City of San Francisco tor traffic be.
tween Chicago and San Francisco. The
Zephyr had the scenic route, the City of San
Francisco, Which had gone into service in
1936 and switched from a three day a week
to a dally schedule in 1947, had the taster
route. They were joined in 1954 on the long
run to the Coast by the Sa.nta Fe's Chief.
Now, the Zephyr has been killed west of Salt
Lake City and cut to three days a week west
of Denver. The City of San Francisco is going
back to a three-day-a-week schedule west of
Salt Lake City and the Santa Fe hopes to
abolish the Chief soon.

The direct cause of the deaths of these
trains, and dozens of others around the na
tion, Is economic; they lost money heavily.
The indirect causes are, perhaps in th;., order:
automobiles, airplanes, bad management, and
outdated labor rules. Unless the federal gov
ernment acts, those causes are going to lead
to the end of non-commuter passenger serv
ice, except In the East Coast corridor and per
haps in a similar Midwestern corridor, within
a few years. We think that this should not
be allowed to happen until after a substan
tial effort has been made to save the trains;
it makes no sense for the country to be dis
carding a basic means of transportation be
cause of Its current love of automoblles and
airplanes at a time when substantial over
crOWding ot both highways and skyways is
easily foreseeable.

What 15 needed are revolutionary changes
in the railroad passenger business--ohanges
that provide a mechanism through which
new equipment, better schedUles, new man
agement, new labor contracts, and new res
ervation systems can be injected Into one
of the most old-fashioned businesses in exist
ence. The Rallpax plan put forward by the
Department of Transportation has run into
heavy criticism at the ICC largely because it
isn't revolutionary enough. If inter-city pas
senger trains are to survive, more will be re
quired than just $100 million of federal
money and a device that lets current railroad
management largely determine the fate of
the trains. '

Maybe this administration and this Con
gress aren't bold enough to take the drastic
steps that are needed. Or maybe they think
these steps will cost more than saving the
passenger trains will be worth. Nevertheless,
the rallroads and the pUblic are entitled to
know what national policy Is going to be. The
death ot each crack train, like the California
Zephyr, speeds the day when the next one
will die and before long there will be nothing
to save. We were saddened to see the Zephyr
go under, although we cannot blame the rail
roads for asking that It be discontinued or
the ICC for granting their requests. But we
do hope that its death will spur the kind of
action that the deaths of other great trains
leading up to It-the Twentieth Century
Limited and the Royal Blue, for example
never did.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, the death
warrant for the California Zephyr signed
last week is indeed symbolic of what has
happened to passenger trains. The
Zephyr, running from Salt Lake City to
Oakland, has been one of the most spec
tacular and desirable passenger runs in
the United States. A few years ago I re
ceived a letter from a person who seri
ously suggested that the Federal Gov
ernment acquire the California Zephyr
and its right-of-way and convert it to a
national park. That citizen believed that
the spectacular beauty of the run and
the pleasm'e and recreation of making
that trip toCal1fornia was one that
should be presel'ved for all of our citizens
of future years. But now the Zephyr is
to die, as have so many of our trains In
this country.

In the last session of Congress, and
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about five million people. It had taken per
haps.one mlllion years to get there from two
and a half million. Then the population be
gan doubling every thousand years or so,
reaching 500 million about 1650 AD. Then
it doubled in some 200 years, reaching one
billion around 1850. Tne next doubling took
oniy 80 years or so, with the population
reaching two billion around 1930. And in
just 40 years we have almost completed the
ne:·:t doubling. to four blllion people on the
face of the earth. The reduction in doublJng
tilues ia startling: 1.000,000 years, 1,000 yer,rs,
200 years, 80 years, 40 years.

To project the totals beyond the year
2000 becomes so demanding on tl1e iUlagina
tion as to make the statistics almost incom
prehensible. A child born today, liVing on
into his 70's, would know a world of 15
billion. His grandson would share the planet
with 60 billion. In six and a half centuries
there would be one human being standing
on every square foot of land on earth. But
such projections, are, of course, unreal. They
will not come to pass because events will not
permit them to oome to pass. And some arc
predicting tha t these even ts will be dismal:
mass starvation. mass death due to lack of
oxygen, political chaos.

One of the laws of life and balance has
always been that predators are required to
hold the popUlation within the limits of its
food supply. In the case of man, war, pesti
lence, disease and famine have served this
function for millions of years. Now. however,
man has tipped tlle balance in his battle
against these predators. We are, quite na
turally, not willing to forgo the blessings of
medical science for the sake of allOWing the
natural order to prevail. Nor are we willing to
promote war as a means of keeping popula
tion down. Committed as we are to the value
of the inclivldual life, we must reject these
means and somehow fmd others. I regret
tha t I can offer no easy answers or solutions.
I can only say that we must face our di
lemma squarely and be prepared to make
some difficult decisions, If we are to avert
the catastrophe that will otherwise result.

Colman McCarthy, in a recent article In
the Washington Post entitled "The Lack of
Reverence for Nature," made tile follOWing
comments 011 mall's relationship to the
earth:

Man is only a recent visitor to the planet
earth. Compared to the billions of years
that the primordial forces worked in silence
in the vast canyons of cosmic space, he has
been here only an infinitesimal moment. The
prospect that he will pollute his species back
to oblivion is a huge tragedy, but perhaps
It is only part of a cycle, a ripple in the con
tour of evolution, p,trt of the pilgrimage of
living things that began with cells alld
plants and only lately IMS included man.

The philosopher Whitehead saw the earth
as a "second-rate planet revolVing around a
second-rate sun." Despite this, the earth has
been a gracious host for the few moments
its most recent visit.or-man-has been here.
But it has never guaranteect this species a
permanent place: and because man is doing
what no other species has ever done-quar
reling with Nature-it appears that his pres
ence on earth will be nothing more than a
brief guest appearance.

As I looked at the basketball-sized earth
through the TV cameras of the astronauts, I
was struck by how small the earth is, how
limited its precious resources, and how cru
cial it Is that man exercise his aut.hority
over tllis pinpoint in space Wisely and well.
\Ve cannot, of course, fathom God's inten
tions In allowing man to develop a technology
that threatens the existence of life on earth.
In our zeal for progress we have even gone
so far as to split the atom, which surely is
the ultimate fonn of pollution. Maybe we
have already gone too far. But I would like
to believe that the success of our space ven
tures is an omen-that we will continue dis
covering the Iaws of nature which sustain our

marvelous planet, and that we will learn to
live in harmony with them. Man's dominion
over the earth is truly a marvelous chal
lenge-to use the earth's resources to pro
vide the best possible life for all its In
habitants, and at the same time to insure
that the system may endure,

If we are not to be the victims of our own
InYentiveness in our "quarrel with nature,"
we m ltst delay no longer in facing the re
sponsibilities of our stewardship. Our gen
eration must commit itself to using the
earth's resources wisely, SO that they may
be passed on to the next genel'lltion undi
minished and unspOiled.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS'

Mr. :MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is
there further morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn
ing business is closed.

NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH AND
CHILD NUTRITION ACTS AMEND
MENTS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of the unfin
ished business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the informa
tion of the Senate.

The BILL CLERK. A bill (S. 254S) to
amend the National School Lunch Act
and Child Nutrition Act of 1966 to
strengthen and improve the food service
programs provided for children under
such acts.

The PRESIDING OPFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr.'rALMADGE. Mr. President,. I sug
gest the absence of a quorum, and I ask
unanimous consent that the time not be
charged to either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to withdraw my amendment No. 514 at
this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 508

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 508 and ask tllat it
be reported in a slightly revised form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report the amendment in the
slightly revised form.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
On page 21, beginning with line 9, strike

out aU down through line 18, and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

··SEC. 6. (a) The second sentence of section
9 of the National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C.
1751) Is amended by inserting 'not exceeding

cents per meal' immediately after 'or at a
cost:

"(b) Section 9 of the National School
Lunch Act 1s further amended by inserting
after the second sentence thereof two new
sentences as follows: 'Such determinations
shall be made by local school authorities in
accordance with a publicly announced policy
and plan applied equitably on the basis of
crltierla Which, as a minimum, shall include
the leyel of family income, including wei·
fare grants, the number in the family unit,
and the number of children in the family
unit attending scllo01 or sen'ice institutions;
but any child who is a member of a house
hold which (1) Is eligible to participate in a
Federal food stamp program or commodity
distl'ibution program or (2) has an annual
income equivalent to $4.000 or less for a
household of four persons shall be served
mea!s without cost. Determination with re
spect to the annual income any household
shall be made solely all t1le basis of an affi
clavit executed in such form as the Secretary
mrty prescribe by an adult member of such
hOllsellold.' "

On page 21, line 19, strike out 0; (b) " and
Insert In lieu thereof" (c) ".

On page 22, line 3, strike out" (c)" and
insert in lieu thereof;o (d) '\

On page 22, line 12, strike out "(d)" and
Insert in lieu thereof" (e) ".

On page 22, line 20, Immediately after the
period insert the follOWing: "The require
ments of this section relating to the service
of meals without cost or at a reduced cost
shall apply to the lunch program of any
school utilizing commodities donated under
any of the provisions of law referred to in
the preceding sentence."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield myself 10 minutes.
Mr. President, a parliamentary in

quiry.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

a tor will state it.
Mr. JAVITS. I gather that there is an

hour and a half on the amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator is correct.
Mr. JAVITS. Three-quarters of an

hour to be controlled by me.
GENERAL EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENT

Mr. President, I ihtroduce at this time
an amendment to the Agriculture Com
mittee's bill, which would specify that
the price to the child of a "reduced price"
lunch could not exceed 20 cents and,
second, would establish uniform eli
gibility standards under the National
School Lunch Act to assure that all chil
dren from poor families receive free
lunches.

All pupils from households eligible to
receive Food Stamps or commodities un
der Federal programs or from families
with an equivalent annual incqpte of
$4,000 or less for a family of four would
be eligible for free lunches.

This amendment differs from amend
ment No. 50S, which I filed last Friday,
only in that the eligibility requirement
applies solely to lunches and not, as in
the case of No. 508, to breakfasts as well.
This modification takes into account the
action by the Senate yesterday on the
amendment proposed by Senator KEN
NEDY, which sought to establish eligibility
standards for free breakfasts.

My amendment would implement the
important recommendation of the recent
White House Conference on Food, Nu
trition and Health, which called for a
"nationally determined standard of e1i~

gibility for free and reduced price meals."
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Mr. President, under present law,

which would be unchanged by the com
mittee, the determination of eligibility
for free lunches is left by statute and by
U.S. Department of Agriculture regula
tions solely to the discretion of individ
ual schools. Testimony before the Select
Committee on Nutrition and Human
Needs-of which I am the ranking mi
nority member-has clearly underscored
the need for a national standard.

One witness, Miss Jean Fairfax, who
formerly was chairman of the interfaith
committee on school lunch participa
tion, which published "Their Daily
Bread," a study of the school lunch pro
gram, stated that the lack of uniform
procedures for determining eligibility
for free meals was one of the main prob
lems affecting the rights and dignity of
poor children. InfOlmation which she
received from 40 state school lunch di
rectors and community groups indicated
wide variances among the state defini
tions of eligibility for free lunches. For
example, some states indicated that
being on welfare was sufficient evidence
of need; others indicated that it only
made a child eligible for consideration,
while still others provided no guidance
at all. Another witness stated there was
arbitrary administration of the free
lunch program on the part of p1incipals
resulting in a variance from school to
schocH as to who is eligible depending
upon the principal's interpretation of
school board policy.

My amendment would establish a na
tional eligibility standard to assure that
all children from families with equiva
lent income of $4,000 or less for a family
of four, or from households eligible to
receive food stamps or commodities un
der fed'!ral programs, would receive free
lunches.

Mr. President, $4,000 is substantiallY
below the $6,000 level which the Bureau
of Labor Statistics has estimated is nec
essary for a family of four to maintain
a "low standard of living," and it is
slightly above the poverty index based
on an economy food plan, which even
the Department of Agriculture has ac
knowledged is inadequate to provide a
proper diet. $4,000 was the eligibility
level adopted by the Senate last year in
the Senate-passed food stamp program.

As I noted, this amendment provides
that free lunches shall be made available
to those eligible under the food stamp
or commodity program. The alternative
of participation in food stamp or com
modity programs is necessary because
there could be instances where a familY
of four has an alIDual income which ex
ceeds $4,000 but is still eligible to par
ticipate in the food stamp program or
commodity program.

For example, in my State of New York,
a family of four will qualify for food
stamps if the annual income is less than
$4,200. This figure is above $4,000, but
family eligibility for the stamp program
would still allow their children to re
ceive free meals. Furthermore, the De
partment of Agricuture's new food-stamp
program includes provisions for a stamp
allotment for a family of four with a
monthly income of up to $359.99, or over
$4,300 per ~'ear, Therefore even under
the Department's schedule,· there could

be instances in which a family's annual
income would exceed $4,000 and yet the
family still would be entitled to receive
an allotment of stamps.

This amendment would require all
schools which receiye commodities for
lunch programs, but which do not par
ticipate in the school lunch program,
to meet requirements set forth above.
F'or example, tl1ere are approximately
14,000 schools in the United States that
do not participate in the national school
IUllch program but receive section 32 and
416 donated foods and special milk re
imburscmellt. No requirement is imposed
on these schools for meal standards or
for providing meals to needy children at
tending such schools. This provision
would require these 14,000 schools to
meet the same program requirements for
standards as national school lunch
schools.

For example, at the Los Angeles hear
ings of the Select Committee on Nutri
tion and Human Needs, which I chaired,
the director of the Los Angeles school
lunch program stated in his testimony:

Until passage of the Child Nutrition Act
of 1966, no provision had been nlade to pro·
vide free or reduced-price meals to pupils on
a district-wide basis with district funds-a
private organization assumed that responsi.
bility.

The district did, however, receive com
modities for its own lunch progtain. MY
amendment would require schools in a
similar situation to meet the eligibility
requirement of free and reduced-price
lunches above if they were to receive any
commodities at all for their program un
der the School Lunch Act.

The Department of Agriculture has in.
dicated in regulations issued on Octo
ber 23, 1968, that free or reduced-price
meals should be provided to children
from any family certified as eligible for
assistance under the food stamp program
or the commodity distribution program.
My amendment seeks to firmly establish
the policy that any children from fami
lies that qualify for food stamp programs
or commodity distribution programs
shall be eligible for free lunches.

Office of Education figures indicate
that there would be 9 million children
eligible at the $4,000 level. Based upon a
study by Rodney Leonard, former Ad
ministrator of the Consumer and Mar
keting Service of tl1e Department of Ag
riculture, and now a consultant to the
Children's Foundation, only 3 million
children are receiving free or reduced
cost lunches.

Mr. President, members of the Agri
culture Committee may have different
estimates of the number of children who
would be entitled to free lunches under
the standard, but none I think would
question the ultimate goal of providing
free lunches to such persons. As Senator
DOLE stated yesterday, we first should
establish a priOlity of feeding children
under the school lunch program.

My amendment also would specify
that the price to the child of a "reduced
price" meal could not exceed 20 cents.
Children from families above the $4,000
level, but with insufficient resources to
pay the full 35 cents or 40 cents usually
charged, would still have a right to re
ceive such reduced-plice lunches under

criteria established by the States and
schools. At present, no regulation or
statute governs the price of such a
lunch.

The purpase of a reduced-price lunch
is to bring a meal to a child who could
not afford a meal at the regular price.
The current lack of a definition thwarts
this purpJse and penrJizes school dis
tricts that provide meals at a truly re
duced price. Under the present system,
districts that served reduced-price meals
at only a trivial reduction-cqual to the
cost of a regular-price meal in other
districts-are permittcd to claim the
larger reimbursement for a free or re
duced-price meal. Thus, the money re
serve for free and reduced-price meals
is unfairly depleted at the expense of
schools doing the best job. It is apparent
that a uniform definition is needed.

The respected study, "Their Daily
Bread," has shown that the lower the
price, the higher the number of pupils
who buy the scboollunch. In two schools
where the price was 20 cents, participa
tion was 100 percent. At 25 cents, par
ticipation drc;)s to near 80 percent, and
at 30 cents, it falls sharply to between 27
percent and 37 pcrcent. Although this
study was conducted over 2 years ago, it
is even more valid today since the price
of school lunches has increased since
then.

Finally, my amendment also first,
would require-permit-a sworn affida
vit, in such form as the Secretary pre
scribed, to be the sole basis upon which
income is determined for eligibility for
free lunches; and, second, would make
the requirements of above-stated stand
ards apply to those schools which do
not participate in the school lunch pro
gram but receive Fede-ral commodities.

The record is clear that the use of an
affidavit is needed and worthwhile: The
White House Conference on Food, Nu
trition, and Health rcommended the use
of "a simple self-certification process
free from any humiliating or discrim
inatory practices," for child feeding pro
grams; the Senate recognized this prin
ciple by including a provision for cer
tification by affidavit for the food stamp
program in its food stamp bill; the Presi
dent proposed that applicants for wel
fare assistance be certified by simple
personal self-declaration, and the fact
that the city of New York is already
using the affidavit for over 100,000 wel
fare recipients in the aged category and
hopes to expand this method of eligi
bility determination to other public
assistance categories.

The Senate will be interested to know
that a demonstration project admin
istering AFDC at social service centers
to test the use of formal declaration
statements showed that there was no sig
nificant difference in eligibility find
Ings between the declaration cases and
the nondeclaration cases. I think that
the case for implementing such an affi
davit system for determination of in
come or food stamp or commodity par
ticipation for receipt of free lunches is
very sound based upon the above data
alone.

It has often been stated that a hungry
child cannot learn. Let us act today
to put an end to the problem of hunger
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among our children. Let us act to feed
the millions 'of hungry children. in tWs
Nation so that all of them will be able
to have full stomachs leading to full and
healthy minds. I feel that this amend
ment will go a long way toward meeting
that objective.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the various parts of this
amendment may be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment.; will be con
sidered en bloc.
COMlI.IITTEE ACTION O~ S. 2348 CO:\I:\IENDABLE

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, this is,
really, a sequel to the work which was
done yesterday. I would be remiss in my
duty to the Senate if I did not say
again-as a number of Senators said yes
terday-that the bill of the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE), of which a
good deal is incorporated in S. 2548, is
itself a massive and major improvement
in respect to the school lunch program.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York yield at that
point?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. TALMADGE. I desire to express

my deep appreciation to the distin
guished senior Senator from New York
for his generous personal reference to
me. The Senator, as I recall, testified
before the committee when we held
hearings on the matter on behalf of his
own and on behalf of other bills pend
ing relating to the amendment. I am
grateful to the Senator for his com
ments.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator. I
would not wish to detract from the
Senator's fine efforts, but we think his
efforts are improved by the amend
ment-and when I say "we," I refer to
the group of Senators who have spon
sored the amendments. I would not wish
to detract one whit from the sterling
job done by the Senator from Georgia
in committee or in the remotest way to
imply our unhappiness with it. On the
contrary, it is a fine job and materially
improves the program.

I consider Senator MCGOVERN'S
amendment, considered and adopted yes
terday, to be a material improvement in
S. 2548, He, too, tried in committee. I
would like to say that the committee
has performed most laudably; namely, it
analyzed in its report the amendments
of the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MCGOVERN), and my own bill, S. 2982.
That was commendable in that it actu
ally lJut forth the reasons why it did not
include certain aspects of these provi
sions in the bill.

Mr. TALMADGE. If the Senator will
yield at that point, I should like to point
out that in executive session not only did
it take testimony in all the areas from
interested Senators and others, and from
the Senator from New York and the Sen
ator from South Dakota and myself and
various other Senators, but also every
suggestion that was made by any Sen
ator and any other witness, was con
sidered in detail in executive session. The
department's views were requested and
the matter was voted on by the commit
tee in executive session.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleag·ue. I
might point out, too, that a good deal of

what was asked by those measures got
into the bill, which I think is also laud
able. For example, the committee set
aside 1 percent of the funds which are
available, to deal with something very
close to my heart; namely, the problem
of using the private enterprise system.

Mr. TALI\IADGE. I might point out,
if the Senator will yield, that I kno\\' he
was interested, in certain instances, in
private food vendors or caterers serving
food in schools that do not have facilities
for breakfast programs and school lunch
room facilities. I think, as a result of the
legislation proposed by the Senator, and
as a result of the committee hearings and
inquiries, that the Department has is
sued its order, that effective April 1,
pri\'ate caterers will be able to serve
schools that do not have facilities now.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator is exactly
right. That is contained in the report,
and will figure in the discussion of the
next amendment which I have.

I also note with great approval the fol
lowing committee actions; the require
ment for the development of uniform
standards and procedures in respect to
school allocations, which was also dealt
with by the McGovern amendment yes
terday; funds for training and educa
tion; prohibiting overt identification of
children who are associated with the pro
gram; recognition of the fact that low
income individuals are available who can
be trained to administer and supervise
programs. I am pleased that the com
mittee directs attention to the fact that
that should be done even if not exactly
as I proposed in my own lunch bill S.
2982.

Therefore, I certainly think that none
of us can complain on the one side, on
the part of those of us proposing amend
ments to the bill, that they were not con
sidered and, on the other side, as some
times happens, there can be no com
plaint that what we had in mind was not
fully submitted to and exposed to the
Committee onAgriculture and Forestry,
for approval or disapproval.

This has shown, in my jUdgment, the
very best of the Senate. What does re
main, however, are honest differences of
opinion with respect to what should be
done.

My amendment, which I feel is key, re
lates to the desirability of a national
standard-tl1at is, a national minimum
standard. I hasten to point out that the
committee itself provided a sort of com
promise on this subject. What it did was
to provide that determinations shOUld be
made public.

The bill provides, on page 21, line 14:
Such determinations shall be made by lo

cal school authorities in accordance with a
publicly announced poliey and plan applied
equitably on the basis of criteria which, as a
minimum, shall include the level of family
incon;le, inCluding welfare grants, the num
ber in the famil\' unit, and the number of
children in tile family unit attending school
or sel'\'ice ins titu tions.
FURTHER AND SPEOIFIC REASONS FOR A NATIONAL

STANDARD Of $4,000

As I have stated, what my amendment
adds is essentially a basic national in
come standard which shall not be less
than the $4,000 level.

The reason for the advantages and de
sirabilities of a national standard are at-

tributable to the fact that we have
considerable testimony. and the testi
mony of a very considered report by the
interfaith group called the Committee
on School Lunch Participation in a pub
lication called, Our Daily Bread, which
indicated that one of the three problems
with respect to the school lunch program
was the absence of a national standard.

There were wide variances in the
States' definition of eligibility for free
or redueed price lunches. That was not
only true of the States, but the amend
ment of the committee will preciselY
make it true by districts as well. It seems
to me and my associates in this amend
ment-the same group that sponsored
the amendments of yesterday-Senators
COOK, HART, KENNEDY, MCGOVERN, MON
DALE, PELL, PERCY, and YARBOROUGH-that
a national standard is essential if we are
to put the school lunch program on a
basis of national fairness. A national
standard is also essential to realize the
objectives which have now been, in my
jUdgment, etched on the conscience of
the people of the United States, based
upon the findings of the Select Commit
tee on Nutrition and Human Needs
chaired by the Senator from South Da
kota (Mr. MCGOVERN), of which I am the
ranking minority member.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
GOVERN in the chair). The time of the
Senator has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself an additional 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is recognized for an additional 10
minutes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, as to the
propriety of the $4,000 minimum stand
ard, I call the attention of the Senate to
the figures from the cost of living index
for the spring of 1969, which were pub
lished recently, by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics.

I ask unanimous consent that the table
attached to that stUdy together with the
material issued by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, dated December 1969, be
printed at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
THREE BUDGETS FOR AN URBAN F1H...IILY OF

FOUR PERSONS; PRELIMINARY SPRING lG69
COST ESTIMATES

The Bureau of Labor Statistics has devel
oped a set of budgets which describes a speci
fied manner of living at three levels for an
urban family of four persons-husband, wife,
13-year-old boy, and 8-year-old girl. These
bUdgets, described as Lower, Intermediate
and Higher, were first published in tilt re
port. Three Standards of Living for an Urban
Family of Fonr Persons, Spring 1967 (BUlletin
1570-5). and in the April 1969 issue of tile
Monthly Labor Review, Reprint No. 2611.
Preliminary estimates of tile budget costs in
39 metropolltan areas, 4 regional classes of
nonmetropolitan areas, and urban U.S. are
now available for spring 1909.

The "food at home" costs in these bUdgets
are final estima tes. For other consumption
costs, preliminary estimates were derIved by
appiying pl'ice changes between spring 1967
and spring 1969, reported in the COnS1.lmer
Price Index, to the appropriate spring 1967
cost of each budget class of goods and serv
ices. These estimates are preliminary be
cause the Consumer Price Index reflects
prices paiel for commodities and sel'\'ices pllr-
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chased by urban wage earners and clerical
workers generally, without regard to tlleir
family type and le\-el of living. The final esti
mates will utilize specific price data con
sidered more appropriate to each budget level
than is the Consumer Price Index.

Other costs and OASDHI were also updated
to 1969, but personal taxes were computed
from tax rates in effect for 1968. Final de
tailed estimates based on the complete re
pricing of the bUdgets in spring 1969 will be
published in mid-1970.

Bulletin 1570-5 can be purchased from the
regional offlces of the Bureau of Labor Sta
tistics and the Superintendent of Docu
ments, Washington, D.C. 20402. Price $l.
Monthly Labor Review Reprint No. 2611 is
available upon request.

TABLE l.-ANHUf\L COSTS OF A LOWER BUDGET FOR f\ ~~P[RSOU FA;\'11LY,1 SPRIUG 1969

----_._---~~-'--~---------_._._-~---........,------~-----~----------

Cost of family consumpHol1--_._-- -_._----._-- ------_._-------------_.~--------------------_.__._--,-
Clothing Other

and family
To!al Trans· personal Medical consump· Personal

Area budget' Total Food HousingS f1ortation j, care cafeS tion taxes
--~_ .._---------------_.

Urban United States____ . __ ". __________________________ . _____________ $6,567 $5,285 $1,778 $1,384 $1;84 n80 $539 $320 $619Metropolitan areas 6_________________________ ~ ____ w _________ w ________ 6,673 5,364 J. 833 1,418 457 796 557 333 638Nonmetropolitan areas ,______________________________________________ 6,092 4,935 1,663 1,235 603 713 460 261 536
Norlheast:Boston, Mass _________ •_________ oo ______ •• ______________ • _______ • 7,035 5,593 1,867 1,583 475 776 556 336 759'tullalo, N.Y _oo ___ • ______ ••• _ •• _________________________________ • 6,791 5,412 1,849 1,384 489 851 507 332 698Ifartlord, Conn. _____ . __________ "__________ . __ . ____________ . _____ 7,163 5,804 1,927 1,631 498 8,~2 566 340 664lancasler, Pa ___________________________________ • ___________ ... __ 6,445 5,185 1,842 1,303 434 79t 479 336 618

New York·Northeaslern New Jersey ____________________ . __________ 6,771 5,410 1,913 1,324 408 827 598 340 679
Philadelphia, Pa.-NJ _____________ .... ______ . _________ .. ___________ 6,628 5,279 1,902 1,271 442 794 542 328 692Pitlsburgh, Pa ____________________ ... _____________ • _____ . ________ 6,487 5,200 1,8i9 1,267 475 739 511 339 643Portland, M3ine___________________ oo _______ .. _____________________ 6,567 5,352 1,809 1,413 433 798 542 357 562
Nonmetropolilan areas;________ .. ________________ .. ~ _________ .. _____ 6,293 5,073 1,779 1,186 617 732 502 257 572

North Central:
Cedar Rapids, lowa ____________ .. _______ ... _______________________ • 6,653 5,342 1,687 1,579 446 8U8 496 326 655
Champaign-Urbana, 111 _______________________ . ___ . _____ • _________ 6,857 5,570 1,754 1,711 453 774 554 324 614
Chicago, III.-Northwestern Indiana _________________________________ 6,799 5,512 1,848 1,519 464 794 557 330 619
Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky.-I nd _____________ . _______________ . ____________ 6,278 5,079 1,758 1,260 478 778 471 334 568Cleveland, Ohio________________________________________ . __ . _____ 6,651 5, 3~8 1,786 1,411 491 802 536 342 621iDayton, Ohio ____________ . ____________ . ___ . ______________ .. _______ 1i,513 5.293 1,739 1,471 446 785 461 337 627Detroil, Mich ________ "__________________________________ oo ____ • ___ 6,543 5,268 1,817 1,310 480 788 538 335 626

?~iJr~~1~1~6ji~i'~id _~_-:~_-_~:~~~ == == ====: ==== == === ===== ===== === =======
6,255 4,952 1,680 1,334 436 748 448 306 677
6,706 5,396 1,782 1,561 468 777 476 332 649Kansas Cily, Mo.-Kans_____________________________________ . _____ 6,550 5,282 1,799 1,376 469 818 500 320 619Milwaukee, Wis______________________________________________ ... _ 6,721 5,275 1,726 1,483 455 784 511 316 788

Minneapolis-S\' Paul, Minn .. ___ . ____ .• _________________________ .. __ 6,714 5,267 1,725 1,458 1.76 787 488 333 790

W;c~~ri\~~~~I~~---- ..-------_~~~~~~~~ ~~ ~~~ ~~~~:~: ~ ~ ~ ~:~~::::::::::::::
6,572 5,297 1.832 1,381 488 790 489 317 624
6,537 5,269 1,755 1,444 464 789 501 316 619

Nonmetropolilan areas '__ . ________ . _________ . _. ___ ._. _____ . ______ 6,408 5,152 1,686 1,421 589 740 456 260 616
Soutlr:--

Atlanla, Ga_.... _._. ________________ . ___ . ______ . ________ . _______ 6,201 5,048 $1,651 1,334 452 750 514 347 527Auslin, Tex___________ .._. _. ___ . __ . ___ . ____________ . __________ ._ 5,812 4,776 1,663 1,116 436 720 530 311 437Baltimore, Md~ _________ ~~_~ __________________________ • _________ 6,491 5,176 \,678 \,420 492 746 509 331 671

~=ltl~~,R~~;~: _l_a___~-_._-.-._._ .-_-.____-~~= ::=:=::::::::::~: :=:: :==:=::::::= 5,997 4,911 1,672 1,2tO 477 727 505 320 474
6,2\4 5,077 1,633 1,346 449 738 583 328 ~1111

Du rham, N.C _____ .. _. ______.. ___ .._________. _..____ . ______ . _._._ 6,196 4,983 1,617 1,346 428 749 524 319 590Houston, Tex. ____ .• ________ . _..________ . ___ . __ . __________ . ___ ._ 6,130 5,017 1,692 1,233 492 723 556 32\ 491Nashville, Tenn.• _________.. _.______ ._. ____ . _________________ . __ 6,15\ 5,037 \,622 1,386 451 744 488 346 491Orlando, Fla ________ . ___________________________ • __ ._. ________ ._ 6,033 4,944 1,606 1,323 440 727 514 334 474
Washington, D.C.-Md.-Va __ . _____ . _. ____________ . __ . ______________ 6,907 5,501 1,78\ 1,567 488 780 549 336 732Nonmetropolitan areas 7__

w

_____ ~ ___ ~~ ____________________________ 5,712 4,680 1,583 1,128 597 671 438 263 439
West:Bakersfield, Calif.. _. ______________ . ____ •________________________ 6,424 5,176 1,784 1,193 479 815 584 321 544

Denver, Colo.. __ .. __ . _.. _. __ .._______.. ____________ . __ . ______ ~ __ 6,425 5,206 1,705 1,409 450 802 533 307 579

~~~ ~~;:~~~}I~r.~~ ...~.C-h: .~~ ~~=~:==::: ::::::::=:::::: ~=:=:=::::::: 7,030 5,628 1,787 1,509 467 817 709 339 6~B
6,792 5,444 1,750 1,461 484 783 630 336 614

San Francisto-Oakland, Calif..._._ .._______________________________ 7,309 5,832 1. 850 1,676 49i 866 602 347 701
Seallle-Everelf, Wash_ . ______ • _____________ •_____________ . __ ... __ 7,197 5,817 I; 935 1,662 486 837 564 333 683Honolulu, Hawaii... __ . ___ •__________ .. _____ •____ . ________________ 8,168 6,347 2,162 2,013 541 750 534 347 I,oeo
Nonmeiropolitan areas 7. __ • ________ • ____ ._._•• _. ____________ • ____ 6,561 5,230 1,728 1,359 618 789 477 259 682Anchorage, Alaska______ . __ •_______________ . _. _. _.. _____ ._.______ 9,913 7,673 2,289 2,661 806 882 719 316 1,416

I The family consisls of an employed husband, age 38, a wile not employed outside Ihe home, an
8-year-old girl, and a 13-year-old boy.

2 In addition io family consumption and personal taxes shown separately in Ihe fable, the total
cosl of Ihe budgei includes allowances for gills and conllibutions, life IIlsurance, occupaiional
expenses, and social security, disability, and unemployment compensalion taxes.

a Housing includes shelter, household operaliolls, and housefurnishings. All families with the
lower budget are assumed to be renters.

• The average costs of aulomobile owners and nonowners are weighfed by the following pro·
po,lions ollamilies: Boslon, Chicago, New York, and PhiiadellJhia, 50 percent lor boih automobile

owners and Ilonowners; all other metropolitan areas, 65 percent for automobile owners, 35 percent
for nonowners; nonmetropolitan areas, 100 percent for automobile owners.

• In total medical care, the average costs of medicai insurance were weighled by the follov:ing
proportions: 30 percent for families paying lull cost 01 insurance; 26 percent for families paying
half cost; 44 percent for families covered by noncontributory insurance plans (paid by emplover).

o For a deiailed descriplion see the 1967 edilion 01 the Standard Me!ropolr\an Stalistical Aieas.
prepared by the Bureau of the Budge\.

7 Places with popUlations of 2,500 10 50,000.

Note: Because 01 rounding, sums of individual items may not equal totals.

TABLE 2.-ANNUAl COSTS OF AN INTERMEDIATE BUDGET FOR A 4-PERSON FAMilY,' SPRING 1969

Area

Urban United Slales_. • • • •_. Coo _ • ._

Metropolilan areas ' __ • __ .• • . ••• _
Nonmetropolitan areas 7 ••_. • •• • __ • _

Norfheast:Boston, Mass_. • • ••• • ._
Buffalo, N.Y_• __ •.• • __ • •• • . __ . _
Ifarlford, Conn•• ••• •• • _••• • •• _. __ • ._.__._
lancasier, Pa •__• •• __ • __ • _. _. • _
New York·northeaslern New Jersey --_ •• _. • _

~~~~~~~:;~~~~~ia=s=;=====~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Sec footnotes at end of table.

Total
budget'

$10,077
10,273
9,204

11, \08
10,801
10,934
9,932

11,236
10,160

9,757
10,117
9,952

----------
Cosf 01 family consumplion -----_.. _.

Clothing Other
and family

Trans- personal Medical consump- Personal
Total Food Housing' portation • care care.i lion taxes

$7,8\8 $2,288 $2,351 $940 $\,095 $543 $601 $1, 348
7,968 2,322 2,426 925 1,113 561 621 1,387
7,151 2,135 2,012 1,006 1,023 464 511 I. 176

8,534 2,465 2,866 944 1,078 559 622 1,651
8,250 2,400 2,530 993 1,190 512 625 1,622
8,632 2,551 2,69i 1,037 1,16£ 571 620 1,376
7,743 2,438 2,178 906 1,089 482 650 1,294
8,589 2,541 2,796 855 1,158 600 639 1,703
7,859 2,486 2,246 869 1,096 547 615 1,398
7,601 2,377 2,077 916 1,097 514 620 1,266
7,992 2,430 2,315 944 1,119 545 639 1,221
7,720 2,334 2,309 1, 027 1,033 506 511 1,324
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Cost of family consumption

Clothing Other
and family

Total Trans· personal Medical consump- Persona
Area budget' Total Food Housing I portalion l care care lion taxe

North Central:
Cedar Rapids, Iowa .... ___________ • ____________ • __ •• ___ • _•• _. ____ $10,143 $7,814 $2.127 $2,486 $957 $1,127 $498 ~19 $1,432
Champaign-Urbana, III. _____ •___ •______________ . ___ . __ •_________ • 10.200 8,059 2.239 2,626 921 1,092 558 623 1,235
Chicago, 111.·northwestern Indiana __ ._. __•_____ •______ ._ .• ,_, __ , ___ 10,332 8,154 2,325 2,651 892 1,105 562 619 1,269

g:~~~~~~~i: g~!g: ~:::I_n_d_-_-_~-._.-._:::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::
9,783 7,631 2,221 2.290 944 1,087 477 612 1,261

10,453 8,182 2.252 2,697 930 1,135 541 627 1,361

g:r:gi7: g~~: ::::::::._.-::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 9,604 7,498 2,191 2,200 916 1,102 467 622 1,220
9.972 7,745 2,334 2,226 923 1,100 543 619 1,332Green Bay, Wis ________ . __ . _______ • ___________________ ._._. ______ 9,825 7,400 2,123 2,270 912 1,056 452 587 1,542Indianapolis, Ind ______ . _______________ . _______ . _________________ 10.139 7.902 2,257 2,491 978 1,078 481 617 1,336Kansas City, Mo.-Kans ____ . _______________________ . _________ . ____ 9.943 7,732 2.277 2,210 991 1,145 503 606 1,316

Milwaukee, Wis _______________________________________ ._. _______ 10.586 7,942 2,201 2,616 918 1,096 515 596 1,742
Minneapolis·St. Paul, Minn ___ . _. _____________ .. __________________ 10.369 7.773 2.187 2,420 955 1,096 492 623 1,700
St. Louis, Mo.-III ______ • ________ • _______ . ________________________ 10.065 7,834 2,330 2.353 952 1,109 494 596 1,333Wichita, Kans. _____________ . ______ . _____________________________ 9.763 7.598 2,179 2,224 989 1,099 505 602 1,275

Sout~~nmetropolitan areas'---_ ----- -- ---. -- -- - --- -- ------ -- -- -- - ---- 9.425 7,304 2, III 2,169 982 1,064 461 517 1,241

Atlanta, Ga _____ • ___________ . __ . ______ . ____________ . ____________ . 9.233 7,218 2,140 1.957 917 1,059 517 628 1,138Austin, Tex____ . __ ._. __________ " ___________ . _. ____________ . __ .. 8,832 6,986 2,137 1,815 907 1,014 534 579 977Baltimore, Md. _________________ . _. ________ ._. _________________ 9.735 7,391 2.202 2,088 921 1,062 512 606 1,461Baton Rouge, La.. _____________ .. ______________________ . _____ .. __ 9,260 7,292 2,189 1,988 989 1,027 506 593 1,089Dallas, Tex.• __ . _____ .. ____________ . ________________ .. ___ ._. ____ 9,265 7.329 2,120 2,050 921 1,049 586 603 1,055
Durham, N.C __________ . __________ . ______ .. _. ________ .. __ .. ______ 9,592 7,363 2,099 2,163 915 1,051 527 608 1,347Houston, Tex. .. _____________ .. __ .. ________________ .... _________ 9,212 7,287 2.180 1.959 974 1,022 559 593 1,046Nashville, Tenn __________________ .. ____________________ •________ 9,295 7,354 2,085 2,145 943 1,053 494 634 1,060
Orlando, Fla________ . _________________________ . ____ . ___ •________ 9.162 7,252 2,069 2,092 933 1,023 519 616 1,032
Washington, D.C.-Md.-Va ________ . ______ . ________________________ 10,503 8,032 2,343 2,463 936 1,122 552 616 1,566
Nonmetropolitan areas ;'4~_ ••• _____ _._---_ .. _----_._----. 8,641 6,760 2,061 1,779 1,002 971 441 506 1,019

West:
Bakersfield, Calif.. __ ... _____ . _________ ---_._----_.-.----.-. 9,728 7,562 2,221 2,035 988 1,128 586 604 1,203
Denver, Colo ______________ .... ____ .. ____________________ .. _. _____ 9,790 7,613 2,133 2,300 945 1,113 537 585 1,287
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calit _______________________ . ____________ 10,285 7,986 2,240 2,328 934 1,141 714 629 1,321
San Diego, Calif _____ + __ ~~ _~ ________________ + ._~.~ _______________ 10,127 7,866 2,187 2,364 969 1,093 634 619 1,288
San Francisco-Oakland, Calif. __ . _____________________________ . __ 10,865 8,412 2,332 2,611 1,000 1,214 607 648 1,461
Seallle-Everetl, Wash ___________ ' ______________________ . _________ 10,485 8,276 2,434 2,474 1,009 1,167 568 624 1,295
Honolulu, Hawaii ___ . _________ . __________ ~ _______________________ 12,064 9,009 2,699 2,959 1,138 1,036 537 640 2,116
Nonmetropolitan areas;____________ . ___ ~ ________ ~_ .. __ + ~_ ~_ ~ __ ~ ___ 9.662 7,393 2,133 2,125 1,017 1,124 481 513 1,386
Anchorage, Ataslia_______ . ______ ¥ _ ~~ __ • ___ • _____ ~ __ ~ _ ~ ~_ ~ __ ~. __ • 14,017 10,494 2,796 3,820 1,279 1,262 723 614 2,489

1 The family consists 01 an employed husband, age 38, a wile not employed outside the home
an 8-year-old girl, and a 13-year-old boy.

'In addition to family consumption and personal taxes shown separately in the table, the tolal
cost of the budget includes allowances for gifts and contributions, life insurance, occupational
expenses, and social security, disability, and unemploymenl compensation taxes.

, Housing includes shelter, household operalions, and housefurnishings. The average cosls of
shelter are weighted by lhe following proporlions: 25 percent for rental costs, 75 percent for home·
owner costs.

'The average costs 01 automobile owners and nonowners are weighted by the following pro·
portions: Boston, Chicago, New York, and Philadelphia, 80 percent for owners, 20 percent for
nonowners; Baltimore, Cleveland, Detroit. Los Angeles, Pittsburgh,'San Francisco, Sf. Louis, and

Washington, with 1.4 million of population or more in 1960, 95 percent for automobile owners,
and 5 percent for nonowners; all other areas, 100 percenl for automobile owners.

'In total medical care, the average costs of medical insurance are weighted by the following
proportions: 30 percent for lamilies paying full cost of insurance; 26 percent for families r.aying
half cost; 44 percent for lam ilies covered by noncontributory insurance plans (paid by emp oyer).

'For a detailed description see the 1967 edition 0Ithe "Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas,"
prepared by the Bureau of the Budge t.

1 Places with populations 012,500 to 50,000.

Note: Because of rounding, sums of individual items may not equal totals.

TABLE 3.-ANNUAL COSTS Of A HIGHER BUDGET fOR A 4·PERSON fAMILY,' SPRING 1969
----------~--_ .._._-------- ----~---_._._--~

Cost of family consumption
-------_._----

Clolhing Other
and family

Total Trans· personal Medical consump' Personal
Area budget' Total Food Housing 3 portation' care care Ii tion taxes

-_._---------~---

Urban United Stales.. _____ ._ ..____ .. ____ . ______ . - _. _. -- ~ -~ --~ ------ $14,589 $10,804 $2,821 $3,544 $1,215 $1,609 $565 $1,050 $2,523
Metropolitan areas'. _. ________________________________ . ____ .. ____ . __ 14,959 11,064 2,876 3,677 1,214 1,628 584 1,085 2,618
Nonmetropoiitan areas '. ____________________ . ____________________ . _. 12,942 9,645 2,572 2,954 1,217 1,527 482 893 2,101
Northeast:

Boston, Mass_ .... _________ . __ ._ _____________________ ...________ 16,341 11,944 2,998 4,355 1,342 1,570 583 1,096 3,091
Buffalo, N.Y.•. _.• ______ . _________________ . ___ __ __ ___ ••. _______ 15,505 11,182 2,909 3,695 1,199 1,744 531 1,014 3,039
Hartlord, Conn_ .. ______________________ ._'. __________________ . __ 15,424 11,700 3,155 3,902 1,250 1,696 592 1,105 2,430
Lancaster, Pa _____ ~ _____ . _. _. __ ~ ________________________ ~ ~ ¥ _____ 14,096 10,585 2.982 3,234 1,122 1,602 502 1,143 2,273
New York-northeastern New Jersey ______________ . __ ._ ._. ________ 16,914 12,147 3,112 4,328 1,250 1,704 523 1,130 3,432
Philadelphia, Pa.·N.!. ___________________ . ______________ • _______ . 14,782 10,992 3,034 3,448 1,236 1,609 568 1,097 2,527
Pittsburgh, Pa..•• ___ . ___ . ______ . _. _. ____ . ___ . ________ •• ______ .. 14,061 10,558 2,907 3,250 1,166 1,600 537 1,098 2,266
Porttand, Maine _____ . ___________________ . ______________ . _______ . 14,005 10,665 2,922 3.270 1,165 1.637 565 1,106 2,098
Nonmelropolitan areas ' __ . ______________________ . ___ . ___________ 13,879 10,311 2,797 3,309 1,225 1; 541 526 913 2,329

North Central:Cedar Rapids, lowa.. ___________________________________ •________ 14,544 10,697 2,651 3,657 1,168 1,635 518 1,068 2,603
Champaign·Urbana, III. ______ . ______________ ... _________ . _____ ... 14,621 11,116 2,795 3,928 1,153 1,588 578 1,074 ~' 240Chicago, 11I.·Northwestern Indiana _____ . ________ ._ .• __ •.. ____ ... __ . 14,814 11,234 2,897 3,828 1,264 1,600 582 1,063 . ,309
Cincinnati, Ohio·Ky.·lnd__ . ________ ,, __________ . ___ . __ ••••.• _. ___ . 13,730 10,303 2,782 3,249 1,140 1,588 497 1,047 2,203
Cleveland, Ohio._. _____________ . __ ._. ____ . __ .• _. _______ .._______ 14.749 11, Il7 2,802 3,852 1,175 1,664 565 1,059 2,367

g~r:g!l: ~~~~:::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 13,842 10,423 2,724 3,436 1,108 1,608 487 1 060 2,189
14,464 10,745 2,931 3,401 1,180 1,591 567 1: 075 2,473

Green Bay, Wis•...... ____ ..______________ . ___________ •• ________ 14,348 10,207 2,655 3,427 1,116 1,52li 472 1,011 2,922

~~d~;~l:IC~l~~' ~~:Kiiiis:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: 14,506 10,830 2,823 3,690 1,182 1,557 502 1,076 2,425
14.228 10,594 2,831 3,378 1,200 1,613 527 1,045 2,395

Milwaukee, Wis..•. _______ .. _. _______ . ________________ .• __ ._. __ . 15,2l1 10.742 2,780 3,676 1,119 1,601 535 1,031 3,223

~t~T;~fs~IAA~~.tilr~~I: _~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
14,803 10,537 2,729 3,491 1,156 1,580 513 1,068 3,030
14,229 10,616 2,932 3,335 1,207 1,614 512 1,016 2,373

Wichita, Kans. _••. _... __ •• _______ ._. ________________________ . __ . 13,912 10,363 2,706 3,286 1,224 1,599 526 1,022 2,322
Nonmetropolilan areas ' __ ._. __________ . _______ ~. _________________ 13,382 9,936 2,577 3,182 1,186 1,603 480 908 2,240

Soulh:
Atlanta, Ga.•. _. __ " ____ ._. ___________ . ___________ . ________ . ___ . 13.269 9,888 2,655 2,885 1.150 1_604 538 1,056 2,178

~~rt\~o;:,xriti:i'_'_'_:: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
12,618 9,659 2,617 2,819 1,158 l;m 555 1,016 1,767
14,350 10,314 2,764 3,155 1; 169 1,620 533 t,~g 2,811

Balon Rouge, La_.__._. ______ ... ___________ ._. ____ .• _. _. __ . ____ ._ 13,754 10,400 2,711 3,302 1,252 1,548 527 2,125

~i~~f;,ei~~::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

13,565 10,358 2,658 3,261 1,167 1,591 609 1;072 1,980
13,910 10,126 2,589 3,167 1,170 1,587 544 1,069 2,569
13,306 10,156 2,711 3,032 I. 243 1,548 584 1,038 1,933

Nashville, Tenn.• _,_, __ • ____ • ___ . ___ . __ .. _..... _. ___ .,.""_,,,_ 13,413 10,235 2,546 3,320 1. 18G 1,59'1 511 1,084 1,957
Orlando, Fla. _.. -- ___ .• _____ . ____ .• ___ •.••• _._ .•••.••_••• _._._ .• 13,452 10,272 2,563 3,343 1,191 1,557 537 1,081 1.957
Washington, D.C.·Maryland-Virginia.•••• _.~ _._•• ___ .• _••••• _____ •• 15,350 11,127 2,906 3,683 1,174 1,716 571 1,077 2; 958
Nonmetropolitan areas '.__ .. _.._______ . __ ••••• ___ • ,_" ___ ",, ___ • 12,146 9,143 2,466 2,656 1,217 1,470 459 875 1,836
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Trans·
HousinR:' portation-4Area

Tolal
budgol' Tolal Food

Cosl of fam ily consumption

Clothing
and

personal
care

Other
family

Medical consump-
care z. lion

Personal
taxes

West:
Bakersfield, CaliL . __ . __ . ._. ..... .
Denver, Colo __ . . . _
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif . . . _
San Diego, Calif .. __ ._._. . .
San Francisco-Oakland, Calif ._. ._. . _. . _
Seattle-Everett, Wash . . . . ..
Honolulu, Hawaii. .. . .. _
Nonmetropolitan areas , • . _
Anchorage, Alaska c • • • • _

$14,059
14.122
15.137
14.862
15: 752
1(861
17,823
13.591
19,035

$10,451
10,457
11,187
11. 005
II. 600
II. ,99
12.462
9.930

13.579

~2. 748
2, nI
2.815
2.72S
2.937
3.038
3,410
2.596
3,389

n.125 n.284 $1,613 $613 $1,068
3,413 I. H2 1.59G 557 1,034
3.673 1.223 1.639 743 1,094
3.729 1,221 1,570 678 1,079
3.882 1,285 J,743 634 J, Jl9
3.701 1,230 1.665 592 1,073
4.533 1.321 1,491 559 1,148
3,097 1. 247 1. ,,85 500 905
5.168 1.461 J,775 754 J,032

- -•.._----------------------

$2,302
2,433
2.608
2,524
2,789
2,288
4.029
2.455
4,025

IThe family consisls of an employed husband, age 38, a wife not employed outside the home
an 8-year·old girl, a 13·year·old boy. .

'In'ddition 10 family consumption and personallaxes shown separately In Ihe lable, the tolal
cost of Ihe budget includes allowances for gifts and contributions, life insurance, occupational
expenses, and social securily, disability, and unemployment compensalion laxes.

'Housing includes shelter, household operations, housefurnlshings and lodging out of home
city, The average costs of sheller are weighted by Ihe following proportions: 15 percenl for rental
cosls, 85 percen t lor homeowner cosls.

• All families were assumed to be automobile owners.

310 lolal medical care, the average costs of medical insurance \'iere weithled by the following
profortions: 30 percent lor families paying full cost 01 insurance; 26 percenl for families paying
hal cost; 44 percent for lamilies coveled by noncontributory insurance plan (paid by employe,).

, For a detailed description see the 1967 edition of Ihe .'Slandard Metropolilan Statislical Area,"
prepared by the Bureau at the Budget

, Places with populations 012;500 to 50,000,

Note: Because of rounuing, sums of individual items Illay not E'1ua: totah.

TABLE 4.~INDEXES OF COMPARATIVE COSTS BASED ON ,... LOWER BUDGET FOR ", 4-P[RSO'I FAMilY,' SFHliiG 19('9

IU.S. mban average cosk 1001

Cost 01 fBmily consumption

Area

Urban United Stales__ ... • . _
Metropolilan areas ' __

. H~im:i~~rolitan areas'---. __ ---.----- ----~. -- __ - -- -- -- -- -- --- ----
Boston, Mnss_ w __ ~ •• _. _ ••• __ • ~ + ~_ ~ w __

Buffalo, N. Y .
Hartford, Conn • . _
Lancaster, Pa_ __ __ __ __ ___ __ _ . __
New York-Norlheastern New Jersey __

~rt~;~.:';~~~ap:.a~~~~~ ~~~~~y. ~~ ~~~ ~~~:: ::~:~::::: ~~ ~~:::::: ~~: ~ ~
Porlland, Maine. . . _
Nonmelropolitan areas '. . •

North Central:
Cedar Rapids, lowa . . . . . __ .
Champaign-Urbana, IlL . . . . . .
Chicago, III.-Northwestern Indiana.... . . . __
Cincinnati, Ohio· Kentucky-I ndiana.. . . .
Cleveland, Ohio . . . __
Dayton, Ohio •. . . .. . _
Detroit, Mich. ._. .. ..... ._. _
Green Bay. Wis . . . . •
Indianapolis, Ind .• . .. _. . .• . __ •
Kansas Cily, Mo.-Kans•. . . _. .
Milwaukee, Wis__ . . . . _
Minneapolis-SI. PaUl, Minn .. __ . .
Sf. louis, MO.-ilL . • _
Wichita, Kans . • . _
Nonmetropolitan areas i ~_. . ~ __

South:Allanta, Ga _
Auslin, Tex . . • . ••
Baltimore, Md . . . __ . __ .. .._.. .
Baton Rouge, La .. . . . " _
Dallas, Tex . .. _
Durham, N.C . . __ . . ._. .. _
Houston, Tex . .. _._. . __ . . . ._
Nashville, Tenn. . . __ • . .• __ • . _
Orlando, Fla . . ... __ . .. __ . ..

~g~~~fr~o;oli~.~.-a~:,:;y.a_. ~~~::::::::::::::::: ~:::::::::::::::::
West:

Bakersfield, CaliL . __ .. _. .. __ . _. ..... .•
Denver, Colo w ~ ~ __ •• ~ w _~ _ +_ ~ ~ ••••• ~ __ ~ •• _ ~_ ~ • ._

los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif. .. . _
San Diego, Cam . . __ . _. _. _. .. __ . __ .. .. _
San Francisco-Oakland, Calif. _
Se,tlfe-Everett, Wash __ . . . _. . _
Honolulu, Hawaii... __ .. . _. . _

~~~~~~~~O~~s~:~~~~.i~=:=::~====:=== ~====== ===== =: ====== === ====

Total
budget'

100
\02
93

107
103
109
98

103
101
99

100
96

101
i04
104
96

101
99

100
95

J02
100
102
102
lOa
100
98

94
89
99
91
95
94
93
94
92

105
87

98
98

;07
103
lil
110
124
100
151

Clothing Other
and family

Tralls- personal Medical consump" Personal
Total Food Housing :: pOllation' care care ,) tion taxes

--_.~---- . __._.~_._----------

100 100 100 100 JOO WO 100 100
JOI 101 11I2 94 102 11I3 104 103
93 94 89 126 91 85 82 87

106 105 1I4 98 99 103 105 123
102 104 1liD 101 lU9 94 104 113
110 108 liB 103 108 11I5 106 107
9B 104 94 90 101 89 105 100

102 108 96 84 106 III 106 110
100 107 92 91 102 101 103 1I2

98 102 92 98 101 95 106 11I4
101 102 102 89 102 101 112 91
96 100 86 127 94 93 80 92

101 95 114 92 104 92 102 106
105 99 ]{4 94 99 103 101 99
10\ 104 110 96 102 J03 103 1110
96 99 91 99 100 87 104 92

102 JOO Hl2 101 103 99 107 JOI
99 98 !1I6 92 lUI 86 105 101

100 102 95 99 tlll 100 105 JOI
94 94 96 90 96 83 96 109

102 100 113 97 100 98 104 105
100 101 99 97 105 93 100 100
100 97 W7 94 101 95 99 127
100 97 i05 98 101 9J 104 178
100 103 lOO 101 101 9J 99 101
JOO 99 J94 96 101 93 99 100
97 95 193 122 95 85 81 100

96 93 96 93 96 95 108 85
90 94 ~1 90 92 98 97 71
98 94 103 102 96 94 103 108
93 94 87 99 93 94 100 ))
96 92 97 93 95 'iTS 103 82
94 91 97 S8 96 97 100 ~5
95 95 89 102 93 Hi] 100 79
95 91 !OO 93 95 91 108 "94 90 96 91 93 95 104 ;8

104 100 113 101 ]00 i02 105 li9
89 89 82 123 86 El 82 7l

98 lDJ 86 99 1C-: ;"8 100 88
99 96 102 93 103 99 96 ,1

106 101 H~9 96 105 132 106 1115
103 98 Hi6 100 100 117 lO5 99no 10'; 1~1 10J III 112 irs i!3
110 109 120 100 107 105 104 110
120 122 145 112 96 99 108 174
99 97 98 128 101 88 81 liD

145 129 192 167 113 133 99 229

I The family consists of an employed husband, age 38, a wife not employed outside Ihe home,
an g·year-old girl, and a 13·year-old hoy.

'In addition to family consumplion and personal taxes shown separately in Ihe table, the
total cost of Ihe hudget includes allowances for gifts and contributions, life insurance, occupa
lional expenses, and social securily, disability, and unemploymenl cempensalion taxes.

'Housing includes sheller, household operations, and housefurnlshings, 1'.11 families with Ihe
IOYier budget are assumed 10 be renters.

• The average costs of automobile owners and nonowne,s are weighted by Ihe following propor·
tions of families: BoslolI, Chicago, New York, and Philadelphia, 50 percent for t0th .vfomobile

owners and nonowners; all other metropolitan areas, 65 percenl for aulomobile owners, 35 per·
cenl for nonowners; nonmelropolilan areas, 100 pel cent for automobile owners.

3 In total medical care, the average cosls of medical insurance were weighted by the fof/owing
proporlions: 30 percenl ior families paying full cost of insurance; 26 percent for families paying
half cost; 44 percent for families covered by nonconlribulory insurance plans (paid by employer).

• For a detailed description see the 1967 edition of the "Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Areas," prepared by Ihe Bureau of the Budgel

, Places with popu lations of 2,500 to 5D,OOO.
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'In total medical care, lhe average costs of medical insurance are weighted by the following
proportions: 30 percent for families paying full cost 01 m,urance: 26 percent tor families paying
)'2 cost; 44 percent for families covered by nonconlributory insurance plans (paid by employer).

c For a detailed descriplion see the 1967 edition of the "Stalldar" Metropolitan Statistie,1
Areas," preporod by the Bureau of the Budget.

I Places with poplliation, of 2,500 to 50,000.
nonowners; Baltimore, Cleveland, Detroit, Los Angeles, Pittsburgh, San Francisco, st. louis, and
Washington, with 1,400,000 of population or more in 1960, 95 percent for automobile OWl1~rs, and
5 percent for nOrHn:ners; all other areas, 100 percent for automobi!e owner:>.

TABLE 5.-INDEXES OF COMPARATIVE COSTS BASED ON AN INTERMEDIATE BUDGET FOR A 4-PERSON fAMILY,' SPRING 1969

[U.S. urban average cosl=I001

Cost of family consumpUon

Clothing Other
and family

Total Trans· personal Medical consump- Personal
Area budget' Total Food Housing a portation' care care 5 lion taxes

Urban Uniled Slates••....... _._. ___ . _. _. __________________ ._._. _____ 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Melropolitan areas '_. __ . __________ . ____________ . _________ . __________ 102 102 101 103 9a 102 103 103 10
Nonmelropolitan areas ' __________ .. __ ' __ ___ __. ________ 91 92 93 86 107 93 85 85 87
Northeast:Basion, Mass_. _____ •_______________________________ . ____ . ______ 110 109 108 122 100 93 103 103 122

Buffalo, rLY. _____________ . __________________.. ____________ . ___• 107 105 105 108 106 IG9 9, 104 120
Harlford, Conn ___ •. ____ . __ . __ .. _... ________ . ___ ._._. ______ . _____ 109 1\0 111 114 1\0 106 105 103 102
Lancaster, Pa ___________ . ____ . _____ . ___________________________ 99 99 107 93 96 99 89 108 96
New York-northeastern New Jersey "_~ ___________ •______________ ._. Il2 110 III 119 91' lOG 1I0 106 126
Philadelphia, Pa.-New Jersey. ___________________________________ • 101 101 109 96 92 100 101 102 104
Pillsburgh, Pa•••• __ .' ___ ._. ______________ ' ______ . ______________ 97 97 lQ4 83 97 100 95 103 9,
Portland, Maine. ________.. __ . ________________________ . ____ . _____ 100 102 106 98 100 102 100 106 91
Nonmelropolitan areas: __________________ . ____ . __________________ 99 99 102 98 109 94 93 85 98

Norlh Central:
Cedar Ral,ids, lowa __ . _________ ... _

.~ -- -----~---- - --~-- ----~-~-_.
101 100 93 106 102 103 92 103 106

Champaign-Uroana,lil. ___________ ._.,, ______ . ___ . ___ . ______ ._ 101 IO~ 98 112 9a 100 103 104 92
Chicago, IIJ.-norlhwestern Indiana ___________________ . ___________ ._ 103 104 102 1I3 95 101 103 103 94
Cincinnati, Ohio·KentLlcky·lllUlan3. __ • ___ • _____ w ___ • ________ •• 97 98 97 97 100 99 88 102 9i
Cleveland, Ohio _______________ . ___ . _____ 104 105 98 liS 99 104 100 104 101
DaytOil, Ohio.,~__ ~_.~ ___ 95 96 96 94 97 101 86 103 91
Detrcit. Mich __________ ::::::::: :::::: 99 99 102 95 98 100 100 103 99
Green Bay, Wis ... 98 95 93 97 97 96 93 98 Il4
Indianapolis, Ind .. _... ________ .. ________ ~~ ___ .. ___ 101 10l 99 106 10i 98 89 103 99
KanS4s City, Mo.-KansJ5 __ 99 99 100 94 105 105 93 101 98
Milwaukee, Wis- ________ ._. ___ ~ - .. -- -- - -~ -~ -_.- - lOS 102 96 Ii! 98 100 95 99 129
Minneapolis-51. Paul. Minn. ____ -- - -~ .. - _. -. - .- 103 99 96 10. 182 tOO 91 104 126
SI. louis, Mo.·lllinois ___ . _. - - ~ - - - - - -. -~

100 100 102 100 101 lOt 91 99 99
Wichita, Kans_. ___________ 97 97 95 95 105 100 93 100 95
Nonmetropolitan area5 - . __ 94 93 92 92 104 97 85 86 92

Soutll:
Atlanta, Ga ___________ ' S2 92 94 83 98 97 95 104 84
Austin, Tex ______ . 88 89 93 77 96 93 98 96 72
Ballimore, Md. _____ 97 95 96 89 98 97 94 101 108
Balon Rouge, lao 92 93 9, 85 105 94 93 99 81
Dailas, Tex. _______ 92 94 93 87 98 95 108 100 78
Durham, N.C _______ .------_. __ .. 95 94 92 92 97 95 97. 101 100
Houston, Tex. _____ ~ 91 93 95 83 104 93 103 99 78
Nashville, Tenll. __ 92 94 91 91 100 96 91 105 79
Orlando, Fla ___ . 91 93 90 89 99 93 go 102 7/
Washington, D.C."Maryj;)lld~Vilgillia 1M 103 102 105 100 102 10~ 102 Il6
Nonmetropolitan areas I. 86 87 90 76 107 89 81 84 76

we,t:
Bakersfield, Calil 97 97 97 87 105 103 108 100 f9
Deliver, Colo.______ . ___ .. ~ __ 91 97 ~3 98 101 102 99 91 95
los Angeles-long Beach, Calil 102 102 98 99 99 104 131 105 98
San Diego, CaliL ... ____ . _... 10l 101 95 101 103 100 Il7 103 95
San Francisco·Oakland, CaW. 108 108 102 1JI 10:; III Il2 108 1C8
Seattle-Everett, Wash __ . 104 106 103 105 107 107 J(J5 101 96
Honolulu, Uawaii. ___

, -- - - ---~ - -- ~ , - 120 115 Il8 126 121 95 99 106 1,7
f'lonmelropolitan areas:'- - - --~ - - - -- - - - 9. 95 93 91 108 103 89 85 103
Anchorage, Ala5ka_" __ . - - ~ -~ - ----- 139 134 lL2 lli2 136 115 133 IUZ lSi

-_.__._..~--------- ._ ..,---_._-~ .__._------

1 Tfie famiiy con5isls of an em~loyerl husb'nd, age 33, a wife not employed outside the home,
an 8-yeM·old girl, anrl a 13-year-old bny. -

'In addition 10 family consumption and personal taxes shown separately in the lable, the lotal
cost ot the budget inclulles aliowances fur gilts and contri\)utions, lile insurance, occupational
e:qJellSeS, and socia! security, disability, and ullemploymentcompellsation taxes.

;, Housing includes shelter, household o!lerafiolls, and housefurnisllings. The average costs of
shelter are weighted by lhe following pmportions: 25 percent for relllal costs, 75 percent tor
110meOWI\er cosls.

0\ The a'ierage ellst:; of Jutomobile owners and nonowners are weighted by the fallowing pro·
porl;Qns: Rostun. C:,icJZo, lieN Ynrl<, and Philadelphia, 80 percent lor owners, 20 percent for

nBLE 6.--INOEXES OF COf,iPARATIVE COSTS BASED ON A HIGHER BUDGET FOR A 4·PERSCN FPMllY,' SPRING 1969
.~-- -----_._-- _._----_ .._--- .----_._-----,---~-_..•__._-

Cost of family consumption
--------~-_ .._------_._-----------_.._-

Clothing Other
and family

Tolal Trans- personal Medical consump~ Persona [
burlget' Total Food Housii1g'J portation I care care 5 tion taxes._.._-----_.--_."'~ ..._._._-- .-._---~._---------

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
103 102 102 IIH 100 101 103 103 Ie,l
89 83 91 83 iOO 95 85 85 • 83

112 1Il 105 123 110 9a 103 104 123
lOG 103 103 1U4- 99 leg 94 105 12U
106 1e8 112 iiI] lu3 IUS iDS 105 go
97 98 10. 91 92 100 39 109 90

llS 112 110 122 183 105 110 108 136
101 102 18i} 97 F") leo lUI 104 100,-
96 98 103 9.~ 91~ 99 95 105 gn
9S g9 IC4 92 92, 102 IOU 105 83
95 95 99 93 iCl 96 93 87 92

100 99 94 103 9G 102 92 102 103
100 103 99 III 9;j 99 102 102 89
102 101 103 IG8 1~,~ 99 JG3 101 92
94 95 99 92 9~ 99 83 100 87

101 103 99 IG9 97 103 100 101 94
95 96 96 97 91 1LO 86 101 87
99 S9 104 96 97 99 100 102 98
98 94 94 97 92 95 84 96 Il6
99 100 100 104 97 97 89 102 96
97 98 100 95 99 HiD 93 100 95

104 99 99 IH 92 100 95 98 128
101 97 97 S5 95 93 91 102 120
98 98 1(;'4 S-l 99 100 91 97 9cl
95 96 9S ~;3 leI 99 93 97 92
92 92 91 SU 93 100 85 86 39
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Trans-
food Housing ~ porlation ofArea

Toial
bUdget :: Total

Cost of family consumption

Clothing
and

personal
erne

Other
family

Medkal consump·
((He s tion

Personal
taxes

South:,itlanta, Ga •. __ .. _
Allstin, Tex _
Bflltilnore, Md. . • • ._" __ • ~ __ . _
Baton Rouge, La __
D,lIas, Tex _
Durham, N.C , _
Houslon, Tex . _. ._. __
Nashville, Tenn ._
Orlando, Fla . __ : . ._
Washington, D.C.-Maryland-Virginia _
£'lonmetropolilan areas , __

Wesl:
.Bakersfield, Cali!.. _

Denver, Colo . . _
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Cahf _
San Diego,CaliL . _
San Frallcisco-Oakland, Calif. __
Sea tile-Everett, lVasl'- _
Honolulu, Hawaii .. _
NonmetropolHan 2rea 7 .
Anchorage, Alaska • _. _

Gl 92 94
86 89 93
98 95 98
94 96 95
93 96 94
95 94 92
91 94 96
92 9'1 91)
92 95 9t

j05 103 tr<~

83 85 87

96 97 97
97 97 96

104 104 JOO
102 102 97
J08 107 104
102 105 108
!22 115 J21
93 92 92

130 126 120

- ·,_ •••________-_0'___ --_·

SI 95 100 95 101 86
80 95 93 98 97 70
89 96 10] 94 12fl III
93 103 96 93 101 S4
92 96 99 lOS 102 78
89 96 99 96 102 102
[6 102 96 103 99 77
S4 97 99 90 103 78
g:~ 98 97 95 103 78

10·1 97 107 101 103 117
75 100 91 81 83 73

88 106 100 108 102 91
96 94 99 99 98 96

104 101 102 B2 1001 103
105 100 98 JiO 103 100
110 106 lL8 112 107 111
104 JOI 11.3 JU5 102 91
128 109 93 99 109 J60
87 103 99 88 86 97

146 120 110 1.)3 98 160
-----------~----

- ~---_._--------_.

I The family consists of an employed husband, age 38, a wife not employed ctltsi<Je the homc,an
B-year-old girl, and a 13-year-old boy.

Z III addition to f,unily consumption and personal taxes shown sepcHalely ill the table, the .tolal
cost of the budget includes allowances for gifts and contributions, life insurance, OCcuplltlOnal
E'xpenses, and social security, disability, and unemployment compensation taxe~.

~ Housing i"ncludes shelter, household operations, housr. furnishings, and lodging oul or horne
cily. The average costs ot shelter, are weighted by the follm',tillg ploporliofls: 15 rClcent lor renti'd
costs, 85 percent for homeowner costs.

j Aillamilies were assumed to be automobile owners.
!n total medical care, the average costs of medicfil inSUf!lI1Ce wele weighted by the following

proportlolls: 30 pell::ellt lor families paying full cost of ill:.ulance; 26 IJercent for families vayiliv,
,I. .: cost; 44 percent lor families covefed by noncontrihutory insurance plan (paid by employer).

.j For a delailev descriplion see Ibe 1967 edition of the "Sland3ld Mt!lovolilan Statisticaillteas,"
prep"ed by the Bute." 01 Ihe Budget

; Plilces wilh POPUlflliolls 01 2,500 to 50,000.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, this deals
with the annual cost of a minimal budget
for a four-person family in the spring
of 1969. And since then we have had an
increase in living cost of about 6 percent.
This shows that at a minimum, every
where in the Nation-rural and city
alike-we have a basic living cost which
runs at the very minimum 25 percent
plus above the $4,000 standard.

For example, in nonmetl'Opolitan
areas, the total cost, the very basic
figure-and it is the lowest cost in the
chart--is $4,935 a year for this type fam
ily. It is well above the $4,000 standard.

Mr. President, as I stated before, this
also costs out on the basis of the figures
used by the Department of Agriculture
on a low food bUdget, really the mini
mum for decent existence, of $1,200 a
year. And using the multiplying factor of
3, which is applied in these cases, for
total cost, the very minimum comes to
$3,600 a year without using the in
creased costs which have been an in
cident of the last year. That is the very
basic human living standard.

The argument is made that there are
different situations existing throughout
the country. I am the first to grant that
there are, However, I point out also that
none of them comes anywhere near the
$4,000 level, for which we contend. We
also have the recommendations with re
spect to the school lunch program of the
Department of Agriculture and its rec
ommendations-and I will read from
their statement--for determining eligi
bility for free and reduced-price lunches
and other meals.

Mr. President, it will be recall~d that
we ourselves wrote the minimal $4,000
standard into the food stamp program
before it left the Senate.

We have now written a $4,000 figure
into the aid to education, the elementary
and secondary education bill. which
passed here after a very considerable
struggle last week.

Mr. President. it seems to me, there
fore. that the evidence is overwi1elming
that, at long last, we seek some under
pining, some concrete base, with respect
to eligibility throughout the country.
And this is in the very proper exercise of
Federal authority.

Mr. President, as to the impact of such
a standard at this time on the standard
which is generally used-rougllly $3,
OOO-there a"e some 6_9 million chil
dren in the country who ought te· have
the benefit of free lunch. But only about
3 million are being reached. We need to
set our sites at a realistic figure-namely,
the $4.000 fig'm'e which would increase
eligibility by at least 5 million children.

Mr. President, it does not seem to me
that we are doing anything but what we
ought to do. In raising our sites, even
though we cannot by appropriations
meet the goal, at least it gives us a real
aspiration, inste~d of being limited in
both aspiration and reality to the ex
igencies which we find in respect of ap
propriations, In short, we are just kid
ding ourselves when we provide free
lunch for half the children. T11ey are
not the only ones who need free lunch,
\Ve are merely providing free lunch for
one-third of the children who need it.

It seems to me that the one thing that
the Committee on Agriculture would
have done would have been to at least
set a criteria for the country which would
satisfy the country and give them a real
istic approach, instead of an artificial
approach as we al-e doing toda~', There is
an absence of a national standard.

Finally, with respect to the matter of
the affidavit, we show, that by the adop
tion by the committee of the amendment
which is intended to prevent overt iden
tification, it seems to me tha t we obtain
consistency. As I stated in my preceding'
remarks we need the use of the affidavit
technique. It is just as invidious to have
identification of the family as it is to
have identification of the child. If we are

inhibiting identification for the child.
then it seems to me to be correlative that
we inhibit identification through the
case worker technique,

We know how this has been used to
discourage families from seeking free
and reduced-price lunches. In many in
stances, the only way to get it was to sub
mit to this kind of an investigation.

The criteria I have outlined in this
amendment gives us a fioor which befits
the national dignity and the national
intention.

The general drift of the amendments
which have been proposed here has been
directed toward the end of maintaining
a floor upon which the program can then
rest--with plenty of room for innovation
above that. It seems to me that this
amendment is absolutely essentiaL

Before I conclude my remarks I would
like to make one other point about my
oIVn State because so often when we de
bate things here, because New York is a
most vital and active State, the question
is asked, "What is New York doing?"

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr, JAVITS, Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York is recognized for 5
minutes.

NEW YORK ST,\TE PERFOR:\IA:r-;('E COMMENDED

Mr. JAVITS, lV[r. President, I would
like to indicate for the record what we
are doing. In New York, the proportion
of children getting free or reduced-price
meals comes very close to the optimum
figure for the NJ.tion. It is estimated that
in the Nation 15 percent of the children
in schools in densely populated areas
should be eligible for free or reduced
price meals. New York attained 13 per
cent in the last school year. Also, New
York serves thousands of children more
than the number of children who get the
benefits of title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act.
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We serve 417,000 free lunches against

405,000 of the children who benefit from
the Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act; and serve free lunches to 85
percent of those eligible under AFDC.
In New York City, very few schools lack
food service. We do not do as well in
Buffalo, however, and that is one of the
reasons for my very great interest in
using food purveyors because the situa
tion can be materially improved in that
regard. In addition, I am pleased to say
that New York contributes more at the
State level than would be required by the
bill-$19 million more-and New York
City contributes $10 million locally for
free and reduced-price meals. I say that
about New York because we must first
look at ourselves in the mirror before we
try to bring about higher standards for
all.

NATIONAL AWARE:h""ESS

I conclude my argument for the
amendment as follows: The amendment
is really directed toward acceptance by
the Nation of its responsibility and
whether we can meet that responsibility
in respect of the actual money appropri
ated. I was very Interested to note yester
day that relatively conservative members
who serve on the Committee on Appro
priations felt we should have an open
ended appropriation in respect of the
school lunch program rather than to
fix any figure, even a good figure such as
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART)
proposed.

We made that proposal because we be
lieve it is necessary to fix an optimum
objective. We can only hope that those
who argued against it for the reason they
felt we should not limit ourselves will
have the same feeling when we come to
the appropriations and remember the
arguments they made which induced the
Senate by such a narrow margin to turn
down the Hart amendment. However, it
does indicate a dispositioll.

Again, I wish to pay tribute to the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc
GOVERN) who chairs the "Hunger Com
mittee," for having done what is prob
ably the most effective thing which can
be done in a democracy: Arousing the
people to a great national deficiency, thus
animating currents designed to deal with
that deficiency. TIlis is only one area but
the people of the United States were
appalled by the finding that there was
hunger and deprivation and much more
appalled to find that it was more preva
lent among children than among adults.
This is the area in which we are legislat
Ing today. They were appalled and they
have taken many measures, including
revision of the food stamp program in
this body, in order to show their senti
ments and views.

TIlis is but a part of the whole reform
in these programs dealing with the most
basic of all apPl'Oaches to problems. It
should be a matter of deep satisfaction
to our country that it knows how to
respond to a call of conscience. That is
what this is. The amendment which I
have proposed, along with colleagues, is
to add another aspect of implementation
to the weight of national conscience,

which is represented by the findings of
the Committee on Nutrition and Human
Needs.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. TAL.'VIADGE. Mr. President, I
:yield myself such time as I may need.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
E'::n' from Georgia is recognized.

Mr. 'TALMADGE. Mr. President, the
amendment offered by the Senator from
New York would in effect make three
amendments which by unanimous con
sent we ~vould vote upon en bloc.

The principal change the Senator's
amendment would make is that a re
duced-price lunch must not exceed 20
cents per child. The second amendment
would set up national standards which
would provide that a family of four
earning $4,000 or less would be entitled
to meals without cost. The third princi
pal provision is that requirements of this
section relating to service of meals at
reduced cost shall apply to the school
lunch program of any school utilizing
commodities donated under any provi
sions of law referred to in the preceding
sentence. That refers to private schools
to a great degree.

I will deal with the first amendment
first, which is that the cost of meals
should not exceed 20 cents per meal for
the cost of food. As the Senator pointed
out in his remarks, I had that in my bill
that the committee considered but they
decided by an overwhelming vote that it
should not be retained in the bill. The
reason therefor was that the Department,
in its report on the bill, advisej the com
mittee that this provision "imposes a re
striction that many schools may not be
able to meet it until the time comes that
fully adequate funding from Federal,
State, and local sources is assured."

The amendment-the McGovern
amendment-would impose a restriction
even more difficult to meet since the
20 percent restriction would be consider
ably lower than the 20-cent restriction.
The committee amendment seeks to im
prove the prog-ram and provide better
funding from Federal and State sources
so that the objective of this amendment
can be met. The committee did not want
to impose a restriction which could not
be met. Attempted enforcement of such
a restriction could result in the dropping
of the program in some areas, with the
consequent loss of its benefits.

I would point out also that if we have
a substantial number of meals served
with inadequate funding at not to ex
ceed 20 cents, it would mean a much
larger percentage of the students who
may be entitled to a free lunch could
not get it at all.

The committee is opposed to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
New York. I regard it as another attempt
that would seriously and adversely affect
the bill reported by the committee· by
establishing a nationwide eligibility
standard of $4,000 and by imposing im
possible requirements on State govenl
ments and local school districts. The
amendment would transform the school

lunch>program into a Washington wel
fare handout.

The present amendment would ignore
all of the principles of Federal, State, and
local cooperation which have worked so
well in the school lunch program.

The jlmior Senator from south Dakota
stated yesterday that the school lunch
pregram has worked well, that it has
worked better than most Federal pro
grams. Yet, the Senator from South
Dakota joins in the support of tIllS
amendment \','hich, together with amend
ment numbered 512 approved yesterday,
would destroy the kind of school lunch
program that has been so successful.

The supporters of this amendment
propose to ignore the experience of more
than 20 years of operating the national
school lunch program-they propose to
ignore the judgment of the members of
the Senate AgriCUlture Committee,
which gave thorough consideration to
this amendment-they propose to com
pletely rewlite the school lunch progmm
and change the basic philosophy of the
program on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. President, it is regrettable that
every time the Senate considers any
legislation dealing with the problem of
hunger in this country, we always get
involved in a contest to see who can offer
the most. No matter how generous the
Senate Agriculture Committee might be,
we are always faced with a number or
amendments which would sacrifice
sound administrative and legislative ex
perience for unlimited promises of "pie
in the sky."

Need I remind the Senate of our ex
perience wIth the food stamp legisla
tion last year? The Senate overrode its
Committee on Agriculture and approved
a tremendously expensive giveaway pro
gram that has not a prayer of receiving
the approval of the House of Repre
sentatives.

The folly of attempting to write com
plex legislation on the Senate fioor is
illustrated by the fact that not even the
sponsors of amendment 511, to change
the breakfast program, knew what the
amendment said after the Senate had
finished with it yesterday.

TIle provision of amendment 503
which establishes a nationwide eligibil
ity standard of $4,000 is the most objec
tionable feature of all the amendments.
This provision requires that lWlches be
served free to all children in all families
with incomes of less than $4,000 rather
than at a reduced price.

In a country as vast and individl)alistic
as ours, it seems foolish to impose uni
form eligibility standards over the whole
Nation. Cost of living varies greatly ac
cording to the region of the country and
depending on whether the family is ur
ban or rural.

There is a similar discrepancy in the
level of income. For example, 26.2 per
cent of the families living in the North
east have incomes of less than $4,000.
In the South, 46.5 percent of all families
have incomes of less than $4,000. In the
Nation as a whole, 36.3 percent of all
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families have incomes of less than $4,000
per year.

If this amendment becomes law, about
one-third of the families in the United
states will be authorized free food at
Government expense.

Mr. AIKEN. Will the Senator j'icld?
Mr. TALl\1ADGE. I yield to my col

league from Vermont.
Mr. AIKEN. The Senator has pointed

to the distinction between rural areas
and the larger cities of this cOlUltry. Can
the Senator give us an estimate as to how
many children in the large cities of this
country might be deprived of school
lunches if this $4,000 limitation remains?

Mr. TALMADGE. I believe it would be
quite l't number, because I do not think
Congress would authorize and appropri
ate sufficient funds to take care of the
entire needs, and there would be so many
eligible for free lunches that those in
the direst need would be severely re
stricted. So I think the senator's amend
ment would have an effect opposite to

;'"I'hat he seeks, which is to provide free
lunch to children who are in real need.

To show Senators something of the di
versity of the program, I would assume
that a family living in a tall building in
New York City or Chicago or San Fran
cisco or Philadelphia and which has a
$6,000 income would have an income that
would be extremely modest and the fam
ily could be classified as poor; but a fam
ily that lives on a dairy farm in Vermont
or in Georgia or in the Midwest, where
they raise hogs and chickens and have
cows and gardens and have an income
of $4,vOO, might be considered in their
neighborhood as being affluent.

That is the reason why it is wise
policy, in my jUdgment, to leave it to
the discretion of local officials to pre
scribe standards and conditions. Then
when funds are appropriated by Con
gress and they are allocated to the States
and various school districts, the money
can be directed to those who are in
need, rather than to try to paint a pie
in the sky for everybody.

Mr. AIKEN. Would the Senator say
that adoption of the amendment would
mem: the penalty \vould fall on children
in large cities and upon the taxpayers
of the Nation?

Mr. TALMADGE. I think that is cor
rect.

Mr. AIKEN. We are used to having a
penalty on the taxpayers.

Mr. TALMADGE. That is true.
Mr. AIKEN. But with this limitation,

it would conceivably prevent many thou
sands of deserving youngst€rs in our
cities from receiving a free school lunch.

Mr. TALMADGE. I agree with the
Senator. The Senator's criterion is based
solely on income. and not assets. So if
a man owned 300,000 shares of IBM
stock, for example, from which the divi
dend is less than 1 percent, he would
be entitled to send his children to school
and then would be authorized, under this
amendment, to have them receive free
lunches, despite the fact that he had a
net worth of $300,000 or xr.ore.

Mr. AIKEN. Let me ask the Senator
CXVI--283-Part 4

another question. Does he think it neces
sary to have a new schoollullCh bill this
;;ear. or should we let it go on the same
basis as the food stamp program is going
no\'~?

Mr. TALMADGE. I would hope we
could get a bill passed \vithout clutter
ing it up. as we did the food stamp bill
last year, where it would get bogged
dO\vn in the House of Representatives.
As the Senator knows, we 11eld hearings
and considered in detail all the amend
ments in the committee bill. The people
who handle the school lunch programs in
the various states testified, and Virtually
all they suggested was written into the
committee bill. If the bill becomes law,
if it passes the Senate and passes the
House of Representatives, and is signed
by the President, and if the Congress
appropriates the money, every child who
is economically deprived in this coun
try will have adequate food. It was the
desire of the community t.o see that
no child who went to school hungry would
go home hungry.

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Georgia
is aware of the fact that tl1e Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry brought out
a food stamp bill which increased the
food stamp program approximately 400
percent over what is authorized today,
and yet there were those who preferred
to kill it, and conceivably have done so.

Can the Senator tell us how much the
bill on the school lunch program which
was brought out from the committee in
creases the school lunch program over
the present provisions?

Mr. TALMADGE. According to the
best estimates the committee had, ap
proximately 3 \~ million needy children
are being served under the nutrition
programs in the schools at the present
time. According to our best estimates,
about 6,600,000 children come from
needy families. In other words, we aimed
at a bill that would double the existing
programs. That is the bill pending before
the Senate at the present time.

As the Senator pointed out so effec
tively, -,vhen the foud stamp bill came
before the Senate, by an overwhelming
vote the Senate overloaded the commit
tee bill, and it has been buried in the
House of Representatives ever since. I
hope that does not happen to the school
lunch program.

Mr. AIKEN. There is no indication
that the food stamp bill will come out
of the House in the neal' future, is there?

Mr. TAL~'[ADGE. I have heard of no
such indications.

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator believe
the sume would happen to the school
lunch program if we adopted all of the
pending amendments to the bill?

Mr. TALMADGE. I certainly belie\'e
that is what the House would do. I be
lieve the experience of the food stamp
bill is the best guide.

Mr. AIKEN. Has the Senator from
Georgia any idea why Members of this
body who profess to be strong for feeding
poor children insist on provisions that
would kill the bill?

:1\11'. TALMADGE. I do not. I wish I

could answer the question. but I think
we ought to try to take a step toward a
bill that \,-ie hope can become law.

I thank the Senator for his contribu
tion and his very effective work, over the
years, in the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry, on the programs that are
now law.

A family which lives on a small farm
in the South and has no more than
M,OOO of monetary income may consider
itself to be fairly well off. The same ap
plies for a small farmer in New England.
In many cases, these farm families pro
duce most of their own food. Housing is
less expensive than in our giant cities,
and taxes are low. On the other hand, a
family living in New York City with an
income of $6,000 might be considered
poor. The Senator from Alaska has an
amendment pending in which he asks for
a 25-percent bonus simply because
Alaska has a very high cost of living.
That shows how diverse {',ost-of-living
standards are in this country; and I do
not think we ought to attempt to enact
one standard nationally that would be a
guide for all of the 50 states. for all fam
ilies, regardless of where they dwell, re
gardless of whether they are urban or
rural, and regardless of whether they
make most of their living on the farm or
whether they dwell in giant apartment
houses.

The cost of providing free lunches to
all children in families having incomes
of less than $4,000 would be fantastic. By
the Nutrition Committee's estimate,
there are 8.4 million children in families
with annual incomes of less than $4,000.

The sponsors of this amendment esti
mate that it would cost $817 million to
foot the bill. When you consider the
amount budgeted for free school lunches
under all Federal sources and all State
sources. there is still a tremendous fund
ing gap. The sponsors of the amendment
estimate that the cost funding gap would
be $419.4 million.

The administration has not indicated a
willingness to spend this kind of money
on child nutrition. The agricultural
budget for 1971 includes an increase of
$133.3 million for child nutrition pro
grams. However, the increase is a false
one, for the administration proposes to
eliminate the special milk program and
thus save $10,1 million. Therefore, the
real increase is only $29 million.

If the Senator from New York and the
Senator from South Dakota could guar
antee that the additional $419 million
will become available, then it would not
deprive the children who are really poor
and undernourished of the meals that
they seek. If they cannot guarantee that
we are going to get this extra $419 mil
lion, they ought to withdraw the amend
ment, be!:ause it is going to make the
burden much greater on the children
who come from homes that need the
extra money, and will also drive many
States and districts out of the school
lunch program.

The Agriculture Committee gave thor
ough consideration to amendments pro
viding a national eligibility standard
when it considered the present bill. It
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rejected this amendment for reasons
that are aptly described in the conunit
tee report. I read from page 5 of the
report:

The objective of the Committee is to ex
pand ~he school lunch program so that free or
reduced price lunches will be available to all
needy children. To accomplish this objective,
it will be necessary to secure maximum co
operation on the state and local levels. Many
school districts do not participate in the
school lunch program at all. Many states
contribute no srate revenues to the school
lunch program.

If the states and the local school districts
are required to meet the eligibility standards
of the :!\IcGovern amendment, and they are
not given the funding to do so, they will be
faced with tremendous administrative prob
lems and a large funding gap. It is highly
likely that many states would choose not to
participate in the school lunch program at
all. Such problems would certainly discour
age those large municipalities who do not
now participate from coming into the school
lunch program. TInts, the McGovern amend
ment would have the result of denying ac
cess to the school lunch programs to thou
sands of needy children.

The last provision of the pending
amendment is a requirement that any
school which does not participate in the
regular school ltmch program, which
utilizes donated commodities, be re
quired to provide free and reduced-cost
lunches in the same manner as any
school which participates in programs
under the National School Lunch Act
and the Child Nutrition Act.

The Department of AgriCUlture esti
mates that there are about 400,000 needy
children in schools which utilize donated
commodities without participating in the
regular school lunch program. Of course,
it wiII be necessary to bring all school
districts into the regular school lunch
program if we are to provide free and re
duced price lunches for all needy chil
dren.

The pending oill, S. 2548, alreadY gives
the Secretary of Agriculture authority to
prescribe terms and conditions for the
utilization of donated commodities. If
Senators will turn to page 32 of the com
mittee report, they wiII find the language
at the bottom of the page there, where
it is included in section 10, This provides
for flexible approach to those school dis
tricts that are using donated commodi
ties without placing an immediate re
quirement on them, The practieal effect
of amendment 508 would be to deny many
school dist.ricts any financial aid for
their school lunch programs. Rather than
immediately assume the burden of pro
viding free lunches for all children from
families with incomes of less than $4,000,
these schools might prefer not to partic
ipate in any kind of Federal school
lunch program,

The fWlding gap would be especially
harmful to private schools. Many of these
schools are in financial trouble already.
They would be required under amend
ment 508 to immediately assume the bur
den of providing free meals to all chil
dren from families wllOse incomes are
less than $4,000, and if they were not
given enough Federal money to do so,
most of these schools would have no-

where else to tum. Their only alternative
would be t.o withdraw from any kind of
Federal lunch assistance program.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield to the Sena
ator from New York.

PRIVATE SCHOOLS

Mr. JAVITS, The question of private
schools has been put up to me, also, and
to Senator MCGOVERN and the other
members of the bipartisan coalition
which sponsored this amendment.

We are rather of a mind to amend our
proposal to deal with the nonprofit pri
vate school question, and I am at liberty
to do it, because the yeas and nays have
not been ordered, but I did want the
Senator's advice on the matter.

To be very frank with the Senator, I
am cognizant of the fact that this affects
a good many religious schools, and we
certainly want them to have the benefit
of school lunches. However, I am also
cognizant of the fact that it would affect
contrived private schools to avoid de
segregation, but of course there are other
ways of reaching the latter.

Because we wish to be as collaborative
as we can about what we can agree on, if
the Senator feels-and I again presume
tile Senator's good will in all of this, be
cause he is the man who has brought
about such great changes himself in this
bill-that on the private school question
it would be better to accommodate
them-and I would greatly appreciate
his opinion on that poinL--having con
sulted with the Senator from South Da
kota (Mr. MCGOVERN), I would be pre
pared to modify my amendment in order
to accommodate the nonprofit private
school problem.

Mr. TALMADGE. What does the Sen
ator propose to do-to strike out the last
purt of the amendment?

Mi'. JAVITS. No, I propose to add a
proviso, as follows:

PrOVided, That none of the reqUirements
of this section shall apply to nonprofit pri
vate schools which participate in the school
lunch program under the provisions of sec
tion 10 until such time as the Secretary cer
tifies that sufficient funds from sources other
than children's payments are available to
enahle such schools to meet these require
Inents.

Mr. TALMADGE. I have not had an
opportunity to study the Senator's pro
posal, but I would point out to the Sen
ator that I hold in my hand a letter
dated February 24, 1970, addressed to me
from the Office of Government Liaison,
U.S, Catholic Conference, in which they
strenuously object to the Senator's
amendment, and point out that some
thing like 2,871 Catholic schools would
be affected by his amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that the let
ter be printed in the RECORD at this
point,

The PRESIDING OFFICER iMr.
GURNEY in the chair), Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in tile RECORD,
as follows:

;.' .. '... ':;:-:'.-:.' .._.<°' __ .:,.-,c

U.S. CATHOLICC~~~l:;,
OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT LIAISON,
Washington, D.O., February 24, 1970.

Hon. HEIlMAN E. TALMADGE,
Select Oommittee on Nutrition and Human

Needs, lVashington, D.O.
DEAR SENATOR TALMADGE: Senate Amend

ment No. 508, by Senator Javlts and others,
offered as an amendment to your school
lunch bill, S. 2548, seeks to Impose a maxi
mum price of 20 cents per meal for reduced
cost lunches and to require provision of free
lunches to all children in families with an
income equivalent to $4,000 or less for a
household of four persons as a condition for
schools to participate in the national school
lunch program. UnfortunatelY, Senator
Javits' amendment falls to make adequate
proyision for the special circumstances faced
by 2,871 private non-profit schools with
lunch programs in 26 stat.es where the state
Is not authorized by law to administer the
lunch program in non-pUblic schools. As you
are aware, the school lunch program since
its inception has made special provisions
for these schools under Section 10. This sec
tion authorizes the Secretary to administer
the program for these schools and to dis
burse Federal funds withheld from the State
allocD,tions directly to the participating pri
vate non-profit schools, TI1ese schools must
meet the State matching requirements from
sources other than State and local tax
revenue.

Your bill, S. 2548, and H.R. 515, by Repre
sentative Perkins, will require, over a period
of years, that State revenues other than chil
dren's payments must be provided in in
creasing amounts to pay a portion of the
cost of the school lunch program, inclUding
the cost of providing free and reduced price
lunches. The same State legal prohibitions
which require Federal administration of the
program for non-public schools in 26 states
also prevent use of State and local public
funds to pay a portion of the cost of the
lunch program in these non-public schools.
ThUS, the non-public schools have had to
turn to the only source of non-Federal funds
available to them-that is the revenue col
lected from children who are able to pay for
their lunches. The rise In price of school
lunches in recent years has prompted many
children to drop out of the program and
has forced some non-public schools to dis
continue the service. Unless some special
provisions is made, it is to be expected that
the additional financial reqUirements which
would be imposed by the Javits amendment
woulel accelerate this undesirable trend. The
non-public schools do not wish to leave the
program. They want to stay In and improve
their service, They agree With the objective
shared by yourself and Senator Javits to pro
vide free and reduced price lunches for all
needy children. But, if they are to continue
in the program, they must have some assur
ance that Fecl.eral funds will be forthcoming
to pay the additional cost Which the require
ments of Amendment No. 50B will impose.
Without such protection, the JavIts amend
ment could force these particular schoolS
to price themselves and their children out
of the national school lunch prograri'Js. All
children would suffer......:.the poor as well as
those fortunate enough to be able to pay
for their lunches.

In view of the serious nature of the threat
posed for these 2,871 schools, I would urge
the Senate to reject the JavIts amendment
in its present form. I respectfully request
that you call this situation to the attention
of the Senate and that this letter be en
tered in the Congressional Record in an ap
propriate place.

Should the Senate decide to adopt the
Javits amendment to your bill, I would hope



Februm'y 24, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 4503
that a special provision could be included
to insure that the new requirements for free
and reduced price lunches would not apply
to those private non-profit schools in those
26 States covered by Section 10 of the School
Lunch Act until such time as the Secretary
of Agriculture is able to certify that sufficient
funds from sources other than children's
payments are available to enable such
schools to meet the new requirements,

In closing, I would Iil,e to take this op
portunity to commend you and those Sena
tors who have assisted you in the develop
ment of S, 2548. The bill represents a com
mendable advance toward a national goal of
an adequate diet for all children.

Respectfully.
JAMES L, ROBINSON,

Director.

Pril'ate school programs administered by
• USDA

Number 0/
State: schooZ,

Delaware 2
Maine 44
Maryland 42
New Jersey_______________________ 150
Pennsylvania 379
West Virglnia_____________________ 27
Alabama 46
Florida 58

South Carolina____________________ 16Tennessee 52
Virginia 37
Iowa 208
Michigan 239
Minnesota 310
Nebraska 107

North Dakota_____________________ 48
Ohio -"_______________ 314
Wisconsin 408
Arkansas 43
Colorado 58
Texas 187
Hawaii 19
Idaho 17
naontana 21
Nevada 1
VVashington 38

Total 2,871

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, they
object to it very strenuously. There is no
way of tellillg how many other private
schools in existence-Protestant, Jew
ish, Catholic, nondenominational, and so
forth-al'e involved. I think it is bad
practice for the Government to try to
intrude in their affairs and tell them
what they ought to do in their own
lunch program.

Mr. JAVITS. I will say to the Senator
that I believe they had a hand in the
drawing of this particular provision. It
will enable the Senator to study it.

Mr. TALMADGE. May I look at it?
Mr. JAVITS. Yes.
Mr. TALMADGE. Has the Senator sub

mitted it?
Mr. JAVITS. I am prepared to modify

my amendment accordingly, but I think
it would be desirable, before I actually
do so, to have the Senator's staff look at
it.

Mr. TALMADGE. I will have the staff
look at it.

I ask the Senator to turn to page 32
of the committee report, section 9, and
refer to the last paragraph thereof, in
italics:

The Secretary Is authorized to prescribe
terms and conditions respecting the use of

commodities donated under section 32. under
section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949,
as nmended, and under secUon 709 of the
Fooel n"d Agriculture Act of 1965, as amend
ed, as will maximize the nutritional and
financial contributions of such donated conl
modities in S1.1ch schools and institutions.

I think that gives the Secretary au
thority to protect the Government·s
interest on donated commodities. and I
feel that that is as far as the Federal
Government ought to intrude in imposing
its will on any priYate school.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President. v;ill the
Senator yield further?

Mr. TALM:ADGE. I yield,
Mr. JAVITS. I think that our objec

tive-if that provision looks all right to
the staff-would be to limit our desire to
the public school systems. There you have
taxing authorities and a different situa
tion from the financial pressure upon the
private nonprofit schools. That issue, of
course, I am prepared to debate with the
Senator. But at least it will narrow the
issue to that point.

The Senator need be under no pressure
about it. I will be speaking again. The
Senator may look it over at his leisure. I
would understand that no concession is
involved in respect of theamcndment.
Inasmuch as I think we a have common
purpose, the idea would be to get the
best expertise on how to deal with the
private school problem.

Mr. TALMADGE. I think the commit
tee's report, as I read the Senator's pro
posed modification, is substantially what
the Senator proposes for the private
schools.

Mr. JAVITS. Exactly.
Mr. TALMADGE, I see no necessity for

the Senator proposing this at all. I think
he could strike that part in its entirety
from his amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. If I struck that part, it
would eliminate the requirement upon
the public schools. I am not prepared to
do that. Therefore, I would have to
modify my amendment.

Mr. President, I modify my amend
ment accordingly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
obj cction?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. JAVITS. Unanimous consent, I
understand. is not required, because the
:reas and nays have not been ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the modification.

1\11'. JAVITS, Mr. President. I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the modification be dispensed with.

Mr. TALMADGE. This is the proposed
modification.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the modification.

The assistant legislatiYe clerk read as
follows:

At the end of the Jat'its amendment add:
"Prol'ided, That none of the requirements

of this section shall apply to nonprofit private
schools Which participate in the school lunch
progl'[<m under the proyisiollS of Seotion 10
until such time as the Secretary certifies that

sufficient funds from sources other than
children's payments are available to enable
such schools to meet these requirements."

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. Pl:esident, one
final word. If I may sum up the dif
ference between the approach of the
committee and the approach of the
sponsors of the pending amendment, it
is the difference between persuasion and
force. It is the difference bet,ween our
traditional approach of Federal, State,
and local cooperation, and the idea that
the Federal Government is the great
provider.

I appeal to the Senate to reject this
attempt to promise more, and I urge
that we stick with the committee bill,
which offers lunch rather than rhetoric.

I reserve the remainder of my time,
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 5

minutes to the senator from South Da
kota.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Senator
from New York for yielding to me and
also for the generous remarks he made
about me a few moments ago. I wish to
reciprocate by commending the Senator
for the amendment that he brings be
fore the Senate today.

I regard the amendment offered by
the senior Senator from New York as the
most important of the five amendments
that this bipartisan group of Senators
has presented to this bill. It is a matter
of great importance in terms of bring
ing uniformity and some direction to an
otherwise good proposal offered by the
Senator from Georgia.

In reference to the comments made
earlier by the Senator from Vermont
and the Senator from Georgia, let me
just say that the passage of the food
stamp bill by the Senate last September,
which has now been tied up in the House
for some 6 or 7 months, in no way re
flects on the judgment of the U,S. Sen
ate. The truth is that the House had
every legislative opportunity available to
it that it had before the pass3,ge of the
Senate food stamp bill. They had the
opportunity to modify that bill if they
felt'the Senate had gone too far. They
had the opportunity to act on a bill of
their own.

But I think the fact is that a judg
ment was made by the House Agriculture
Committee leadership that they wanted
to wait for the passage of the food stamp
bill until they could attach it to the
extension of a comprehensive agricul
tural price support bill. That is the real
explanation for the failure of the other
body to act on food stamp legislation.

I want to lay that concern to rest here
and no,v. Nothh1g whatever that was
done by the Senate last fall has dela:red
the passage of adequate food stamp leg
islation, and we cannot use that excuse
to fail to do the best possible job of
passing a sound school lunch bill and
school breakfast bill in the Senate when
this matter is before us now.

The measure proposed by the Senator
from New York, which I am pleased to
cosponsor together with other Senators,
would in effect be consistent with the
action taken by the Senate with refer-
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ence t<l the food stamp legislation last
fall. At that time we said that families
with· an income of $4,000 or less would
be eligible for food stamp assistance. We
are now applying the same criteria under
the Javits amendment to the school
lunch program. We are providing a uni
form standard in place of the presently
chaotic situation that exists not only
between the states but even within cer
tain States. One of the common conclu
sions that has been reached by jllst about
everyone who has looked carefully and
critically at our existing school lunch
programs across the country is the need
for some definite guidelines to provide
a basis for determining who shall get free
and reduced price lunches.

More than a year ago, in October of
1968, the Department of Agriculture it
self recognized this need, and they sug
gested certain guidelines to the States,
in an effort to assure some kind of uni
formity not only between the States but
alw within the States with reference to
the various school districts. But to date
little or nothing has been done to bring
any degree of order out of the present
shambles of guidelines in determining
what 8tudents will qualify for free or
reduced price lunches. That is the reason
it is important for the Senate to adopt
and write into law guidelines that will
determine, once and for all, what chil
dren shall be eligible to receive lunches,
either on a free basis or on a reduced
price basis.

Second, it is equally important that in
this amendment we determine what we
mean by reduced price lunches at the
present time. I think tpe Senator from
Georgia would be inclined to agree with
this, that some of the States are exploit
ing the opportunity to get additional
Federal funding for the reduced price
lunches by a nominal reduction of 1 to
3 cents on the price of lunch, and then
qualify for an additional Federal sub
sidy, which penalizes those school dis
tricts trying to do an honest and reason
able job of offering a reduced price lunch.

What the Javits amendment proposes
is a 20 cent minimum, which was in the
original bill as offered by the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE),

It seems to me that the amendment is
entirely reasonable. It does meet con
gressional responsibility of providing
some guidelines to carry out the program
which we are authoriZing.

I honestly hope that the amendment,
above all others, which have been pro
posed, will be agreed to by the Senate.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from Ken
tucky (Mr. COOPER).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUGHES in the chair) . The Senator from
Kentucky is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mi'. COOPER. Mr. President, I am
sure that everyone in this body would
like very much to see the school lunch
program and the breakfast program ex
tended to every needy child in this
country.

That is my position. I understand and
I honor the objectives of the Senator

from New York. I would like it to be
noted that the issue we are talking
about--the amendment offered by the
Senator from New York and others--is
not a question among us as to whether we
favor additional free lunches for chil
dren. or fe,,'er free lunches, because that
would be an easy oversimplification.

\Ve have to ask, What would be the
effect of the amendment? Well it actual
ly, if put in operation, provide more help?
I do not think so.

I have the appendix which was very
generously provided me by my friend
from New York, explaining his amend
ment. As I understand it. the cost of the
amendment is based upon a total of 8.4
million needy children, at an average
cost of 60 cents a meal, which would to
tal $817 million. Then, SUbtracting from
the $817, the amount provided in the
bill-$397.6 million-there is left a total
of $419.4 million which would be needed
to fund the program, if the amendment
of the Senator frol11 New York is agreed
to.

My first question is this-Is there a
pl'ovision in the bill for $419.4 million?

Mr. JAVITS. There is an open-ended
provision tllere for appropriations. That
is what the Senate, as I understand it,
did yesterday in turning down the Hart
amendment which tried to fill up part of
the gap. So they have left this open. I
think this gap problem is a question of
what gap we are willing to show, whether
a realistic or an unrealistic gap. We have
a gap now, because 3 million children are
not under the program at all. Everyone
admits they should be on it. The only
question is, shall we set the target at
6.9 million, or shall we set the target at
9 million?

Mr. COOPER. My first question has
been answered, and properly so. The bill
is open ended. If the Committee on Ap
propriations would appropriate $419.4
million, it would close the gap.

My second question goes to partici
pation by the States. Present law re
quires, so far as the school lunch pro
gram is concerned, for a matching basis
of 3 to 1, with the States required to
provide three times as much as the Fed
eral Government.

Mr. JAVITS. Right. That is correct,
except for the new provision, which will
make the States put up 7 percent to 10
percent over a graduated period of that
State's contribution.

Mr. COOPER. I should like to direct
attention to factors which I believe
would make it much more difficult for
the poorer States to participate in the
program, if the Senator's amendment is
adopted.

As we know, the States are permitted
to meet their share of the cost either by
contributions from State and local reve
nues or by cost to the schoolchildren ac
cording to their ability to pay. As a
result of this procedure, States like mine,
and others, have been able to charge
children able to pay-and why should
they not be charged for a nutritious
meal if their parents are able to pay?
These charges help to fund the cost
to children who are unable to pay.

Inmariy cases, children are not re
quired to pay anything. In other cases,
they are required to pay as little as 5
cents a meal-or more, based upon
ability to pay.

First, I believe that when a parent is
able to pay, he should pay the cost of
the meal. This may be just a general
expression on my part, and without
available statistics at hand now, but
there are probably two chief areas in the
country where unfortunately many
needy children live. One area is in the
poorer States in the South. My State, for
example, has been pointed out for the
conditions which exist in eastern Ken
tucky. Another area is in the great cities
of the country with their ghettos and
thousands of poor people.

Mr. President, in the poorer States, in
many areas of the South or border
States, the States have met their re
sponsibilities. Any where from 55 per
cent to 70 percent of their schoolchil
dren receive lunches. It is 74 percent in
my State.

3ut States which have other cate
gories of poor, such as in the great cities,
in the ghettos, they have not met their
responsibilities. The State of New York
has done better than most, but States
like Illinois and Pennsylvania hardly
have any school lunch program at all.

I want all to have the programs but
these States should assume their re
sponsibilities in contributing to this pro
gram and the children in those States
able to pay should do so.

In illY jUdgment, through the pending
amendment, the States absolve them
selves--the richest States in the coun
try, from bearing a proper share of the
burden. Other States, like mine, would
be required to provide to well-to-do
children a 20-cent meal 01' less, and this
increases the cost to the States and the
Federal Government.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, if I
may interject there, if there are not suffi
cient funds in the program, it is going to
mean depriving a great many of the
poorer children who are most in need.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is correct.
I applaud the Senator from New York

for his objective. I would like to see all
poor children fed without cost. I would
like to see the Congress provide money to
feed them all and give a good breakfast,
too. For, unless a meal is nutritious, it is
not the food the children require in years
that are formative in mind and body.

I say this with great respect to my
friend, tllat a program, if it is to reach
the children, must be looked at ver¥ care
fully. We must ascertain and provide a
way to persuade the States who are able
to bear the burden, to help pay the cost
of the meals for needy children.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the
RECORD a statement showing the status
of the school lunch and breakfast pro
grams in every State that bears out the
facts of the statements I have just made.

There being no objection, the tabula
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired,

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, I yield my
self 5 minutes. I am desirous of bringing
about a vote at the earliest possible time,
As soon as we get enough Senators pres
ent to get the yeas and nays, I think we
can proceed to vote,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York is recognized for 5
minutes.

STA'1'ES~ PRIORITIES

Mr. JAVITS_ Mr, President, I have
heard with deep interest the views of the
Senator from Georgia and the Senator
from Kentucky. And I respect them both
fully. I should like to deal \rith those
views very briefly,

First, as to the views of the Senator
from Kentucky; I thoroughly agree with
him that people who can afford to pay
should pay. But I cannot agree with the
argument of the poor States because it
is a question of priolities in those States,

Unless the Senator from Kentucky can

produce a chart for me, or produce it
for the Senate-he does not have to do
it for me-which shows that Kentucky
is striving to its maximum, based upon
intelligent priorities of which hungry
children would be the top, it seems to
me, and is doing its utmost in respect
of this program, I do not think that the
argument that remaining static at pres
ent is the best they can do is a valid
argument.

Certainly we have seen it time and
again. If the carrot is big enough, they
will do a little more themselves and wiiI
give higher priorities than otherwise.

I do not know exactly what Kentucky
is doing about its own tax system. It is
none of my business. But I \yould hazard
a guess that on the basis of progressive
income, it is a lot less onerous than is
the case in Ne\\' York, Illinois, or othel'
such States.

It is a question of priority. Certainly
the children are entitled to the highest
priorities. And the poor States should
not hold back the march of progress for

the whole country unless there is a dem
onstrated need for it.

As to the 20-cent figure, there is an
extraordinary variation shown through
out the testimony as to the circum
stances under which they have the so
called reduced price meals throughout
the country. And we have had lots of
that testimony. There has been victimi
zation in regard to this. I do not neces
sarily want to pick out the State of
Georgia, but it is an example. There was
testimony before the Agriculture Com
mittee with respect to Richmond Coun
ty, Ga., where it is said on page 247 of
the hearings report:

It is understood that free lunches are
granted only In cases of extreme emergency.
Parents with TV sets, telephones, automo·
biles, etc.. should not request free lunches
unless dire circulllstances ha\'e sudclen!\
overtaken them. .

They ask:
Would you be wllling to let your children

do a small amount of work, such as picking



Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I have
11.0 objection.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is so modified.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, to com
plete the point, the fact is that the Bu
reau of Labor Statistics gives us a figure
Which indicates the lowest possible
budget required in nonmetropolitan
areas-which is defined as places having
a population of from 2,500 to 50,OOO-the
lowest conceivable cost analyzed here is
$3,945. There are families living on farms
who receive the benefits of produce from
the farm. They amount to a very small
proportion of the population. I honor
them and love them dearly. But I do not
think that is a criterion that ought to
control the situation. They would have
a lesser standard than in other areas.
Where we have to set a standard, and in
the ovenvhelming majority of the popu
lation of the United States, the standard
is at least 25 percent below the actual
living cost on a low-budget average.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

},·fr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield my
self 1 additional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York is recognized for 1
additional minute.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I think
this is important when it comes to anm
ing f41.1'n1 stat·Hity and \\'110n it C0111eS to

And the rural people, the people who,
because of cows, pigs, and vegetables,
may have a lower cost of living because
they get the benefit of the farm, is a
very small percentage of the population
of the United States.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. TALMADGE. fvlr. President, the

Senator will agree with me that he will
f.,.l1d no farmers in New Yorlc City, but
he will find a great many farmers in
Missouri, Iowa, and Georgia. That indi
cates the diversity of cur population and
the folly of trying to have national
standards.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask for
t.he yeas and nays on my amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
]'111'. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield my

self 2 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Senator from New York is recognized
for 2 minutes.

1',,11'. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent at this time to mod
ify my amendment.

The modification I proposed before
omitted some key words.

As modified, my amendment would
read:

Provided. That none of the requirements
of this section in respect to the amount for
"reduced cost" meals and to eiiglbility for
meals without cost shall apply to nonprofit
priva te schoois which participate in the
sell0QI lunch program under the provisions
of Section 10 until such time as the Secre
tary certifies that sufficient funds from
sources other than children's payments are
available to enable such SOl100ls to meet
these requirements.
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afgulng questions of the stability of
prices and so forth.

The Senator from Vermont Is correct.
There we deal with everybody depending
on the farm income. But we are not argu~
ing that. We are arguing the cost of liv
ing as far as the country is concerned.

I respectfully submit that the Bureau
of Labor Statistics Index applies to the
overwhelming majority of families en
gaged in what we call the agriculture
business--although it does not apply to
that low proportion of population-which
gets its income directly off the farm.

Mr. President, I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. l\!r. President, I wish to
speak on behalf of the amendment. The
only concern I have is that the $4,000
eligibility standard is going tt) be obso
lete with the present rate of increases
in the cost of living of 5 percent or 6
percent a year. If there are communi
ties or States where $'1,000 is a little high,
I would anticipate that they will be com
ing in and asking that the sum be made
$4,500 because $4,000 is not realistic in
a relatively short period of time.

The deep concern I have is with re
spect to the reference to New York and
Illinois as rich States. That does not take
into account that they are also rich in
problems. A great many poor people mi
grate to those States from the South;
perhaps it is because there is more op
portunity, or that welfare is higher, or
perhaps someone down there gave them
a one-way bus ticket to take the problem
to another State.

Illinois has a State income tax, a State
property tax. and a State sales tax of 5
percent. vVe have every tax that one can
think of and we still do not have suffi
cient funds to meet the needs of our
residents. The city of Chicago depends
primarily on property taxes and the
higher they get the more we drive in
dustryout.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield 2 additional min
utES to the Senator from Illinois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. We drive industry out
and people lose jobs so that in Chicago
we are feeding 150,000 children who are
poor and hungry. A month ago the
schoolfl that were recently opened needed
money for free and reduced price lunches
for 9,000 more children and we did not
have the money. The rate of prog.ess of
150,000 being fed today has more than
dcubled from a year ago. State and local
communities are doing the best they can,
but I do not think we can go further
with the re30urces available and the
prctlems we face in health institutions
and \':elfare programs. The kind of help
in this bill and mueridment would be
needed. I thinl.;: a uniform standard wi.ll
not jecpal'dize the program. It would in
sm~e that all hungry, poor children
wherever they are will receive a free or
reduced price llmch.

M:r. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Seintor yield to me for one minute?

4506
up paper, as part payment for the lunches
they receIve?

More important than that is the ques
tion:

Are you willing for a committee from the
P.T.A. to visit your home to investigate this
application for free ltmches?

I am not citing that as a horror story.
I am sure that there are other places in
other States that are much worse. I
would not be surprised to find an exam
ple of this in my own state. And I am
frank to say that. None of us can claim
any kind of immunity.

I only point out that the absence of a
c0l1crete base on which this program can
stand is a serious one. That is ",'hat we
are trying to restore.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
McGOVERN) has pointed out-and he is
the fountainhead of lmo\vledge concern
ing this effort-that he considers this as
important as any amendment that we
are presenting to the Senate.

Finally, I would point out that we are
not approaching the optimum. Half the
children are not getting the lunches that
they need and should have. We have on
the present basis over 6 million children.
And over 3 million of them are being
served, but are being served on an un
realistic standard that does not repre
sent the need.

It seems to me that we must estab
lish the need. If we cannot do it by ap
propriations, we will of course take the
most needy first. But it is one thing to
be appropriating against a standard
which shows a 2 million gap and appro
priating against a standard which shows
the true gap 0' more than 4 million. That
goes for every State.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of·~l.1eSenator has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York is recognized for 2
additional minutes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I should
like to address myself to the main argu
ment of the Senator from Georgia, which
is the diversity that he claims exists.
This argument was not challenged, and
it must be challenged.

Only 5 percent of the families of the
United States work on or have any
thing to do with farming. That is all.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I object to
that statement. Over 30 percent of the
population gainfully employed in the
United States depends on agriculture for
their living-producing, harvesting,
handling, and processing our food and
fiber. The figure is 30 percent.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I will not
in any way controvert my beloved col
league, the senior Senator from Ver
l1iont, because he is right. However, the
statement is not germane to the argu
n:r:nt. Tlle question is what is the cost
of living for those families. Of the 30
percent, 25 percent are engaged in
pl'ocessing various types of agricultural
p"'oducts and lh'e in towns with popula
tions of frol11 2,500 to 50,000. Their cost
of living-not certified by me, but cer
tified by the Bureau of Labor Statis
tics-is at the very minimum in the area
of $5,000 for a family of four.
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On this vote, the Senator from Vir

glma (Mr. SPONG I is paired with the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKl\IAN).
If present and voting, the Senator from
Virginia would vote "yea." and the Sena
tor from Alabama would vote "nay."

lVIr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen
ator from Michigan OVlr. GRIFFIN) is
necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE) is
absent on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) would
vote "nay."

The result was announced-yeas 41,
nays 40, as follows:

[No. 55 Leg.]

YEAS-41

So Mr. JAVITS' amendment (No. 508).
as modified, was agreed to.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the previous vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion to re
consider.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, what

is the parliamentary situation?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo

tion to reconsider the previous vote is
pending. The yeas and nays have been
ordered. The question is debatable.

Mr. ALLEN. Is the question on a mo
tion to table?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Alabama move to table?

Mr. ALLEN. No; I ask fot a yea-and
nay vote on the motion to reconsider.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, is my
understanding correct that the pending
question is on the motion to reconsider
the vote by which the amendment· was
agreed to?

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sell
a tor is correct.

Moss
Murphy
Pronty
Russell
Smith, Maine
Smith, III.
Stennis
Talmadge
TllUrmond
Tower
Williams. Del.
Yaung, N. Dak.

Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
PearSOll
Percy
Prox'mire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Sehweiker
Scott
Stevens
Williams, N.J.
Young, Ohio

Hart
Hartke
Hatfield
Hollings
Hughes
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Jordan, Idaho
Magnuson
Mo.thias
McGovern
Montoya
Muskie

NAYS-40
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin

~~i~~~~;l'
Gurney
Hansen
Holland
Hruska
Jordan. N.C.
Long
Mansfield
Miller

NOT VOTING-19
McGee Sparkman
McIntyre Spong
Metcalf Symingt.Qll
Mondale Tydings
Mundt Yarborough
Pell
saxbe

Church
Dodd
Gravel
Griffin
Kennedy
McCarthy
McClellan

Bayh
Bible
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd. W. Va.
Cannon
Case
Cook
Cranston
Eagleton
Fong
Goodell
Gore
Harris

Aiken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Baker
Bellmon
Bennett
Boggs
Dyrd, Va.
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis
Dole
Donlinick

eligible and the funds would not be avail
able. That would mean it would hit
hardest on those that the committee
and Congress want to help. It would be
foolhardy to pass legislation that we
know in the final analysis is going to
hurt people that we purport to help.

Mr. President. I hope the amendment is
rejected.

Mr. President. I yield back the re
mRinder of my time. I am ready to vote.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask for
1 minute on the bill. \Vil! the Senator
from Georgia resene the remainder of
his time?

Mr. TALMADGE. I reserve the remain
der of my time.

Mr. JAVITS. lVIr. President, to con
clude the debate, the one point that needs
to be dealt with is that we are not going
to deprive poor children because we will
have these basic standards. I do not see
how that would operate because, natural
ly, as they have up to now. they are going
to operate on the basis of the most needy
first. If that were true, what about the
present situation where there are inade
quate appropriations to deal with 6 mil
lion eligible schoolchildren and only 3
million are being cared for?

If my amendment is agreed to we
would have the right target to shoot at.

Mr. TALMADGE. It would not let local
authorities designate in that group be
cause Congress would be acting.

Mr. JAVITS. I cannot agree with the
Senator. If under the definition of the
10caIHy they have twice as many eligi
ble as they are looking after they have
to do the right thing.

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield back the re
mainder of my time.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield back the remain
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from New York. On this
question, the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an
nounce that the Senator from Connecti
cut (Mr. DODD). the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL). the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Sen
ator from Minnesota (Mr. MCCARTHY),
the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. Mc
CLELLAN), the Senator from 'Wyoming
(Mr. MCGEE), the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE), the Sena
tor from Montana (Mr. METCALF), the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE 1,

the SenatDr from Rhode Island (Mr.
PELL). the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SPARKM,\N), the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. SPONG), the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. SYMINGTON). the Senator from
Maryland (lVIr. TYDINGS) , and the Sena
tor from Texas <Mr. YARBOROUGH), are
necessarily absent.

I further annOWlce that the Senator
from Idaho (lVIr. CHURCH) is absent on
official business.

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GRAVEL), the Senator from New Hamp
shire (Mr. McINTYRE), and the Senator
from Texas (Mr. Y.~RBOROUGH) would
each vote "yea."

lVIr. TALlVIADGE. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Kentucky.

lVIr. COOPER. Mr. President, I think
there is merit in the argument of the
Senators from lllinois and New York that
the amendment should not be a paro
chial issue. I do not intend to do so, but
it is a fact that States with rather limited
resources have been trying to make the
school lunch program work by State and
local revenues and paym.ent by students
able to pay. Seventy-five percent of the
schoolchildren in Kentucky have partic
ipated, and throughout the South from
50 perccntto 75 percent receil'e school
IUllches.

Other States have not assumed their
resPol}Sibility. Now they come with an
amendment which would make it easier
for their States to afford the program
and which would force heavier costs on
the States which have been trying to do
a good job. That is the point I make. I
want a program that wlll reach every
truly poor child in the country but I do
not think it can be done by letting all the
rich and the middle-income people get
off with a 20-cent lunch, and by shifting a
heavier burden to the States which have
been meeting their responsibilities and
actually feeding most of the school
cllildren.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

The Senator from New York in arguing
for a nationwide standard brought out
similar problems a child may have in the
city of Augusta, Ga., to get a free or
reduced price lunch. I hold in my hand
statistics from people who make com
parisons, the American School Service
Association. The statistics in this docu
ment show that in Georgia, of the school
children eligible for a free or reduced
price lunch, 77 percent of our students
participated. In the State of New York
the figure is 62 percent. So our standard
of performance in Georgia is 15 percent
better than it is in New York State.

The departmental views on this sub
ject were quite persuasive. We were con
sidering a question of whether or not to
have legislative mandate determine what
a reduced price lunch would be. The de
partment felt the question of reduced
cost lunches is a matter of administrative
regulation and flexibility and not legis
lative mandate. The department has al
ready by regulation defined reduced cost
lunch as one which is 15 cents under the
regular price paid in the school, if that
price is over 25 cents; and if the regular
price is 25 cents or less; the reduced cost
lunch must be at least 10 cents under the
price. I think the department regulation
is better than writing in a standard be
cause it lends itself to flexibility and
change. .

In conclusion, the Senator from New
York would make every family eligible
for a free lunch if its earnings were
$4,000 a year or less. There are 8.4 million
such students in the United States. The
Senator admits it would cost $817 mil
lion to try to carry out the provisions of
his amendment. Being realistic, I do not
think Congress is going to authorize that
sum of money this year or at any time
immediately. What would be the effect?
There would be all those who would be
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So the motion to reconsider was not
agreed to.

AMEND:MEKT NO. 50~

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I call UP
my amendment No. 509 and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
EAGLETON in the chair). The amendment
will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and the
amendment will be printed in the
RECORD.

The amendment of the Senator from
New York is as follows:

On page 29, after line 6. insert the follow
ing:

"UTILIZATION OF PRIVATE rOOD SERVICE

COMPANIES

"SEC. 10. 'TIle National School Lunch Act
is further amended by adding after section
14 (as added by section 9 of this Act) lI. new
section as follows:

U 'UTILIZATION OF PRIVATE FOOD SERVICE

CO!vIPANIES

"'SEC. 15. (a) Any school which the Sec
retary determines lacks or has inaclcquate
food preparation facilities may formUlate and
carry out under this Act and the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966 a child feeding pro
gram by contracting with private food serv
ice concerns for the provision of nutl'itlolls
meals for sucll 3c11001.

.. '(b) The Secretary &h<111 provide food
commodities. inclUding mill:. to schools
which conduct programs authorized by this
section, and such schools shall be entitled tu
cash benefits autllorizEd under this Act nnd
tile Chad Kutrition Act of 1966.

.. '(c) The higilest nutritional require
ments prescribed by the Secretary for lunch
and breakfast means sen'ed under til is Act
and tile Child Nutrition Act of J966, respec-

PRIVATE FOOD :MANAGE~,<.IENT CO]tIPANIES

. M1'. J AVITS. Mr. President, at this
tune, I am withdrawing my second
amendment, No. 509, an amendment to
allow schools to utilize private food man
ageme.nt companies in the provision of
nutntIOus meals to children in federally
assisted child feeding programs.

I first introduced this concept in my
omnibus hunger bill in August of last
year and reintroduced it in revised form
in my Child Nutrition Act of 1969, on
which the Committee on Agriculture
conducted hearings.

ADMINISTRATION'S ll>HTIATIVE

Since that time, the administration
has taken the initiative in drafting reg
ulations which reverse the policy pro
hibiting food management companies
from entering child feeding programs.
I wish to commend Secretary Hardin for
doing what previous administrations had
for so long refused to do-utilize the ex
pertise and competence of the private
food industry.

In an effort to ascertain whether the
new regulations would be in complete
harmony and accomplish the same pur
poses as my amendment, I wrote a let
ter of inquiry to Secretary Hardin.

Mr. President, based on that response,
I feel the new regulations will accom
plish the same purposes as my amend
ment, and I have the assurance of the De
partment that the regulations will not
restrict schools from contracting with
such companies. Therefore my amend
ment is no longer necessary.

'I'he administration's action, which has
been needed for so long, will help feed
many millions more children in such
cities throughout the Nation as Buffalo
N.Y., where school officials have sent out
bids to private food companies asking
for help.

I am especially pleased that the ad
ministration is taking steps to imple
ment the recommendations of the White
House Conference on Food, Nutrition,
and Health calling' for utilization of pri
vate food companies.

Mr. President, the utilization of pri
vate food management companies, in re
spect to tl1e school lunch program, has
been a matter of absorbing interest to
me. for a long time, as this is a 'j;ay in
wInch schools can have this program
without having the facilities themselves.

Many companies specialize in food
service to factories and similar public
establishments, and when I say "pUb
lic" I do not mean necessarily govern
mentally owned, where the problem
arLses.

The Department, in a letter to the
committee, said that it would change its
regulations as of April 1.

With respect to the matter of the food
service companies being brought into
this picture, my amendment nonetheless
\\'us pressed because as stated before:

tively, shall apply in the cm;e of lunch !Uld
breakfast meals contracted for by any school
under authority of this section.' ..

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
at?r from New York is recognized for 5
mmutes.

39,

Murphy
Prouty
Randolph
Russell
Smith, Maine
Smith, Ill.
Spong
Stennis
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Williams. Del.
Young, N. Dak.

NAYS---42
Hart Muskie
Hartke Nelson
Hatfield Packwood
Hollings Pastore
Hughes PearSall
Inouye Pell
Jackson Percy
Javlts Proxmire
Jordan, Idaho Ribicofi
Magnuson Schweiker
Mathias Scott
McGovern Stevens
Mondale WlIliams, N.J.
Montoya Young, Ohio

NOT VOTING-19
McCarthy Saxbe
McClellan Sparkman
McGee Symington
McIntyre Tydings
Metcalf Yarborough
MoSS
Mundt

Bayh
Bible
Brooke
Burdick
Cannon
Case
Cook
Cranston
Ea:!;letoll
Fong
Goodell
Gore
Gravel
Harris

Baker
Church
Dodd
Goldwater
Griffin
Kennedy
Long

Aiken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Bellman
Bennett
BogJs
Byrd, Va.
Byrd. W. Va.
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis
Dole

The result was announced-yeas
nays 42, as follows:

[NO. 56 Leg.)
YEA5-39

Dominick
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Fulbright
Gurney
Hansen
Holland
Hruska
Jordan, N.C.
l\Iansfidd
ldiller

Mr. TALMADGE. And that a yea vote
would be a vote to reconsider?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A yea
vote would be to reconsider, that is cor
rect. 'The motion is debatable.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I do not
thinl{ it was the intention of the ma
jorit.y leader to have the question de
bated. I was not eligible to make such a
motion, but I moved to reconsider the
vote simply as a formality; therefore I
would ask unanimous consent to with
draw the motion, so that it could be made
by an appropriate Senator, and a mo
tion to table would be in order.

:Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President the
majority leader had nothing to do 'with
the pending motion, but in view of the
fact that one of our colleagues was stuck
in an elevator, through no choice of his
own, and was out of breath when he ar
rived here, I move to reconsider the vote
by which the bill was passed.

Mr. AIKEN. Is the question on a mo
tion to lay on the table?

Mr. ALLEN. No, on the motion to re
consider.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion to
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment (No. 508, as modified) of the Sena
tor from New York was agreed to. On
this question, the yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an

nounce that the Senator from Connec
ticut (Mr. DODD), the Senator from Mas
sachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY). the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. LONG), the Senator
from Minnesota (1'.11', MCCARTHY), the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. MCCLEL
LAN), the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
McGEE), the Senator from New Hamp
shire (Mr. McINTYRE) , the Senator from
Montana (Mr. METCALF), the Senator
from Utah (M1". Moss) , the Senator from
Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN), the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON), the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS),
and the Senator from Texas (Mr. YAR
BOROUGH) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) is absent on
official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from 'Utah (1'.11".
Moss) would vote "yea."

On this vote, the Senator from Ala
bama (Mr. SPARKlIIIAN) is paired with the
Senator from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH).
If present and voting, the Senator from
Alabama would vote "yea" and the Sena
tor from Texas would vote "nay."

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen
ator from Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN) is
necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
:r"IUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Ohio (lVIr. S.'IXBE)
is absent on official business.

The Senator from Tennessee (1'11'
BAKER) and the Senator from Arizon~
(Mr. GoLDWATER) are detained on offi
cial business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) would vote
"yea.."
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one, we wanted to be sure that the ear
liest possible date would obtain; sec
ond-a very important ;,Jroposition-we
wanted to be sure that there would be
11') com1ict with the intent of my amend
ment on the basis of agreement of the
department; and three, also that no
school would be penalized by losing any
thing under the School Lunch program
because it was going to contract with a
private food management company.

I WiS~l to reiterate that the depart
ment is fully satisfied on all points, as
expressed in a letter dated yesterday,
which I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD, as well as the
letter which I wrote to the Department
on thrt SUbject. I have given the letter
to the Senator in charge of the bill, and
he is satisfied.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

u.s. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., FelJTuary 20, 1970.

Hon. CLIFFORD M, HARDI.N,
Secretary, Department Of Agriculture..
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: As you know the
Senate will consider S. 2546, the School
Lunch bill reported by the Agriculture Com
mltbee.

I intend to Introduce an amendment to
that bill, which would allow private food
management companies to contract with
schools for the provision of nntritious meals
under Child Feeding Programs receiving fed
eral assistance.

RecogniZing that the Administration has
indicated an intention to issue new regula
tions to permit private food companies to
provide meals, I would appreciate your ad
vising me as to the present status of your
efforts and the extent to which the regu
lations contemplated would accomplish the
Intent of my amendment. I am particularly
interested in knOWing whether under the
new regUlations schools with contracts with
food management companies would receive
the same cash and commodity benefits as do
schools completely operating their own pro
grams.

Sincerely,
JACOB K. JAVITS.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C., February 23, 1970.

Hon, JACOB K. JAVITS,
U.S. Senate.

DEAR SENATOR JAVITS: Thank you for your
letter of February 20 regarding your amend
ment to S. 2548 to allow private food man
agement companies to serve child feeding
programs.

As you point out in )'our letter the Ad
ministration has indicated its intention to
utilize the capabilities of food management
companies in child feeding. This policy was
announced by Dr. Jean Mayer in his Decem
ber 24 White House press conference. Dr.
Mayer's announcement was the product of a
review of the long standing practice of ex
cluding these companies. It was also re
sponsive to legislative initiatives Including
the provisions of your own child feeding bill.

We will pUblish OUI' proposed regulation
in the Federal Register on or before March 1.
It- will allow all schools to contract with
food service management companies and con
tinue to qualify for all the cash and com
modity grants ayailable to school adminis
tered programs.

The regUlation will clearly accomplish the
purposes of your amendment.

Sincerely,
RICHARD LYNG,
Assistant Secretary.

Mr. TALMADGE. If the Senator wIll
yield there, as the Senator knows, the
committee took action along with the
Senator's insertion in the committee re
port of another letter from the Depart
ment. I ask unanimous consent that the
letter, beginning on page 8 of the com
mittee report, signed by Edward J. Hek
man, Administrator, be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
\"as ordered to be printed in the EECORD,
as follows:
u.s. DEPART1VIENT OF AGRICULTFRE,

FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE:,
Washington, D.C ..• January 14,1970.

Dr. J. W. EDGAR.
Commissioner at Education, State Education

Agency, Austin, Tcx.
DEAR DR. EDGAR: This is to give yOll advance

notice of the Department of Agriculture's
intention to amend the regulations for the
child nutrition programs with respect to the
1.lse of food servlee management companies.

We know you me aware of the great need
to expand the coverage of the child nutrition
programs to reach as many aclditional needy
children as possible and as quickly as pos
sible. President Nixon alld the delegates to
the recent White House Conference on Food,
Nutrition, and Health, have urged action to
make these programs a more effective de
livery system in the drive to eliminate pov
erty related hunger and mainutrition in Llns
country.

To help reach this goal, we have evaluated
all available resources that conld make a
contribution, inclndlng the usc of the skills
and capacities of food service lllanagement
companies.

Our analysis leads to t.he conclusion that
there is no justification for the continued
across-the-board exclusion of food service
Inanagenlent companies in the operation of
the school l1.mch and ot.her child nutrition
programs Which are federally assisted by this
Department.

AccordinglY, we will develop new regula
tions establishing the policies and standards
under which food service companies may be
authorized to cOllduct food service in schools
and service institutions receiving Federal
food assistance.

Under this change in the Federal regUla
tions, State educational agencies would still
have the authority and discretion through
their own regulations to determine their poli
cies With respect to the use of food service
managelnent companies in schools.

The proposed changes in the regulations
will be forwarded as soon as possible for
your review. We are aiming for April 1 as the
target date on which the changes will become
effective.

Sincerely,
EDWARD J. HEKMAN,

Administrator.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague
from Georgia.

Also included was the message as spon
sored with my colleague from New York
(Mr. GOODELL) on the school lunch pro
gram. I express my gratification to the
committee and to the department, that
it is taken care of in this effective way.
The Senator from Georgia (Mr. TAL
MADGE), the cosponsors, and I, believe
that this should have a measurable and
helpful effect upon the totalit~' of the
program.

Mr. TALMADGE. It would be ex
tremely helpful in some of the large cities
that have no large food serving equip
ment, or space. In the hearings, it was

brought out that there were 110 equip
ment, 110 cafeterias, or dining rooms in
some of the large metropolitan areas.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, on that
very point, if the Senator wiII ;yield, in
Chicago, there are 50,000 ghetto children
who attend schools without facilities of
this kind. This amendment certainly
would facilitate providing them with a
needed meal. I think we should point out
that many times we hold conferences in
Washington and nothing ever comes of
them. This is not so with the White House
Conference on Food. Nutrition, and
Health. I think we ha\e expeclitiouEly
moved on the recommendations of the
Conference by this and other amend
ments.

Mr, JAVITS. I thank my colleague
from Dlinois. 'The Senator is a conspon
sor of this amendment and has expressed
the deepest interest and has helped work
on it. The letter from the Department of
Agriculture acknowledges the valuable
contribution of Dr. Jean Mayer who
planned the White House Conference on
Nutrition in bringing about this result.

On that basis, Mr. President, I with
draw my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

The question is on agreeing to the
committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

AMENDMENT NO. 514

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 514 and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

AMENDMENT No. 514
On page 23, lines 13 and 14, strike out ""

new sentence as follows" and insert in licu
thereof "the following".

On page 22, line 3D, immediately after the
period, insert the following: "Whcnever the
amount of annual income of a famlly is pre
scribed as part of the criteria for determin
ing the eligibility of a child of such house
hold to receive tree or reduced-price lunches,
the amount of annual income prescribed by
such criteria shall be increased by 25 per
centum in the case of Hawaii and Alaska and
the amount apportioned to each state shall
be Increased accordingly."

On pagc 22, between lines 20 and 21, Insert
a new subsection as follows:

"(e) Section 4(e) of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771) Is amended by
adding at the end thereof a new sentence
as follows: 'Whenever the amount of annual
income of a family is prescribed as part of
the criteria for determining eligibility of a
child of such household to receive free 01'

reduced-price meals, the amount of annual
income prescribed by such criteria shall be
increased by 25 per centum in the case of
Hawaii and Alaska and the amount appor
tion",d to ea~h St.ate shall be Increased ac
cordingly',"

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ~'ield

myself 10 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Alaska is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. STEVENS. First, I should like to
make certain that the record is. olear
that the amendment is cosponsored by
both Senators from Hawaii (Mr. FONG
and Mr. INOUYE) .
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We have previously recognized the

concept of the cost of living in Alaska
and I have pointed this out in many
ways.

For, instance, military people who
serve in Alaska are paid overseas pay.
Government employees are paid 25 per
cent in addition to the rate they would
be paid in the "South 48,'_as we call
them, This is cost-of-living allowance
for Government employees. Many Gov
ernment employees are on a wage board
scale. Even in the area of moving costs
for those displaced by Federal projects,
we increased the payment for moving
costs to recognize the extreme high cost
of living in my State and in Hawaii.

Our costs are 25 percent in excess of
any other State in the Union. The pend
ing amendment merely seeks to recog
nize this in terms of the children that
,,,"ould be benefited by the programs.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President. will the
Senator yield? '

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, h:wing
just recently been in Alaska on the
occasion of the momentous opening of
the bids, I was shocked at the prices for
clothes, meals, for hotel rooms, lodging,
rent, and interest. Everything is sub
stantially higher. Certainly in view of
that situation-and the same situation
also prevails in Hawaii-I know that the
Senator is seeking to put Alaska and
Hawaii on the same basis as the rest of
the country with his amendment.

The Senate has said that the $4.000
eligibility standard should be used. The
Senator is seeking to except Hawaii and
Alaska by increasing the standard and
thus put them on the same basis.

I support him and commend him for
pointing out the needs of his people.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator. There are 124,000 children
under the age of 18 in my State,

As the amendment of the Senator
from South Dakota and the amendment
of the Senator from New York have been
adopted, thereby placing a $4,000 figure
in the bill, there would be 14,062 children
under the age of 18 who would be covered
by the bill, or approximately 11 percent
of the children of Alaska. In families
having a family income of under $5,000,
which would be the goal of the amend
ment we have offered, there are 18,057
children or approximately 16 percent.
That would be close to the national
average of the effect of the bill as it has
been amended. The increase brought
about by raising the amount from $4,000
to $5,000 would be an increase of 38.4
percent in my State.

In the case of Hawaii, there are
304,000 children under tlle age of 18. FOI'
those in families with family incomES of
less than $1,000, there are 34,889 chil
dren under the age of 18. That is approxi
mately 10 percent, almost exactiy as is
the case in Alaska for those in families
with under $4,000 annual income.

In families having $5,000 annual in
come or less, there are 52,722 children
under the age of 18.

I call particular attention to this. Al
though the coverage of this amendment
is approxima tely the same as in Alaska-

Ha,vaii would be 15 'percent and Alaska
would be 16 percent. To raise that
amount from $4,000 to $5,000 would in
crease the coverage in the case of the
children in Hawaii by 59.7 percent.

\Ve are not seeking any special bene
fit. \Ve are merely saying that if we have
a figure of $4,000, it would not be effec
tive because it would not cover the chil
dren of people liVing in poverty. The bill
as it stands covers only those people
living in abject poverty.

The bill will not assist those in urban
areas with a high cost of living. This
amendment of ours is not something just
for the native people of my State. Most
of their family incomes do not equal
54.000.

This is an amendment for Hawaii and
Alaska to make the school breakfasts
and lunches available to the SChoolchil
dren in the urban areas of Hawaii and
Alaska where the cost of living is the
highest in the Nation.

If the figure $4,000 remains, it would
be discrimina tory to the people of Alaska
and Hawaii.

Just as we provide Government em
ployees with a cost-of-living allowance
and provide military people in Alaska
with a cost-of-living allowance, we
should recognize that a 25-percent actual
cost-of-livingallowance should be in
cluded in this program.

I feel very strongly about the matter.
I cannot see setting arbitrary limits in
bills such as this. The amount has been
agreed to. I support it. I understand fully
the reasons why it is necessary to have
the figure. However, in doing so, I would
hope that those who have supported the
amendment of the Senator from South
Dakota and the amendment of the Sen
ator from New York will realize that in
supporting the amendment of the Sena
tors from Hawaii and the Senators from
Alaska they have not done a disservice
to the people of my State.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I ma.y require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Georgia is recognized.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the
objective of this amendment appears to
be to provide in both the school lunch
and school breakfast programs in Alaska
and Hawaii for, first, income criteria for
free or reduced price lunches or break
fasts 25 percent higher than other
States, and, second, a commensurate in
crease in Federal funds apportioned to
Alaska and Hawaii.

The amendment appears to be defec
tive in several respects.

First, the income criteria for free or
reduced price meals are required to be
fiX0d by local school authorities. This
amendment would thus require Alaskan
school authorities to fix the income re
quirement 25 percent above the ii1come
requirement fixed by Alaskan school au
thorities. We do not see how tbis could
be done. The purpose of the amendment
probably is to substitute $5,000 for the
$4,000 minimum income criteria adopted
by the Senate yesterday for the school
breakfast program. and the similar
amendment adopted for the Echoolluncb

program today. But the amendment does
not do that.

Second, the amendment provides that
the amounts apportioned to Alaska and
Hawaii shall be increased "accordingly."
This raises the following questions:

What funds are we talking about?
Section 4 funds for the regular school
lunch program, nonfood assistance funds,
section 11 funds for special assistance,
section 32 funds? The amendment is
probably directed in the case of the
school lunch program to section 11 funds,
but it does not so provide.

Then, if we determine what funds are
to be increased, how should they be in
creased "accordingly" for Hawaii and
Alaska. Possibly the intent is to increase
them 25 percent. More probably the in
tent is to use a $5,000 factor for Alaska
instead of the $4,000 factor adopted by
the Senate yesterday for the apportion
ment of section 11 and school breakfast
programs, but the amendment does not
specify.

These income criteria are fixed by local
school districts and consequently may
vary from dtstrict to district. Alaska
might have a wide variety of income
standards, as might every other State,
with possibly two or more standards in
each district, one for free meals, and one
01' more for reduced price meals. Alaskan
standards might be higher or lower than
Hawaiian standards. If New York au
thorities were in a generous mood they
might fix standards above those for
either Alaska 01' Hawaii. The provision
for increasing the apportionment is com
pletely ambiguous.

The committee is sympathetic with
this amendment. It underlines the fact
that conditions do vary from country
to city and from State to State. The com
mittee does not believe that it is feasible
or fail' to fix a minimum that is appli
cable in all areas regardless of conditions.

I am aware of the fact that the cost of
living is quite high in Alaska and in
Hawaii. But I am also equally aware of
the fact that the cost of living is quite
high in New York City and Chicago and
Detroit, perhaps higher than it is on a
farm in south Georgia or in a rural area
of Hawaii 01' Nebraska.

That shows the foolhardiness of try
ing to legislate national standards.

Alaska and Hawaii are both members
of the Union. We make laws for all 50
States. We make laws to apply equally
and uniformly. I think it would be a great
mistake if the Senate were to set up
standards and then make exceptions and
name two States that have different
standards from the other 48 Stat~. To
my mind, it might be a serious impair
ment of the equal protection provision
of the la\v.

Mr. President, this is one common
country, indivisible, with liberty and jus
tice, I hope, for all. We should have equal
application of the law for all.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Ml'. STEVENS. Mr, President, I yield
myseif 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alaska is recognized for 10
minutes.

lvII', STEVENS. Mr. President, I un-
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derstand the position stated by the man
ager of the bill, and I have great respect
for the Senator from Georgia. I remem
ber so well sitting up in the gallery at the
time we sought statehood, and we did it
on the basis that we wanted to be treated
equally. But that is just my point. No
one-and I repeat, no one--can deny the
statistics. There is not a State in the
Union which has a greater cost of living
than ours, other than Hawaii. Under
those circumstances, when a figure of
$'1,000 is submitted in a bill it is no dif
ferent than writing in x dollars for the
salary of a Goverllment employee or
writing in a figure of x dollars for a serv
iceman. We recognize that those salaries
in Alaska and Hawaii do not provide
Gove~'nment employees and servicemen
enough money on which to live.

Now, we are saying we should have
these programs to assist schoolchildren.
We want equality, and that is all-not
special benefits. In this connection, as far
as the coverage of this amendment, I
thought it was very specific. It sta tes:

"Whenever the amount of annual income
of a famlly is prescribed as part of the cri
teria. for determining the eligibility of a child
of such household to receive frce or rcduced
price lunches, the amount of annual income
prescribed by such criteria shall be increased
by 25 per centum in the ease of Hawa.ii and
Ala.ska and the amount apportioned to each
state shall be increased accordingly.

That language is very plain. Whenever
the income of the family is to be used as
the criteria we would get recognition of
the fact that the cost of living is at least
25 percent higher.

I would be pleased to have the Senator
from Georgia to come to my state with
me as I go around and see the prices.
The Senator from Illinois was there. I
know that. He was in Anchorage. The
cost of living there is about 25 percent
higher

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. STEVENS. I yield.
Mr. TALMADGE. I have been to the

great State of Alaska. It is a great, beau
tifUl, growing, and dynamic State. I am
proud it is one of the 50 States in the
Union.

When we get into the question of
prices, they vary in all 50 States. I do
not know of another Federal program,
such as old age assistance. when we say
there shall be one price for New York
State, a different price for New Mexico,
a different price for Kansas, and a dif
ferent price for Alaska. We have to legis
late uniformly for all 50 States. It would
be unfair to pass a law for 49 States and
provide that the application of that law
be applied in a different manner for one
State.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ap
Dreciate the comments of the distin
guished Senator from Georgia. I am
happy to hear that he has been to my
State. I was going to say I would like to
take the Senator to the places where the
cost of living exceeds the national aver
age by 60 percent. We are just talking
about the amount by which the cost of
lii'ingexceeds the national average, and
that is the amount we pay Government
employees.

In most OEO programs, the OEO al
lowances are 25 percent higher for
Alaska. It Ius been recognized in the
poverty program that there are excep
tions for Hawaii and Alaska if arbitrary
national limits are set in terms of
eligibili ty.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President., will
the Senator yield on thnt point?

Mr. STEVENS. I yield.
Mr. TALMADGE. I did not favor that

amendment. Unfortunately, the Senator
from Alaska did.

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator is correct.
Mr. TALMADGE. If that amendment

had not been agreed to the State of
Alm;ka would have the complete right
to make those determinations by the
local people in Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. I appreciate the COlU
ment of the Senator but it is not quite
the way I understand the situation. If
we are going to have emphasis on this
program, it is necessary that Alaska be
heard on the national scene, and I think
we should be. I am prepared to go home
and defend myself for having voted for
this program.

All we are doing is seeking equity under
this program and it is no different than
being under the poverty program of the
OEO, or the situation in connection with
Government employees or military em-
ployees. .

As I told the Senator from Georgia
prior to the Senate convening today, a
young military man who serves in my
State, who comes from another state,
gets a cost of living allowance, but a
young man from Alaska who goes in the
military and serves in his State does not
get an allowance. INe are used to dis
crimination in some Federal laws and I
hope we will be able to eliminate some
of them. This is jUs~ a forerunner of dis
cussions we hope to have in connection
with legislation the President has sub
mitted in terms of setting national
stalidards as far as the poverty level is
concerned.

I agree with the Senator from Georgia,
to a certain extent, that a fair level can
not necessarily be set. But if there are to
be national levels in the law they should
be as fair as possible to the noncon
tiguous States. I do not think the Senator
disagrees. We do not manufacture any
products. Only about 8 percent of our
agricultural products are grown in
Alaska. We impolt almost everything
from "outside," from the Senator's state
and other States. We are growing "'ith
the new oil industry and we will be im
proving more.

I am happy to have the support of the
Senators from Hawaii in connection with
this effort to get equity for our two
States.

IVIr. INOUYE. Mr. Pre~,idcnt. ,'.-ill the
Senator yield?

1\11'. STEVENS. I yield.
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President. I v:auld

like to add to the presentation of the
Senator from Alaska by ad"ising Sen
ators that in the last determination by
the Department of Labor, the city of
Honolulu received the No. 1 rank
ing in the cost of lh'ing in the UnHed
States. If our present laws are permitted
to remain as is in terms of qualification,

we will have approximatly 35,000 young
children qualifying.

Under tlJe amendment of the Senator
from Alaska, the level would be much
more realistic and we would have an in
crease of approximately 60 percent, rais
ing the figure to 55 percent.

I think it would be unfortunate if the
present law were permitted to stand. It
would mean that in Alaska and Hawaii
innocent children who had nothing tD do
with beiI:g impoverished would ha,-e to
suffer from the high cost of liVing in our
States.

As noted by the Senat.or from Alaska,
the high cost of living in Hawaii is due
to high transportation costs, and our
distance from the mainland. The effect
would be to penalize those :roung people
because of the circumstances.

I commend the Senator for his lead
ership and initiative in promoting and
sponsoring the pending amendment. I
hope the amendment of the Senator
from Alaska is agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Do Senators yield back the remainder
of their time?

Mr. STEVENS. IV£r. President. the
senior Senator from Hawaii asked to be
heard in connection with this matter,
and I would like to wait for him. How
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 35 minutes remaining.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order fOl'
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield
such time to the distinguished Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) as he may
desire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Scn
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I strongly
support this amendment, which would
add 25 percent to the amount of annual
income used in determining the eligi
bility of a child in Hawaii or Alaska to
receive free or reduced price school
lunches.

Official Federal Government surveys
on costs of living in Hawaii and Alaska
since 1949 have consistently shown that
it costs bet'.\·een 15 percent to more than
25 percent more to live in these non
contiguous States than it does to live in
an area like \Vashington, D.C. The last
survey of ihe U.S. Civil Service Com
mlcsiGl1 reg"arding the cost of Hying
for Federal "'hite-collar employees in
Hawaii and Ahl.ska as compared to \Vash
ington, D.C. states:

On the bn.sis of \Vashington equ3Ung 100,
the new indexes were determined through
the 1968 sun'ey to be 130.0 in Anchorage,
139.3 in Fairbanks, 125.3 ill Juneau, 115.4 in
lion 01u:tl.

The U.S. Department of Labor earlier
this year, in recognition of Hilwaii's
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So Mr. STEVENS' amendment was re
jected.

Mr, TALlV1ADGE. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was rejected.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDl\1ENT NO. 515

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, yester
day I submitted amendment No. 515, ac
companied by certain remarks which ap
pear in yesterday's CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

This amendment is designed to deal
with what I regard to be a very serious
gap in this Nation's--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has the
Senator called up his amendment?

Mr. MONDALE. I have not yet called
it up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. This amendment is
designed to deal ,vith what I regard to
be a very serious inadequacy in our pres
ent national effort to bring good nutri
tion to those who do not now have it.

There has been ample testimony by
Dr. Lowell and top pediatricians ane! ex
perts around the country that in the first
4 or 5 days of life the human mind and
the human body are most vulnerable to
malnutrition and that dming this time
malnutrition can cause serious and per
manent and physical and mental damage
that cannot be remedied in later life.
It is here that a failure to provide ade
quate nutrition can make the difference
between a healthy mind and a healthy
body and a mangled human being unable
to achieve or even take care of himself
in adulthood,

The pending school lunch program,
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Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, under
those circumstances, I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
prepared to yield back my time.

Mr. TALj\IADGE. Mr. President, is the
Senator prepared to vote?

Mr. STEVENS. Yes, I am prepared to
vote.

Mr. TALMADGE. Does the Senator
yield back the remainder of his time?

Mr. STEVENS. Yes, I yield back the
remainder of my time. I move the adop
tion of my amendment.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr.-President, I yield
back the remainder of my time. I think
we can have a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded back.
The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Alaska.
[Putting the question.]

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Alaska. The yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Vi'l'ginia. I an
110unce that the Senator from Con
necticut (Mr. DODD), the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS), the Senator
from Massachusetts <Mr. KENNEDY) , the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LONG), the
Senator from Minnesota <Mr. Mc
CARTHY), the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. McGEE), the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE), the Sena
tor from Montana <Mr. METCALF), the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN),
the Senator from Missouri (Mr. Sy
MINGTON), the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. TYDINGS), and the Senator from
Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH), are necessarily
absent.

I fm·ther announce that the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH), is absent on
official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SPARKMAN), would vote "nay."

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen
ator from Michigan <Mr. GRIFFIN) is
necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota <Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Ohio eMr, SAXBE)
is absent on official business,

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
BAKER) and the Senator from Texas
mIl'. TOWER) are detained on official
business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from South Dakota IMr. MUNDr) would
vote "nay."

The result was announced-yeas 37,
nays 45, as follows:

higher cost of living increased the pov
erty level income criteria for Hawaii by
15 percent. This increase has allowed
the State to more effectively assist lower
income families, providing them with
greater opportunities for upward mo
bility. This move allowed the State to
offer assistance, through economic op
portunity programs, to many more hun
dreds of poverty income level families in
the State of Hawaii.

The increase from $3,000 to $4,000 in
the poverty income level for certain pro
grams now in the bill is a step in the
right direction. However, the differential
in living costs and income between
Hawaii and the mainland United States
has existed for many years and con
tinues. There is no reason to believe that
there wiII be a lessening of this differen
tial, and it should be recognized and
allowed for in this measure.

The 2,800 miles of open ocean separat
ing Hawaii from its sister States imposes
higher living eosts for all of Hawaii's
more than 700,000 people. These higher
costs are shared by all industry and con
sumers in Hawaii, but the income levels
remain at a level in line with and in
many instanees lower than those of the
citizens of the other States of the
Union.

This peculiar situation of high costs
with no comparable increases in family
income should be recognized when such
income is a criterion for eligibility in a
critical program such as this school
lunch program. To ignore this disparity
would place many of the schoolchildren
in Hawaii and Alaska who come from
lower income homes at a disadvantage
not intended by the Congress. They
would be denied participation in the
school lunch program in a degree that is
essential to their continued health and
well-being.

I believe this amendment would only
put back into law the spkit in which the
school lunch program was formulated as
it affects schoolchildren in Hawaii and
Alaska. It is only fall' that the income
disparity be recognized and allowances
made for it in this essential Federal pro
gram. I urge the adoption of amend
ment 514.

Ml'. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I am
prepared to yield back my time and get
to a vote, but first I would like to get a
few more Senators present on the floor
before I do so. Meanwhile, I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll. The time will be charged
to the Senator from Georgia.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

Ml'. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, if the
Senator from Alaska is prepared to yield
back the remainder of his time and have
a voice vote, I am prepared to do so.

lvII'. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have
just received word that the junior Sen
ator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL) is on his
way to the Chamber, if we could dela~r it
for just a few more minutes.
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however, has been before us for several
days, and I recognize that the approach
embodied in this amendment is new. It
has not been subjected to hearings and
has not yet been the product of discus
sions in the Select Committee on Nutri
tion and Human Needs.

Therefore, I rise to emphasize what I
regard to be the serious importance of
an effort in this field, but I do not propose
to raise it as an amendment at this time
nor to seek to attach it to this bill.

I ask the Senator from Georgia, the
floor manager of the bill, if he will yield
to me for a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Georgia yield to the Sena
tor jrom Minnesota for a question?

Mr. TALMADGE. I am delighted to
yield to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. I have just indicated
that I do not intend to raise this amend
ment on this measure. It is my under
standing that the whole school lunch
program will come up for renewal in
1971.

Mr. TALMADGE. The breakfast pro
gram will come up at that time, and the
committee chairman has promised full
hearings, and we would be delighted to
consider the Senator's amendment at
that time.

I compliment the Senator for not pro
posing the amendment at this time, be
cause it was offered yesterday, and it
was never considered by the committee.
It is most far-reaching and comprehen
sive, as the Senator knows, and even our
staff and the Department of AgriCUlture
have not been able to ascertain its full
import. But it will be given complete and
thorough consideration at the time the
Senate committee goes into this area
next year.

Mr. MONDALE. I agree with what the
Senator has just said.

As the Senator knows, the Committee
on Finance will shortly begin with the
President's program that he calls the
family assistance program.

Mr. TALMADGE. If and when the
House sends us a bill.

Mr. MONDALE. That is correct.
One element of that particular amend

ment is a national system of day care
centers to take care of children while the
mothers are engaged in employment.
This gets into the question of what kind
of care those children are provided dur
ing that period, and I hope that the
Committee on Finance will also give
some thought to the nutritional element.

Mr. TALMADGE. I agree with the
Senator.

As the Senator knows, a nonprofit or
ganization is eligible for contribution of
commodities at the present time. and in
certain instances I think it has done an
outstanding job. Certainly, day care
centers enable needy mothers to work.
and a nonprofit organization is entitled
to it lmder existing law. Certainly, it
should be looked into carefully. because
that is a laudable purpose and probably
should be expanded.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator
for his comments.

I do not intend to call up this amend
ment.

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the Senator
fro111 Minnesota.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President. will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. COOK. I wish to comrnend the
Senator from Minnesota for introducing
the amendment and making the Mem
bers of the Senate aware of this.

The only point I should like to make
and get into the RECORD is that we did
have some testimony before our com
mittee that rather disastrously showed
that of all the children who are born
today. medical science has determined
that approximately 5 percent will have
some mental deformity; that taking the
same group of children today and pro
jecting them to the age of 5, their men
tal problems will increase to 12 percent,
and that means that we, with all the re
sources of this Nation, do far worse than
nature.

I just wanted to get this into the REC
ORD, because I think it is one of the
things that is vitally important in regard
to the Select Commitee on Nutrition and
Human Needs, as to why it was allowed
to stay in existence. When we uncover
more such statistics and show the neces
sity for a revitalization of parents in
this country to understaud and assume
their responsibilities in true nutritional
soundness in the case of children be
tween the ages of absolute infancy and
5 years, I believe we will have cured one
of the major problems in this Nation.

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the Senator.
I have served with him on the Nutri
tional Committee, and I know of his keen
interst in this matter, and I compliment
him on it.

Mr. President, so far as I know, there
are no further amendments. so I think
third reading is now in order.

1111'. SPONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TALMADGE. I am delighted to
yield to the Senator from Virginia, who
is a cosponsor of the bill.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, earlier to
day we voted on amendment No. 508.
I reached the door of the Chamber just
as the regular order was called for. I
realize that the call for the order is com
pletely within the rules of the Senate.
Nevertheless, I subsequently voted that
this matter be reconsidered, in the hope
that I would have an opportunity to vote
on that amendment, and I want to state
that to the Senate at this time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
the Senator will yield, I corroborate the
fact that he was unavoidably delayed due
to technical difficulties over which he had
no control. He was entering the door of
the Chamber just at the time the Chair
was announcing the vote.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. P!·esident. the
Senator from Virginia is a cosponsor of
the pending bill. He and I have discussed
it many times. He delivered an excellent
speech last e1'ening in its behalf. and I
know of his keen interest in this area.
I know that if he had not been unavoid
ably detained, he would have been on
the floor at the time of the vote.

Mr. SPONG. I thank the Senator.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

have directed the Sergeant at Arms to
discuss the condition of the elevators
with the Architect of the Capitol.

Mr. SPONG. I thank the majority
leader.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I rise to sup
port S. 2548. a bill to amend the Nutri
tional School Lunch Act and the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966 as reported by the
Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry. It is an excellent bill that
makes needed changes in our child nutri
tion program. I am proud to be a co
sponsor. I believe in both of these pro
grams and I want to see them as adapt
able and flexible as we can make them.
No American child should be handi
capped in any way by lack of wholesome
nutrition. We have the national capacity
to produce or even to overproduce food.
We must provide distribution to our chil
dren.

The bill is the product of extensive
hearings. Witnesses testified from the
widest possible range of expertise as to
how we can do a better job of reaching
children through the child nutrition pro
grams. Expansion of these programs as a
delivery system is the quickest and most
direct route to improving nutrition
among children-with special emphasis
on getting at least one or two good meals
a day to our neediest children.

S. 2548 is a very comprehensive meas
ure affecting a number of phases of pro
gram operation and administration. The
committee is to be commended for what I
believe to be a really successful effort to
get to the basic problems and come up
with solutions.

There are several features of the bill
that I find particularly attractive:

First. For the first time we are asking
that the States, from their own resources,
provide some program money. The Na
tional School Lunch Act has always had
a 3 to 1 matching requirement. The
States are supposed to be pro\'iding from
State and local sources $3 for every $1
they receive in Federal funds for the reg
ular school lunch program. Aside from
State funds for administration, only a
handful of States have been providing
money to help put that lunch on the
table. For many years now, States have
consistently more than met the matching
requirement primarily through the
counting of the children's payments for
the lunch as a credit toward the match
ing requirement.

Utah, I am happy to say, is one State
that does put a substantial sum of money
into the program. This school year we
are providing $1,737,857 in State school
lunch funds-almost 6 cents a meal. This
does make a real difference. During the
1968-69 school year, 54 percent of Utah's
schoolchildren participated in the lunch
program compared with a national aver
age of 39 percent.

S. 2548 1\'ould require that States pro
vide funds from State revenues toward
meeting the matching reqUirement. The
level of State revenue to be provided
would rise gradually until it constitutes
10 percent of the total matching require
ment. No fWlds frem children's luncheon
payments 01' privately contributed funds
of any kind could be included in comput
ing the 10 percent.
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Second. The proposed change in sec

tion 11 of the National School Lunch Act
is really needed. At the present time,
specilJl- assistance--higher rates of re
imbursement per meal from Federal
funds-is directed to schools drawing en
rollment from lew-income families. Now
the focus is to be shifted to the needy
child-the money will follow the child.
This \vill go far to help relieve the impact
on the paying child in schools that have
an economic mix of poor, near poor and
lower-middle-income children. Hereto
fore, the child w11::> pays for his lunch
also had to help pay for the lunch served
to those in his s::hccl who could not af
ford the full price. This left the school in
a real dilemma-price increases can
quickly drive the paying child out of thlil
program, leaving still less money to pro
vide free meals for the poorest children.
Everyone loses. The proposed new section
11 makes real sen:se to me.

Third. The COmlyJttee has done an ad
mirable job incorporating some fiexible
features that will permit testing of new
ideas and new approaches to group food
:service for children; that will encourage
efforts to improve nutrition education
and training as an adjunct to the child
feeding programs; that will enable States
to use available funds where they are
most needed.

Mr. President, v..e have by no means
finished our task in child nutrition. The
passage of this bill will mal{e compre
hensive statutory reforms, provide more
adequate funding, and make the admin
istrative changes necessary to help us
meet tlus unfinished task. S. 2548 incor
porates the best advice, the best thinking
that has emerged from the intensive
scrutiny of the child nutrition program
over the past several years.

Its passage will move us toward that
objective so eloquently expressed in the
early sixties by Secretary of Agriculture
Orville Freeman:

Never let it be said of this decade that we
put a man on the moon but failed to put
foed in the mouths of hungry children.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I rise
in support of S. 2548, a bill which would
strengthen and improve our child feed
ing program under the School Lunch Act
and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966.

I, of course, was pleased to have helped
spotlight and stimulate the national'
focus on the hunger issue. In 1967, when
the Poverty Subcommittee, on which I
serve, was in Mississippi, we heard testi
mony that people were "starving." This
was shocking to me, and I am sure to
the American people. I immediately re
sponded that if this were true, that an
emergency situation existed, and that we
should go directly to the President and
get him to provide immediate emer
gency assistance. Well, the bureaucratic
tuckpassing that ensued in the last ad
rEinistration was unhelievable ancl is a
matter of public record.

;'.11'. President, I am so pleased that
such has not been the case under Pl'es
id,;r~t Nixon's administration. President
Nixon, believing as I do, that with Amer
ica's agriculture abundance. no family
::'.nd partiCUlarly no child-should go
hungry. The President's action in this re
&.,;'(1 5hO\"-5 his commitment to the cause

of insuring proper food and nutrition to
all our people.

Last Friday. the Senate passed HE.
11651. a bill to prOvide temporary emer
gency assistance in order to provide nu
tritious meals to needy children. This
bill, H.R. 11651, amended the National
S~hool Lunch Act and authorized the
Secretary of Agriculture to transfer up
to $30 million to s8cticn 32 funds b allow
California and other Stat:::s to continue
to sen'c lunches for the last 4 months
of this school year.

Mr. James M. Hemphill, chief of the
Bureau of Food Services of the Depart
ment of Education in California, has cor
responded with me on the situation, and
hus advised me that unless the Congress
acted, California would have "to cut bade
on our programs." According to Depart
lllent of Agriculture figures, California,
as of February 6, had requested $569,236
for acid~licnal funds for free or rcducecl
price lunches, over amounts allocated for
fiscal year 1970. I am hopeful that the
passage of this emergency measure. H.R.
11651, will provide California with the
needed assistance to move ahead.

The school lunch program began in
the 1940's and it has been of great value
in helpinf); American children secure nu
tritional lunches. That is why I am so
pleased to strongly support S. 2548, which
would strengthen and improve food serv
ice programs for children under both the
National School Lunch Act and the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966. S. 2543, the bill
being discussed in the Senate today,
would:

First;, Provide for adv,lnced appropri
ations for child nutrition programs. As a
member of the Education Subcommittee,
I have been a supporter of the advanced
funding concept in our education pro
grams. The present practice of passing
appropriations for a school year when the
school year is well undcnv:1y-cr in the
extreme example this year, when the
school year is drawing to a close-creates
administrative nightmares and certainly
is not conducive to good education plan
ning and programs or to the wise use of
taxpayers' funds.

Second. Authorize $25 million for fiscal
year 1971, $33 million for fiscal year 1972,
$75 million for fiscal year IG73, and $10
mi1lion. for each succeedinz year th.3rc
after for nonfood assLstr,ncc. This pro
v-ides hrg-ely for equipl:1cnt to help
schools prepare and serve nleals. On.e of
the findings of recent studies on the
Ecllo01 lunch pro:;;ram ::md othEl' pro
grams, as well as the committee's hear
in~·s 011 the subject, \,..as that many
schools, pJ.lticularly older schools in the
inner-city· arC{lS, LJ.. cl:ed the caf.zteria E.ncl
kitchen eQUirHl1ent necessary to serve
tilCi.i" ycunG~,:t~1'3. iTh~ thrust of these
eh::mg::s is to see th,'.t tllefe sC~lOols do
have the l1eC::Sfary cquh)ment and to see
that th!2Y luve it [\;1 early 8,3 l;ossible.
T'hi.3 2.ceount.~.:i tOl~ th3 higher r~r~)~'cpria

tiCllS in the cD.i·Her Years 60 that the
E ~1.1ipn}2Et C?!l be .scc-ul'ed, and then, as
niO'.'B and 111;)1'e schc-ols secure the equip
r.C!.i~:llt. it is envisioned that the prcgran1
will taper off.

Also a change is macle under section
5 of the Child Nutrition Act to add a11-
ctllCl' fU:.ctol' i~l the fOl'l'l1ulJ. so th~1t ot:.e-

half of the funds under section
be distributed on the basis of need
nonfood assistance. The other half of the
funds under section 5 will continue to be
distributed, as in the past. namely, on
the basis of past participation and the
aesistance-need rate which is based on
average per capita income in the vari
ous States.

Third. Authorize 1 percent of the ap
propriations under the National Scheol
Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition Act
to be used for nutrition training and t'd
uc"tion. In addition to providing the
n::C2ss",ry resourc::s to feed our school
ch~ldren, it is important that nutrition
cclucation be included. Of course, this is
eS2ential for the cafeteria supervisors and
wor~~ers,but it also is needed by the chil
drEn themselves. For inculcating chil
dren in good nutritional habits has the
im;nediat;; prOSpEct of bringing about the
improvement of d2ets in the homes of
these chi1dren, and, of course, over the
1011s run of making these children bet
te:: p?rc·nls and lead?rs subsequent to
th~ir departure from the school system.

Fourth. Require that State matching
represent a portion of the local match
ing requirement under the regular lunch
program. Under section 4 of the national
school lunch program, FederflJ grants
must be matched by three times as much
in local funds. The major part of these
local funds comes from children's pay
ments for these lunches. For fiscal year
1972 and fiscal year 1973, States would
be required to providc at least 4 percent
of the State's total matching require
ments from state funds. This percentage
increases 2 percent each succeeding year
until State revenues make up 10 percent
of the matching requirements fer 1978.
Thirteen states already provide more
than 10 percent matching, and I am
pleased that California is one of the
States meeting these requirements. This
is an important provision for it encour
ages State participation. It not only has
the desirable effect of expanding the
funds available t::> feed youngsters, but
also, by taldng advantage of the State's
administrative abilities and leadership,
it would improve the program.

Fifth. Prohibit the public identifica
tion of children who receive free or re
duced-price lunches. Eligibility for free
or reduced-price lunches would be de
termined by the local school authoritie:3
but in accordance with pUblicly an
nounced policy. Eligibility criteria would
include the consideration of family in
come, family size, and the number of
children in the school.

Sixth. Hevise section 11 of th~ Na
tional School Lunch Act so that special
assistance funds would go uncler a for
mula that is derived from the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act,
\"hich is based on the number of lo\\!
income children.

Seventh. Extend the speeial assistance
program to all schools and change the
furmula for apportioning these funds
under the special assistan~e program so
that all needy children have access to
the school lunch programs.

Eighth. Authorize the Secretary of Ag
riculture, where there is a severe need,
to proyirle up to 80 percent of the op-
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erating cost, instead of the present re
striction to food alone, to school luneh
programs under the special assistance
provisions of the bill.

Ninth. Authorize funds for special
demonstration projects to improve the
program methods and facilities.

Tenth. Finally, the bill would eslab
lish a 13-member National Advisory
Council on Child Nutrition to make con
tinuing studies of the child nutrition
programs, so as to make certain they
are as effective as possible.

Mr. President, the Agriculture Com
mittee has reported a good measure to
the full Senate. Senator TALMADGE, the
subcommittee chairman, as well as Sen
ator AIKEN, the ranking Republican on
the l!ommittee, and Senator DOLE and
other members of the committee, are to
be congratulated for their outstanding
work in connection with this measure.
This measure, I am convinced, will pro
vide the administration with the tools
it needs to see that no American child
goes hungry. I certainly will support the
administration in this commitment and
in this effort, and I am confident that
this commitment, in cooperation with
all levels of government and all sectors
of our economy will be met.

Mr. President, I strongly urge enact
ment of this program.

IMPROVED CHILD FEEDING PROGRAMS NEEDED

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the bill
we have before us, S. 2548, was closely and
fullY considered by the Senate Agricul
ture Committee. It has received a favor
able report from that committee, and is
strongly supported by the Nixon admin
istration. The bill is designed to strength
en and improve the food service programs
provided for children, and it provides
many significant and desirable features
to help make the goal of eradicating hun
ger in our school-age children a reality.

It is my opinion, however, that the bill
should have been passed in the form
recommended by the committee without
further amendments. The amendments
which have been adopted are unwise and
impractical. They impose requirements
that go too far toward a wholly Fed
eral program. The child feeding programs
have always been a cooperative venture
between the Federal, State, and local
govemments. Amendments that unduly
and unnecessarily weaken this coopera
tion, for both funding and administra
tion, are deplorable.

In balance, and after thoughtful con
sideration, I have decided to support the
amended bill. The objectives and the im
provements contained in the committee
bill are sound and outweigh the inad
visable amendments.

President Nixon pledged in his special
hunger message to Congress to put an
"end to hunger in America." The na
tional school lunch program, together
with the child nutrition programs, offers
a balanced and sound approach to im
proving the nutritional well-being of our
growing schoolehildren. However, many
children, particularly from poor families
and from poor areas, are not receiving
these benefits. To assist the President and
the Secretary of Agriculture in meet
ing their commendable objective of end
ing hunger, the expansion and improve-

ment of these child feeding programs is
necessary.

The Agriculture Committee's report on
this bill states that S. 2548 is designed to
1'each all children, "particularly those
from poor eeonomic areas whose need is
greatest." That is certainly where the
problem of hungry children is most
severe. It has been estimated that 6.5
million children need a free or reduced
price lunch. but the DeplJ.rtment of Ag
riculture could reach only 3.5 million of
those children in fiscal 19(ilJ. More are
being reached during this current fiscal
year, but changes proposed in this bill
for the school lunch and child nutrition
programs willmore effectively insure that
all needy children in school may be pro
vided with nourishing meals.

One of the objects of S. 2548 is to see
that the funds under the programs will
go wherever the poor children are. The
reported bill provides that special assist
ance funds go to schools according to
tIleir need for assistance in providing
free and reduced-price lunches. The bill
would authorize the Secretary of Agri
culture in circumstances of severe need,
where necessary to provide for an effec
tive school lunch program. to authorize
assistance of up to 80 percent of pro
gram operating costs, including prepara
tion and serving costs. This provision is
needed because some areas are too poor
to support the program, even though
they receive substantial help for food
alone.

Mr. President, I am told that in recent
years the school lunch program alone
helped to feed about 20 million children
in nearly 76,000 schools in all parts of
the country. About 3.5 billion meals were
served annually through this program.
This is a magnificent accomplishment,
and deserves the highest of praise from
all thoughtful people concerned about
hunger and malnutrition. The 23-year
history of this program has shown it to
have been a commendable investment
in our Nation's greatest asset-our chil
dren. It has also been a model of Fed
eral, State, and local cooperation.

The child nutrition programs, by pro
viding for school breakfast programs,
preschool and summer recreation feed
ing programs, have been a valuable addi
tion to the Nation's efforts to provide
nourishment to the needy children of
America. About 400,000 children were
reached last year in the summer recrea
tion program, and about 100,000 chil
dren were provided with meals in the
clay-care program. These programs have
been very effective and helpful, but there
is much more that can be done.

Let us join in support of thjs bill to
continue the progress toward fUlfilling
the intent of Congress when it passed the
National School Lunch Act in 1946, "to
safeguard the health and well-being of
the Nation's children." Let us join Pres
ident Nixon in his goal of ending hunger.
Let us insure the necessary food and nu
trition for our children to promote their
fullest mental and physical growth.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to
pass this bill, despite the objectionable
features which have been adopted on the
floor.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask
for the third reading of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

The committee amendment in the na
ture of a SUbstitute, as amended. "'as
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The oues
tion is on engrossment and third rea'ding
of the bill.

The bilI was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield back the re
maining time.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President. I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry be dis
charged from the further consideration
of H.R. 515 and that the Senate proceed
to the immediate consideration of H.R.
515.

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

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
515) to amend the National School Lunch
Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966
to clarify responsibilities relating to pro
viding free and reduced-price meals and
prevcnting discrimination against chil
dren, to revise program matching re
quirements, to strengthen the nutrilion
training and education benefits of the
program, and otherwise to strengthen the
food service programs for children in
schools and service institutions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the committee will be dis
Charged, and the Senate will proceed to
consider the bill.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that H.R. 515 be
amended by striking out all after the en
acting clause and inserting the tex t of
S. 2548, as amended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion to strike
out all after the enacting clause of H.R.
515 and to insert in lieu thereof the text
of S. 2548 as agreed to by the Senate.

The motion was agreed to.
The question is on agreeing to the

amendment in the nature of a substitute.
The amendment was agreed to.
The PRESIDING OF'FlCER (Mr.

CRANSTON in the chair). The question
now is on the engrossment of the amend
ment and the third reading of H.R. 515.

The amendment was ordered to be en
grossed and the bill (H.R. 515) to be read
a third time.

The bill was read the third time.
Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask for the yeas

and nays on passage of the bill.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill

having been read the third time. the
question is, Shall it pass? On this ques
tion the yeas and nays have been
ordered. and the clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an

nounce that the Senator from COlmecti
cut (Mr. DODD), the Senator from Massa
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the .Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. LONG), the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. MCCARTHY), the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. McGEE).
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.



EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED
As in executive session, the Presiding

Office laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United States
SUbmitting sundry nominations, which
were referred to the appropriate com~

mittees.
(For nominations received today, see

the end of Senate proceedings.)

MESSAGES FROM TEE PRESI
DENT-APPROVAL OF A BILL
Messages in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States were commu
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard,
one of his secretaries, and he announced
that on February 20, 1970, the President
had approved and signed the act (S. 2214)
to exempt potatoes for precessing from
marketing orders.

EXECUTIVE MANSION AND FOREIGN
EMBASSY PROTECTION PORCE
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Senate tmn
to the consideration of Calendar No. 652,
H.R. 14944.

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

The LEGISLATIVE CI.ERK. A bill (H.R.
14944) to authorize an adequate force for
the protection of the Executive Mansion
and foreign embassies, and for other
purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, as we
approach the consideration of H.R.14944,
I am grateful for the presence in the
Chamber of the able ranking minority
member of the Senate Public Works
Committee, the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. COOPER). Later in the discussion of
this measure, we will have the chairman
of our Subcommitee on Public Buildings
and Grounds, the able Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. JORDAN), with us.
He is temporarily absent from the Cltam
bel' on other business.

I will proceed, as the chairman of the
Public Works Committee, to discuss the
measure prior to his returning to the
floor, at which time he and other mem
bers of am' commitee and other Members
of the Senate, as well, will have com
ments on the measure.

The pending bill was reported from the
COlllmittee on Public Works after it had
passed tile House of Representatives by
a very substantial majority.

The legislation would amend chapter 3
of title 3 of the United States Code,
which authorizes a police force for the

as to .those particular details
which· I .regret have· been placed in the
bill.

I would hope that the other body
would correct those details or that they
can be corrected in conference. And I
would very much hope that the bill not
become law or not go to the White House
in the form in which we originaily passed
it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, S. 2548 is indefinitely post
poned.

:Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I rise
to pay a well-deserved tribute to the dis
tinguished Senator from Georgia (Mr.
TALl\LIDGE). His management of the ex
tremely important school h:nch measure
was a nonumental task. Wrestling with
the complexities of pl"oviding proper food
and aid to needy schoolchildren of our
Nation is a matter of the greatest prior
ity. There is not a single Member of this
body \v110 understal:.ds better the prob
le'ES involved with the administration of
such a program than Senator TALMADGE.
\Ve appreciate very much his guidance
ancl his thoughtful views, his strong ef
forts, and llis great devotion.

Working closely with Senator TALMADGE
was the rankin:; minority member of the
Senate Agriculture Committee, the able
and distinguished senior Senator fro..1
Vermont (Mr. AIKEN). He, too, played
a major role in enlightening the Senate
regarding the ramifications of the meas
ure and aided immensely in its expedi
tious disposition. Senator AIKEN brought
to us the benefit of his great knowledge
gained through 'the many years he has
overseen no~ only the school lunch pro
gram but the entire farm policy of the
United States.

The distinguished Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN) deserves spe
cial commendation for urging so suc
cessfully his own strong and sincere
views. He contributed greatly to the over
all high quality of the debate and his
a;:nendments exhibited a keen insight
into the problems of hungry schoolchil
dren. He is to be congratulated.

The very able chairman of the Sen
ate Agriculture Committee is also to be
commended for his contributions on this
measure. Because of his efforts both in
committee and on the ft.oor, the Senate
tacked the bill unanimously in its final
passage..Also assisting in explaining and
guiding the measure through the Senate
was the senior Senator from New York
(Mr. JAVITS). As always his incisive views
aided greatly the orderly discussion and
we are most grateful.

The Senate as a whole may be proud
of the manner in which it attended to
its duties in regard to this bill and I wil;h
to commend all who worked to make this
measure so successful.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I voted
for the 8choo11unch program which just
passed the Senate. I did so with regret
as to some of the details included in the
bill.

I am impelled to vote for the bill for
two principal reasons.

Pirst, I have always supported the
school lunch program. I think that
it is a fiae program and that it should
be continued.

Second, the distinguished Senator
from Georgia (Mr. T,\LMADGE) has spent
many 1l1Onths of work in an effort to im
prove that program. Many details of his
work whirll will improve the program re
main in the bill.

I \\-ant to make it very clear, however,
that my votes on the various amend
ments ag~'eed to on the floor of the Sen
ate by \'ery close votes express my con-
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Murphy
Muskie
Nelson
Packwood
Pa,tore
Pearson
Pell
Percy
Prouty
Pl'oxn1ire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Russell
Sehweiker
Scott
Smith, Maine
Smith, IlL
Spong
Stennis
Stevens
SYluington
Talrnadge
'rhUl'1nond
Williams, N.J.
Williams, Del.
Young, N. Dak.
Young, Ohio

NAYS-O

NOT VOTING-I5
McCarthy Saxbe
McGee Sparkman
McIntyre Tower
Metcalf Tydings
Nl'lm..dt Ya.rborough

C~lurch

D::dd
Griffin
Kennedy
Lon;;;

AilWl1
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Eaker
Dayh
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, Va.
nyrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Case
Cool.
Coeper
Cotton
Cranston
Curtis
Dole
Dominiclc
Eaglet,,,,
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Panllin
Fong

So the bill (H.R. 515) was passed.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

move to reconsider the vote by which the
bill .-;as passed.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I move
to ];;y that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
~oTe"d to
aCoM;. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that S. 2548 be in
(:efinitel:{ postponed~

McINTYRE). the Senator from Montana
(Mr. METCALF), the Senator from Ala
bama (Mr. SPARKMAN), the Senator from
M:aryland (1\ilr. TYDINGs), and the Sena
t:)r from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH) are
necess8Tily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
f~'om Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) is absent on
efficial business.

I fUl'ther announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
Ca-crrcH) , the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. DODD), the Senator from Massa
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. LONG), the Senator
from Minnesota (Ml'. MCCARTHY), the
Senator f.rem Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE),
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
McINTYRE), the Senator from Montana
(Mr. METCALF), the Senator from Ala
bama (Mr. SPARKMAN), the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS), and the Sena
tor from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH) would
each vote "yea."

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen
ator from Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN) is
necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE),
is absent on official business.

The Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER) ,
1s detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) would
vote "yea."

The result was announced-yeas 85,
nays 0, as follo\vs:

[No. 58 Leg.]
YEA8-85

Fulbrl::;ht
Goldwater
Goodell
Oore
Gravel
Gurney
HanErll
Harris
Hart
Hartke
Hatfield
Holland
Hollings
Hruska
Hughes
Inouye
.Jackson
Javits
Jordan. N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
:tIJagnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
McClellan
:rvlcGcvern
IIEller
:Mol1dale
!\.ICllto~~·n.
Moes •
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Her year as Rhode Island state mother, she

said, "has been much llke a beautiful mosaic,
made up of many pieces. Some of the pieces
are more shining and perhaps more out
standing, but all put together they make a
lovely memory:'

Then she turned her attention to "Mom
and Dad" in a statement especially dedicated
to mothers and fathers. Declared Mrs. Giz
zarelli :

"We seem to have misplaced our sense of
values. self-indulgence and the principle of
pleasure before duty have become a phe
nomenon. When young people without dis
cipline and moral standards implanted by a
stable" home are thrust upon society, they
react by flouting establlshed traditions, cus
toms and authority.

"Therefore, the first and last hope for a
correction of this condition is the home. The
home should be a place where discipline,
tempered with love, is a habit. The proper
use of discipllne demands respect, and re
spect taught in the home extends outside
the home. Let there be no mistake, an un
disciplined child cannot help being mal
adjusted:'

At another point in her dissertation, Mrs.
Gizzarelli warned, "It you are permissive
parents, expect trouble. Dropouts and
criminals are often determined in the high
chair. Ninety-five per cent of the prison in
mates are dropouts."

Hard on parents, Mrs. Gizzarelll said young
people are being blamed for things out of
their control. "Drugs and alcohol," she ob
served. "are neither manufactured nor dis
tributed by youth. Teenagers are not respon
sible for the rising rate of divorce. They do
not elect publlc officials, appoint judges, or
make laws:'

Mrs. Gizzarelli thinks we should stop ex
ploring the moon and solve the problems of
this planet.

She said: "As long as blood still fiows in
Vietnam or cannon fire is heard on the Arab
Jsraell border, as long as the starving drop
in the utters of Biarra, whUp. the mentally
ill are unrecognized and untreated, while
gang wars erupt, there wlll be time to reach
all celestial bodies:'

America, she advised, should concentrate
on righting Its own "homes, backyards and
cities" and dispelling crime, racism, cancer
and poverty before hurllng astronauts into
space.

Mrs. Gizzarelli listed her 10 command
ments for parents as follows:

1. Thou shalt accept new ideas with faith
and trust In my generation; 2. Thou shall
honor the past and encourage the future;
3. ThOU shalt not seek false gods of imagery
and materiallsm; 4. TlI0U shalt stop, look,
Rnd llsten before passing jUdgment; 5. Thou
shall see me as one individual, not as a com
posite of all things you would wish me to
be; 6. Thou shalt treat each man as an
equal, regardless of his station in llfe or his
skin tone; 7. Thou shalt control and
dlsclpllne me, for that is an expression of
love; 8. Thou shalt understand my world,
it I am to respect yours; 9. Thou shalt
practice what thou preacheth and; 10. Ex
amine first from within before you can ex
pect results from Without.

Mrs. Gizzarelli has done volunteer work
for the Rhode Island Heart Association, the
Franciscan Missionaries of Mary, Little
Sisters of the Poor in Pawtucket, St. Vincent
de Paul Church, St. Pius Church and the
former Home of Good Sheperd.

Her husband Is a plumber and heating
contractor.

Mr. and Mrs. Glzzarelll have two married
daughters, Mrs. Anthony Nota and Mrs.
Richard DiGiacomo: a third daughter,
MarUyn Gizzarelli. and a son, Albert. a pre
law stUdent at Providence College.

As Mrs. Glzarelll looked back at the year
of her prominence. now sllpping away, she
found thIs consolation. Said she;

"I'll always be the 1969 mother. That will
never change:'

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the President pro tempore:

R.R.12535. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of the Army to release certain restric
tions on a tract of land heretofore conve~'ed

to the State of Texas in order that such land
may be used for the City of EI Paso North
South Freeway; and

R.R.14464. An act to amend the Act of
August 12, 1968, to insure that certain faclll
ties constructed under authority of Federal
law are designed and constructed to be ac
cessible to the physically handicapped.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn
ing business is closed.

NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH AND
CHILD NUTRITION ACTS AMEND
MENTS
Mr. TALMADGE. ~,fr. President, I

move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of the unfinished business,
S. 2548, calendar No. 633.

"The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Georgia.

The motion was agreed to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill

will be stated by title.
The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. S.

2548, to amend the National School
Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition Act
of 1966 to strengthen and improve the
food service programs provided for chil
dren under such acts.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President. dur
ing further consideration of the pending
bill, I ask unanimous consent that Hark
er T. Stanton, chief counsel of the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, and
my legislative assistant. Michael R. Mc
Leod, may have the privilep of the floor.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum,
and ask that the time not be charged
against either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
yield 30 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc
GOVERN) on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Dakota is recognized
for 30 minutes.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Georgia for
granting me this time to speak on the
bill now pending, of which the distin
guished Senator from Georgia is the
principal author;

Mr. President, last December President
Nixon convened the White House Con
ference on Food, Nutrition. and Health.
Three thousand people, interested in the
nutritional health of our Nation, some
because they were experts, others because
they worked in fields related to nutrition,
and a few because they know what it is
to be poor and suffer from hunger, met
for 3 days in Washington and made no
less than 525 separate recommendations
to the President.

At the end of the conference, 3,000 del
egates unanimously endorsed a priority
action program to eliminate hunger in
America. That action program called
upon President Nixon to declare a na
tional hunger emergency. It endorsed a
guaranteed adequate income for all
Americans. It called for reform of the
food stamp and commodity distribution
programs and for prompt House passage
of the Senate food stamp bill. Finally, it
called for the immediate establishment
of a universal, national child feeding
program providing free lunch and break
fast to every American school and pre
school child.

Let me read from the action state
ment itself:

IV. UNIVERSAL SCHOOL FOOD PROGRAM

There must be established a national child
feeding program which will make avallable
at least two-thirds of the Recommended Die
tary Allowance. This Is to be accomplished by
implementing a free lunch and breakfast
program for all pre-SChOOl, elementary and
secondary school children.

To assure maximum participation in the
program. the following steps should be
taken:

A. Nutritious food selected shall be con
sIstent wIth the cultural preferences of the
children to be fed.

B. Funds shall be provided to enablE
schools, child care centers. and other partici
pating groups lacking adequate facilities for
food preparation, to obtain such facilities or
to devise ways to provide means by other
means.

C. Community groups shall be eligible to
operate chlld feeding programs.

D. Local poor residents must be trained
for careers in nutritional planning and food
preparation for employment in the program.

E. Food provided at the schools shall bE
available at the choice of the children and
their parents.

Mr. President, that is what the White
House conference-3,OOO strong-rec
ommended to the President. the Con
gress, and the American people-free
lunCh and breakfast for every American
school and preschool child regardless of
family-income. But it came to that con
clusion, not just after 3 days' discussion
in -VVashington. It did so on the recom
mendation of one of its panels of experts
which studied child nutrition and our
child food programs for 4 months. That
panel recommended a long-range com
prehensive nutrition program for chil
dren and youth, the principal feature of
which is a universal free lunch program.
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Because of the importance of the legis-.
lation 'before the Senate today, I think
the recommendations of this panel for a
universal free lunch program should be
placed in the RECORD, and I therefore
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the RECORD the pertinent passages on
pages 381 to 384 of the White House con
ference report.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
LONG RANGE COMPREHENSIVE NUTRITION PRO

GRAM FOR CHILDREN AND YOUTH

This Panel recommends a universal free
school lunch program 1 within the frame
work of a Comprehensive Nutrition Program
for Chlldren and Youth; which would be
available not as welfare for the poor but as
a right of all children; which would com
bine the services of the health education,
food service and community organization
professions; Which would operate through
the school as a dellvery system and which
would provide a basic unit of food and
nutrition counsellng to all children ages
three to eighteen who can be reached through
institutional feeding. Our goal is an ade
quate nutrition program provided as a part
of the chlld's total education program.

Congress should declare that it Is the na
tional polley that each American chlld has
a right to the nutritional resources that he
needs for optimal health and should enact
appropriate legislation to guarantee the ful
fillment of this right. This basIc legisla
tion should:

1. Establ1sh a new Child Nutrition Ad
ministration within which all nutrition and
food service programs for children would be
administered and coordinated.

2. Authorize a comprehensive nutrition
program with the school as a delivery sys
tem for aU chlldren who can be reached
through institutional channels, normally
ages three to eleven, with food service avall
able by the beginning of the 1972-73 school
term in all schools as well as in faclllties
providing for programs such as chlld care,
nursery school education, and recreation,
programs for out-of-school youth, pregnant
girls, youth in on-the-jOb training, etc. The
most imaginative development of outreach
programs should be contemplated and en
couraged, such as the use of facilities in hous
ing projects for feeding school drop-outs,
small chlldren, etc.

a. A basic nutritional unit which shOUld
be provided without cost to every child
would include:

(1) One meal, probably lunch, providing
one-third of the RDA.

(2) NutrItion counsellng, based on medi
cal examinations and the identification of
deficiencies, with the school coordinating
the corrective eliorts of tbe physician, the
famlly and the chlld.

b. Supplemental Nutrition Units should
be prOVided as follows:

(1) Chlldren from famllies with incomes
at or below the poverty level should receive
supplementary nutrition units which will
provide the total RDA, year-around. An es-

1 A universal school lunch program fi
nanced out of tax funds without charge to
tbe children Is recommended by the majority
of the panel. Two members of the panel,
however, urged Instead a fUll Federal sub
sidy for the universal program with charges
for meals for children from high income
families. Various administrative methods,
such as a credit card system 'with weekly
or monthly billing, are available to prevent
the Identification of children Who receive
free or reduced price meals. This would re
tain the fee system and not further burden
the strained state and local tax systems by
subsidiZing lunches for chlldren from af
flucnt homes.

sentlal part of this program should be a
school breakfast providing at least one-third
RDA.

(2) In addition to breakfasts which would
be provided free in schools with concentra
tions of poor children, breakfasts should be
prOVided in all other schools on an abll1ty
to pay basis as an Important feature of an
adequate nutrition program.

(3) All children away from home more
than six hours should have two meals avail
able, providing two-thirds RDA on an abil·
ity to pay basis. As schools develop oli-cam
pus educational and work programs for stu
dents, the concern for good nutrition should
follow the child. Imaginative Involvement of
other community agencies or of the private
sector (e.g. the use of vouchers for meals
which could be redeemed at local cafeterias)
will be required.

c. Incentive grants should be available to
school districts to develop nutrition pro
grams which would olier food at a reasonable
cost as a community service: meals for the
elderly, evening meals for children of work
ing mothers; family meals to encourage par
ticipation In evening school programs, etc.

3. Provide for the financing of the chlld
nutrition program. At the present time we
would recommend 100% Federal financing
for all costs except constnlctlon. If Federal
revenues are shared with the states, then
the states sbould be expected to participate
on a matcbing basis.

4. Establish the conditions for state par
ticipation:

a. States should be required to submit by
January 1, 1972, a State plan which would:

(1) Describe the status of child nutrition
and the state's unmet needs; identify con.
centratlons of children who are high nutri
tion risks and locate the target schools and
centers where tbese children will be reached.

(2) Project the nutrition and food serv
Ice program Indicating how Federal and State
funds will be used to provide a delivery sys
tem to meet the otherwise unmet needs of
all children, guaranteeing that all schools
will have a food service program and show
ing plans for reaching out of school youth
(pregnant girls, drop-outs, youth In on-the
job training projects, etc.)

(3) Provide working collaborative processes
with State, Federal and local agencies, such
as Comprehensive State Health Planning,
Model Cities, OEO, ESEA, Bureau of Indian
Aliairs, Public Health agencies, etc.

(4) Indicate the State's overal! plan for
capital construction for food services to be
provided with State revenues.

(5) Describe the State's plan for nutrition
education and counseling.

b. States should be required to have a State
Comprehensive Child Nutrition Advisory
Comlnittee, with broad wmmunlty repre
sentation, to participate in the planning and
monitoring of the State's program.

c. States should be reqUired to submit an
annual report showing progress in meeting
needs Identified in the plan.

5. DlI'ect the responsible Federal admin
istrative agency, after consulting with ap
propriate committees of the Congress, the
States and various organizations concerned
with child nutrition, to develop a model sys
tem for administering child feeding programs
at the state level and to Incorporate In Fed
eral regulations the procedures for monitor
Ing, evaluation and reporting to be Imple
mented by the States ang local. districts to
ensure the most effective service to chil
dren. The model system should Include staff
Ing requirements and should reflect technical
assistance services provided by the Federal
Government.

6. Provide for sanctions the withdrawal of
Federal funds and/or direct Federal opera
tion where programs are not reaching the
intended beneficiaries.

7. Authorize one percent of bUdget for
annual evaluation, research and development.

8. Provide for incentive grants for innova
tive demonstration projects.

9. Establ1sh. National· Citizens .• Ag,vtsory
Committee to facll1tate citizens participation
In the development, monitoring and evalua
tion of the Comprehensive Nutrition Program
for Children and Youth.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, let
me say that I wholeheartedly endorse
the White House conference's call for a
universal free lunch program. There are
52 million American children in school
today. Some 32 million of them do not
participate in the school lunch program;
51,800,000 of them do not participate in
the school breakfast program. But a uni
versal free school lunch program would
be costly. We cannot, obviously,. afford
it today, but it is clearly the best 10ng
range solution to the nutritional health
of our children. However, we can and
must meet our responsibility to the poor
SChoolchild today. This it seems to me
to be the minimum necessity which can
not and should not be longer postponed.

Mr. President, last September the Sen
ate met its responsibilities to America's
hungry families. It passed by an over
whelming majority of 78 to 14 the most
comprehensive family food assistance bill
In our Nation's history-a food stamp
bill which, if passed by the House and
signed by the President, will help assure
that 15 million poor and hungry Anieri
cans will have incomes sufficient to pw'
chase an adequate diet.

Mr. President, let me say here that it
seems to me a matter of the highest
legislative priority that the other body
act on this constructive and most im
portant food assistance bill which was
passed by the Senate so decisively in
September of last year.

Today, we have an even more im
portant responsibility to meet; llY2 mil
lion of our Nation's children live in fam
ilies whose incomes are inadequate to
purchase enough food for an adequate
diet; 8Y2 million of these poor children
are in school. They an'ive at school in
the morning more often than not without
a decent breakfast. Five million of these
poor schoolchildren receive no lunch in
school-5 million who are taught the
hypocrisy of hunger amidst affluence be
cause their parents cannot afford the
cost of lunch and no one else will help.
The issue before us today is simply
whether we are going to fulfill the right
of those 5 million poor children to one
nutritious meal each day so they can
learn in school. That is the issue-the
future of 5 million poor schoolchildren,
who because they hunger for food, hun
ger also for knowledge, and for health
5 million children for whom hunger
means apathy, listlessness, loss of energy
and ability to concentrate-who cannot
pay attention in class, except to their
stomachs-5 million schoolchildren who
are absent more often because they are
sick more often. The experts have told
us the results. Malnutrition, they say. is
a major cause of retarded intelleGtual
development. As Dr. Charles Lowe testi
fied before the Select Committee on Nu
trition and Human Needs:

There Is no evidence that feeding people
makes them smart, but it is indisputable
that hunger makes them dull.

I might add in passing that nearly 10
years ago we had a tragic illustration of
the malnutrition in the learning process
when, through the American food for
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peace program, a school lunch program
was started in a poverty-stricken section
of Peru. Very careful records were kept
of the impact of that school lunch pro
gram upon the attendance and upon the
academic records of these hungry chil
dren.

In the months after the introduction
of the school lunch program, the first
thing that happened in the first 6 months
was an improvement in the school at
tendance. The school attendance im
proved dramatically. Then, the otherim
portant thing was that the academic
record of these children for this 6-month
period improved across the board. There
was an improvement of 50 or 60 percent,
as far as it could be measured in the
period after the intrOduction of the
school lunch program.

Mr. President, that is the issue
whether we are going to continue to
let 5 million hungry schoolchildren
grow up half educated, unemployable,
dependent on the rest of society and des
tined to spend their lives on welfare,
because we failed to take the simple step
of providing them with a nutritious meal
at school.

Let me observe at tllis point that the
Senator from Georgia deserves the ap
preciation and respect of all of us for
bringing to the floor with the endorse
ment of the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry the best food stamp pro
gram that this body or the other body,
for that matter, has eyer introduced.

It does represent an enormous im
provement in the present level of school
lunch operations. We are going to sug
gest later today and tomorrow several
improvements that we believe will make
the program of the Senator from Georgia
even stronger than it is today.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I de

sire to express my deep appreciation to
the Senator from South Dakota for his
generosity. I agree that the bill that the
Senate committee reported is a vast im
provement over the existing programs.
I point out that the distinguished Sen
ator from South Dakota is a cosponsor,
along with several other Senators, of
that bill.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator. I am very proud to
be listed as a cosponsor of that measure.

It does represent a very significant im
provement over our present child feed
ing programs. I am very hopeful that
the Senate at the proper time will agree
to these modifications and amendments
which we will be offering in due course,
that I believe will make the program
fully adequate to putting an end to mal
nutrition among the schoolchildren in
this country.

There are three things we must do to
assure the nutritional health of these 5
million poor schoolchildren who now re
ceive no meals at school.

First, we must assure thatlf a child is
from a poor family he will automatically
be eligible for a free lunc,),

Second, we must see that 'a child who is
eligible actually gets to eat. We must do
this both for those in schools that al
ready have a lunch prOgl:am and for

those in the 15,000 schools that lack the
facilities to initiate a program.

In that connection, I frequently en
counter Americans who are generally
well informed on public issues, who are
shocked to know that there are still 15,
000 schools in this country-and they
stretch practically from coast to coast-
that have no school lunch program at
all for any child attending school. That
is a shocking situation that I hope we
can put an end to in a short time.

Third, we must provide the funds nec
essary to finance free and reduced price
-lunch for the poor and the near po·or.

It is to achieve these three essential
goals that I have joined with eight other
members of the Select Committee on
Nutlition and Human Needs in sponsor
ing five amendments to S. 2548.

Last December, President Nixon
pledged that every needy schoolchild
would receive a free or reduced price
lunch in school by next Thanksgiving.
That pledge was underscored by the
White House Nutrition Consultant, Dr.
Jean Mayer, of Harvard University. If
the school lunch program were properly
administered by the Department of Agri
culture, by the States and by the schools
themselves, and if the President had
sought in his budget or if the Congress
were to appropriate all instead of a third
of the funds needed to feed every poor
schoolchild by next Thanksgiving, we
would not be seeking to amend S. 2548.
In fact, we would not need to amend the
National School Lunch Act at all. The
school lunch program is perhaps as suc
cessful as any Federal program-more
than most.

The distinguiShed chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. ELLEN
DER), and the distinguished ranking
minority member of the committee, the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN), de
serve a considerable share oJ the credit.
But, as with most programs of this kind,
unfortunatelY, we see that the truth of
the old adage "Them that has gets"
applies to our school lunch programs. In
short, the poorest schools have no lunch
program at all.

Very frequently the schools with the
highest percentage of children who most
need a school lunch program are pre
cisely the schools that either have no pro
gram at all or, if they have one, it does
not provide adequate funding and ade
quate programs for the poor children
attending those schools. Two-thirds of
our poorest children receive no lunch at
all simply because they or their schools
cannot afford it--while 17 million boys
and girls from affluent families pay their
35 cents and take the program for
granted.

It is all too true that the present
school lunch program works most effec
tively on the largest scale for children
from upper-middle-class families, rather
than reaching the need of the hungriest
and poorest students in our schools.

Now, I would be the last to suggest
that any of those 17 million should not
receive lunch at school. But I do say that
as we expand the program let us be sure
that the next 5 million children who
enter the program are those who come
to school hungry because their parents

are too pool- to give them a decent break
fast at home. Our thrust from here on
out should be in the direction of reach
ing the hungriest and the most underfed
of our schoolchildren.

That is what the amendments, to S.
2548, which Senators JAVITS, HART, KEN
NEDY, PERCY, YARBOROUGH, PELL, COOK,
MONDALE, and I seek, will achieve. They
will assure that first priority in the fu
ture is given to children who are most
in need of meals at school.

These amendments will further assure
that we establish adequate standai;ds
uniformly across the country to achieve
that fundamental purpose of putting a
decent lunch at a free or reduced price
level in the hands of every poor child
now enrolled in our schools. How do we
do this?

I shall refer to the specific amend.
ments.

ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS AND "REDUCED PRICE"

First, the establishment of uniform,
nationwide eligibility standards. Last
September, the Senate passed a food
stamp reform bill that provides for uni
form nationwide standards for food
stamp eligibility.

I think it is fair to say that practically
all experts across the country who have
studied this problem have come to the
conclusion that such uniformity of
standards on a generous and adequate
level is the essential starting point for
any good food assistance program. If
that bill is enacted, every poor family
whose income is the equivalent of $4,000
or less for a family of four will be eligi
ble to receive food stamps whatever
State they may live in. Amendment No.
508, which will be called up by Senator
JAVITS tomorrow will simply apply the
same standard to the national school
lunch program. It will assure that all
schoolchildren from poor families re
ceive free lunch at school.

All pupils from households eligible tc.
receive food stamps or commodities or
from families of four with an annual
income of $4,000 or less, the same stand
ard we used on the food stamp pro
gram-or the equivalent for households
of other sizes-would be eligible. These
are the children who would be eligible
for free school lunches. The amendment
would apply to schools which receive
cash or commodity support of their
school lunch program. To satisfy the
income tests and secure lunch, a child's
father or mother or other adult house
hold member would simply fill out an
affidavit in a form prescribed by the
Secretary of Agriculture attesting to the
family's income.

Eligibility under the present programs
is currently left by the Department of
ApTiculture to the discretion of indi
vidual school principals under general
guidelines which, unfortunately, are
completely unenforced and usually ig
nored. S. 2548 is silent on the issue of
who should receive free or reduced price
lunches. I think that is one glaring de
ficiency in the bill now before us, other
wise this is a very good bill. While the
bill adds a provision to the present act
requiring that school authorities an
nounce publicly the criteria which they
will apply in determining eligibility for
free and reduced price lunch, it fails to
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set any standards which could be ap
plied uniformly either among schools
within a district, among districts within
a state, or among the States themselves.

More than a year ago, in October 1968,
the Department of Agriculture promul
gated guidelines di.rected to the States in
an effort to assure some uniformity in
the determination of eligibility for free
and reduced price lunch. Those guide
lines purported to establish nationwide
eligibility requirements. They requi.red
that each State school lunch agency in
form the schools in their States of their
responsibility to provide free and re
duced-price meals to children from poor
families. They required the States to de
velop written criteria for the determina
tion of eligibility for free or reduced
price meals. They prohibited the overt
identification of poor schoolchildren re
ceiving such meals. They suggested that
free or reduced-plice meals be prOVided
to children from any family certified as
eligible for assistance under the food
stamp or commodity distribution pro
gram and for children on public assist
ance.

Mr. President, at this :point I ask
unanimous consent that the names of
the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SCHWEIKER), the Senator from Minne
sota (Mr. MCCARTHY), and the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) be added as
cosponsors of the five pending amend
ments I have referred to in my earlier
statements, amendments Nos. 508, 509,
510, 511, and 512.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Pl'esident, al
though the guidelines did not set any
specific income standards, on their face,
if implemented and enforced, they might
have resulted in some uniformity at least
within each State. Under the guidelines,
by February I, 1969, every pupil in every
school participating in the school lunch
program should have known precisely
what his prospects were for obtaining
lunch at a discount or without cost. Ev
ery child should have been protected
from being singled out because he could
not pay the full price.

Unfortunately, however, what is hap
pening at present is a confused and un
believable mess. A few school districts
have adopted lliliform family income
guidelines throughout the district. Most,
however, leave eligibility completely in
the hands of the school principal. As a
result, within school districts and within
States, some children are entitled to a
free lunch if they are on welfare, others
are not. Some families with incomes of
$2,000 get a free lunch while others with
$4,000 get a free lunch. Some poor chil
dren are not entitled to eat the same
meals as those who pay. Some are hand
ed a ticket or token a different color or
a different size so that they can be iden
tified from the children paying the full
price for the meal. Some poor children
are forced to work for their lunch as a
condition for receiving what Congress
intended to be a free or reduced price
lunch.

Miss Jean Fairfax, who is one of this
country's foremost experts on the school
lunch program and who was primarily
responsible for the April 1968 report,
"Their Daily Bread," recently undertook

a private informal survey to ascertain
the results of USDA's free and reduced
price lunch guidelines. Her findings dis
close a state of utter confusion as to the
meaning of "reduced price," inconsistent
eligibility standards and lack of uni
formity in administration from school to
school within school districts as well as
from State to State, She found that many
schools keep their eligibility policies se
cret, and that most had extremely cum
bersome, embarrassing, and degrading
application procedures.

I think all of us recall the moving in
cident in the television documentary in
the spring of 1968 showing a child actu
ally in a school lunchroom, standing
there watching othe~' children eat, under
the rules of the school-which, unfortu
nately, exists in many schools of this
country-that require a child who does
not have the money to pay for a meal to
stand there and watch while others eat
their school lunches,

I think that kind of situation is so un
conscionable that it cannot be allowed to
continue in this country.

Mr, TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. TALMADGE. I agree with the

statement the Senator has just made, but
is he not aware that the bill and the
committee report stop all the things he
complains of?

Mr. McGOVERN. I will say to the
Senator that the bill stops a good share
of it, but I think, as will become clear
here, there are still some gaps that we
must take care of.

In thousands of schools throughout
the country, :Joor children are required
to work for their lunch. In thousands of
schools throughout the country the kind
of degrading snooping taking place puts
the school lunch program in the same
category as the demeaning character of
our welfare programs. Hundreds of thou
sands of children are singled out in
school as different from others because
they cannot pay for their lunch. All these
abuses take place in spite of the fact
that the Department of Agriculture'S
guidelines prohibit them.

In other words, there has been a co
lossal failure of the administration of
the program in terms of the new guide
lines, or the recent guidelines, that were
spelled out in 1968.

As the Senator from Georgia has said,
S. 2548, as rep.orted by the committee,
does prohibit the overt identification of
any child by the use of special tokens
or tickets, or by the announcement or
by the publication of names or by other
means.

I hope this language will have some
effect, but it is the same language, I
hasten to add, that appears in the U.S.
Department of Agriculture's free and re
duced price guidelines and it has not
been enforced since October 1968, and
unless USDA is willing to enforce and
monitor these programs in the States,
the intent of Congress as well as the
executive branch may well be circum
vented in future years, as it has been
in the past.

I submit that the way to deal with
this pro'Jlem-with the utter lack of
uniformity in eligibility standards for
free and reduced price lunch-is to do

the same thing the Senate did1l1 the
case of thefQod stamp program. Amend
ment No. 508 would do. this. It would
require that any household with an an
nual income of $"',000 or less-or the
equivalent for households of other
sizes~the $4,000 figure is based on a
family of four-be automatically eligi
ble for a free lunch-no snooping, no
.demeaning test; just a simple declara
tion of the family income.

It would adopt the suggestion now
contained in the USDA's regulations
that any family eligible for the food
stamp or commodity distribution pro
gram also be eligible for a free lunch.

These changes would make the eligi
bility detennination uniform in the ma
jor Federal food assistance programs.
School boards, State legislatures, and
the Congress will be able to calculate the
cost of feeding children from poor fam
ilies district by district. This could fur
nish a much needed yardstick for meas
uring the adequacy of budget requests.

One of the great difficulties with the
present program is that it is almost im
possible even to guess at program needs
and forward needs because of the utter
chaos in the standards that are set from
school district to school district and from
State to State under the present pro
gram. In the absence of some language
providing for uniform standards across
the board in all the States, I do not see
how the Congress or the administration
can do anything in terms of forward
planning and in terms of the essential
needs of this program.

Amendment No, 508, in addition to set
ting uniform standards, would also spec
ify that the price the child pays for a
"reduced price" meal could not exceed
20 cents. Children from f'amilies above
the $4,000 level, but with insufficient re
sources to pay the full 35 or 40 cents
usually charged, would still have a right
to receive such reduced price lunches un
der cliteria established by the States and
schools. At present, no regulation or
statute governs the price of such a lunch.

It is very important to understand the
purpose of setting the minimum price
level of 20 cents on a reduced price meal.
The purpose of a reduced price lunch is
to bring a meal to a child who can pay
something for his lunch, but cannot af
ford the regular 35- (II' 40-cent price. 1
must say that as I give my youngsters,
day after day, the 35 or 40 cents, as the
case may be, for their lunch, I wonder
how low-income families with several
children in school can meet that cost
day after day.

The current lack of a definition thwarts
this purpOse and penalizes school dis
tricts that provide meals at reasonably
reduced prices.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I have
some additional remarks that I would
like to make. I wonder if a Senator in
control of the minority time would yield
me some additional time.

1\111'. AIKEN: Mr. President, how much
times does the'Senator need?

Mr. McGOVERN. Could the Senator
give me another 30 minutes?

Mr. AIKEN, Certainly.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
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Chair recognizes the Senator from South
Dakota for an additional 30 minutes.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Senator
from Vermont. .

As I said, the purpose of a reduced
price lunch is to bring a meal to children
who can pay something for their meal,
but who do not have the income base to
pay the full price. The current lack of
a definition of what this reduced price
ought to be thwarts this purpose and
penalizes school districts that provide
meals at reasonably reduced prices by
allowing districts that serve reduced
price meals at a trivial reduction that
would equal the cost of a regular price
meal in other districts to claim the
larger reimbursement due a free or re
duced price meal. Thus, the money re
serve for free and reduced price meals is
unfairly depleted at the expense of
schools doing thtl best job-it is apparent
that a uniform definition is needed.

In other words, it penalizes districts
that provide meals at reasonable reduc
tions by allowing districts which make
trivial reductions that would equal the
cost of a regular price meal in other dis
tricts to claim the larger reimbursement
due a free or reduced price meal.
In other words, under the present pro
gram, in the absence of any uniform
standards regarding the maximum al
lowed for a reduced price meal, some
districts will reduce the cost of their
regular meal by a penny or two, just
enough to allow them to claim reim
bursement for their reduced meals. They
are then allowed to claim reimburse
ment under the school lunch pro
gram. What that does is produce the re
sult that the money reserved for free
or reduced price meals is often depleted,
at the expense of other schools that are
trying to do an honest and reasonable
job in providing meals at reasonably re
duced prices.

A uniform definition is needed to pro
tect the integrity of schools that are
sincerely trying to make this program
work.

The respected study to which I referred
earlier, by Miss Fairfax and her col
leagues, "Their Daily Bread," has shown
that the lower the price, the higher the
number of pupils who buy the school
lunch. In two schools where the price
was 20 cents, participation was 100
percent.

Every child in those two schools par
ticipated; but when the price was raised
to 25 cents, on a controlled plan, par
ticipation drops to near 80 percent; and
at 30 cents a meal, it falls sharply to be
tween 27 and 37 percent. In other words,
by increasing the price of a meal from
20 cents to 30 cents, two-thirds of the
students under actual controlled condi
tions, dropped out of the program.

That stUdy was conducted over 2 years
ago, but it is even more valid now since
the price of school lunches has been
increased since that time.

Mr. President, I would also like to
point out that last December, President
Nixon's White House Conference on Nu
trition, specifically recommended that an
emergency food service program be
"launched immediately as a crash pro
gram to seek out and feed all school-
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children that are high nutritional risks."
It asked that the 5 million needy school
children currently excluded from the
national school lunch program be .served
free school lunch before the end of this
school year, and that funds be made
available immediately to meet this need.
It recommended a nationally determined
standard for eligibility and for free and
reduced price meals in all schools-an
eligibility standard which would furnish
free lunch and breakfast to all pupils
\vhose family income is at or below the
poverty level. It recommended that re
duced most meals be sold at a price not
exceeding one-half the regular sale
price.

Mr. President, amendment No. 508
adopts most of these recommendations,
and I hope it will be passed by the Sen
ate as an important improvement on the
bill reported by the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry.

Mr. President, in view of the need to
discuss the amendment in which I have
a special interest, it will come before the
Senate either later today or tomorrow.
As to the second amendment on the list,
I shall defer any discussion of that at
this time, and move on to a discussion of
some of the other amendments that will
be offered by other Senators.

In addition to assuring that USDA in
the future monitors the effectiveness of
existing school lunch programs; we must
facilitate the institution of new programs
in the 15,000 schools that are now with
out lunch. Most of these schools simply
have no facilities with which to prepare
and serve meals. Many are located in our
poorest urban and rural areas and can
not afford to build kitchens and lunch
rooms even when they want to, with the
very limited bUdgets under which they
operate.

Amendment No. 509 will help alleviate
this situation by providing the statutory
framework necessary to enable private
food service firms, under contract with
the schools themselves, to provide meals
for the children in these schools.

The Agriculture Department has in
formed the State school lunch directors
that it is in the process of revising its
longstanding regulations that now deter
schools from seeking help from private
food service concerns in providing school
meals. Such assistance is particularly
necessary where a lack or inadequacy of
equipment in the schools means children
are denied meals. The revision is ex
pected to be in effect as of April 1. The
Agriculture Committee has expressed its
support of this change in policy.

The amendment will simply state the
intent of Congress that the administra
tion's plans be pursued as quickly as pos
sible. As Dr. Jean Mayer, President
Nixon's Special Assistant on Nutrition
and Director of the White House Con
ference has stated many times:

If we can pro,ide filet mIgnon and the
other dellcacies eaten by busInessmen on
expense accounts 6 or 7 miles up In the aIr,
we should at least be able to serve a Type A
lunch to children In schools without
kitchens on the ground.

FINANCING THE SCHOOL Lt7NCH PROGRAM

The third essential, if we are going
to fulfill the promise that poor children

receive meals at school, is that suffiicient
funds be provided.

If the President's goal for the national
school lunch program is to become a
reality-and every needy child is to re
ceive a free lunch by Thanksgiving Day
of this year-there must be a substantial
increase in Federal, State, and local re
sources available for the school lunch
program.

The Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, while recognizing that "greatly
increased appropriations will be neces
sary," deleted the Federal authorization
levels proposed by the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE) because the De
partment of Agriculture strenuously ob
jected to being faced with specific budg
etary targets. Amendment No. 510 would
restore a much needed bUdgetary target,
specifically $250 million for fiscal year
1971; $300 million for fiscal year 1972;
and $350 million for fiscal year 1973.

The proposed fiscal year 1971 budget
continues a deficit of at least $400 mil
lion below what is needed to meet the
demands and the hopes raised for an
adequate school lunch proposal.

Unless the deficit is made up either
by the Congress or the States, the admin
istration's pledge to feed all children of
the poor in school by Thanksgiving will
simply be defaulted-and once again the
poor will be left to eat promises.

Let me underscore that, Mr. President,
I am convinced beyond any doubt that
if we do not inclUde in this bill an auth
orization of adequate funding, and if we
just leave this as an open-ended matter
which in some cases I might think was a
preferable course, if we knew what the
administration would do in expending
those funds-if we take that course, I
am convinced that we will not come any
where near the pledged goal of the ad
ministration, of seeing to it that all poor
children in schools-5 million of them
are fed an adequate school lunch by next
Thanksgiving.

The committee itself, at page 18 of
its report on S. 2548 set $712.8 million as
the total required to feed lunch to 6.6
millIon needy children-at 60 cents a
lunch, 180 days a year. Even if there is
a lO-percent reduction for normal ab
senteeism, the total still exceeds $640
million. In fiscal 1971 the Federal Gov
ernment expects to spend approximately
$300 million in cash grants and com
modities through formal school lunch
program assistance to furnish lunch to
needy schoolchildren. State and local
aid may possibly approach $100 million.
The combined Federal-State-Iocal sup
port level of $400 million would leave a
minimum deficit of $240 million. How
ever, this figure ignores both the infla
tionary rising costs which all of us are
aware of and Bureau of Census data
placing the number of needy children in
school at 8.4 million pupils. This Is
nearly 2 million above the estimate of
6.6 million cWTently used by the Depart
ment of Agriculture. If the higher esti
mate is used, it w111 cost $817 million to
provide lunch to 8.4 million needy chU
dren, and on this basis the current deficit
is about $420 million instead of $240 mU
lion.

Faced with such a deficit, it seems to
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me the least Congress can do is attempt
to meet the minimum expected deficit
based upon USDA's and the Agriculture
Committee's own figures. Amendment
No. 510 would do this, by authorizing the
Federal Government in fiscal 1971 to
pump $250 million into the program
through the outlet of section 11 special
assistance alone, which constitutes an in
Cl'ease of $206 million over the Nixon
administration's request for this child
nutrition budget line item, The adminis
tl'ation budget relies too heavily on fluc
tuating section 32 funds and hardly at
all on direct appropriations to meet the
cost of free lunches. The new section 11
would correct this imbalance.

The $300 and $350 million sums au
thorized for fiscal years 1972 and 1973,
respectively, would enable lunch service
to reach the more generous census count
of the needy, assuming an average rise in
the cost of lunch, with State and local
cooperation. If no or inadequate target
figures are inserted, the performance of
the executive branch in fulfilling its com
mitments would be less easy to measure.
Let me underscore that I am not making
a partisan jUdgment. Everything I have
said here could apply to previous admin
istrations. And the states and our needy
children would be in great danger of pay
ing the price for the "Thanksgiving'
promise," something they simply do not,
at present, have the resources to do.

We must provide this authorization
level in order to implement the other re
forms contained in the five amendments
offered to S. 2548.

The Agriculture Committee in reject
ing these reforms stated that they were
doing so because there was inadequate
funding to support the free and reduced
price lunches they would generate.

They say:
We cannot reform this program because it

lacks the funds to support such reforms
but, on the other hand we will not ask for
the funds either!

Such reasoning only confuses the is
sue-do we or do we not keep our prom
ises to the American people? Do we mean
it when top officials of our Government
say that by Thanksgiving of next year,
no poor child in any school in this coun
try should go hungry for want of a school
lunch? The National School Lunch Act
of 1946 declared that the program was
to "Supply lunches without cost or at a
reduced cost to all children determined to
be unable to pay the full price thereof."

Twenty-four years later the program
still fails to keep this promise-and yet
we reject adequate authorization levels.
I, for one, do not believe that this body
will tolerate that gap between rhetoric
and reality any longer.

Mr. President, the senior Senator from
Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH) is necessarily
absent from the Senate today. He has
had a longstanding interest, as Members
of the Senate know, in the school lunch
program; and he has prepared a state
ment supporting this bill and the
strengthening amendments that we will
be debating today and tomorrow. Sena
tor YARBOROUGH is one of the cosponsors
of each of the five amendments.

I ask unanimous consent to have his
statement printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
ViE MUST STRENGTHEN THE SCHOOL LUNCH

PROGRAM
(statement by Senator YARBOROUGH)

Mr. President, we are working today on
one of the most vital pieces of legislation to
face Congress-the issue that confronts us,
reduced to the simplest of terms, is feeding
children adequately.

My personal experience as a teacher for
three years in the rural schools of Texas
taught me that hungry children are not good
students. They come irritable and restless,
they are sometimes discipline problems and
distractions to other puplls in the classroom.
Since that time, I have learned that under
nourished children can develop diseases as
well as physical and mental handicaps which
remain with them throughout their lives.
Mr. President, do we need any other reasons
for acting on this measure?

I am a co-sponsor of the bill which has
been brought to the floor under the able
leadership of the Senator from Georgia, Mr.
Talmadge. But, I feel that there are a few
weaknesses in this bill which will be cor
rected by the amendments proposed by
Senators McGovern, Hart. Kennedy, and
Javits, all of which I have co-sponsored.

The School Lunch Program does not now
reach enough children with free and re
duced-price lunches. There is no set defini
tion of a reduced-price lunch. Breakfasts are
not provided for. Also, the program is under
funded.

These five amendments which I am co
sponsoring will help eliminate these short~

comings in the program. A clear definition of
a reduced-price lunch as one costing not
more than 20 cents will be set. Also, the
number of children eligible to receive free
lunches will be increased with passage of
the amendment proposed by Senator Javits.
Senator Kennedy's amendment will provide
for more breakfasts for school children. In
addition, there is a specific authorization
for the special assistance program whiCh
will hopefully give the Appropriations Com
mittee some idea of how much money is
needed to carry out the purposes of this law.

In addition to these changes in the exist
ing law, there is a new provision for co
operation between school systems and
private food service companies in child
feedjng programs. This amendment, if
passed, would allow school districts to ut1l1ze
the services and know-how of private enter
prise to bring food to our school children.

Mr. President, there is little doubt in my
mind about the need for the adoption of
these amendments and the passage of this
bill. My experience as a teacher has given me
first-hand knowledge of the effects of hunger
on school children. My 12% years of work
on the Labor l\ml Publici Welfare Committee
and my service on the Select Committee on
Nutrition and Human Needs have only
served to reinforce my belief that education
is wasted on hungry children. We cannot
afford this sort of waste.

What matters it If we spend billions of
dollars to provide an education for all Amer
ican children, if we then cripple the ability
of millions of them to learn by falling to
provide them with enough food to eat? How
good is their education if the real lesson
that they learn is that the more affluent citi
zens of our country have all the advantages
in life, from the very beginning? That is
why we need to strengthen and enlarge our
School Lunch Program and that is why we
need to pass these amendments to the pend
ing school lunch bill.

In the New York Times of February 19,
1970, there was a report of the publication
of a report of the effect of malnutrition on
children in Mexico. It is trUly frightening to
think that American children may be falling

victim to the sorts Of 1l1nesses described in
this article and that they,too. may be suffer
ing permanent • reduction of their I.Q.'s
simply because this nation does not care
enough about them to feed them properly.

I ask unanimous consent that the article
by Nancy Hicks entitled "Long Study of Mex
ican Siblings Supports Malnutrition I.Q.
Link," published in the New York Times of
February 19, 1970, be printed in the RECORD
at the conclusion of my remarks.

We have the chance now, Mr. President, to
feed our children-all of them who need
food-adequately. Let us make this effort
now. I urge adoption of these amendments
and this bill.

LONG STUDY OF :MEXICAN SIBLINGS SUPPORTS
MALNUTIUTION I.Q. LINK

(By Nancy Hicks)
A group of Mexican children hospitalized

at an early age with severe malnutrition has
scored lower on intelllgence tests in later
life than did their Siblings who had not suf
fered from the disorders.

These findings were reported in a three
year study of children from a small agricul
tural Village, completed two weeks ago. The
stUdy was conducted by Dr. JoaqUin Cravioto,
director of nutrition at Children's Hospital
in Mexico City, and by Dr. Herbert G. Birch,
a psychologist and professor of pediatrics at
the Albert Einstein College of Medicine here.

It was part of a larger stUdy of the ecologi
cal factors in chlld growth and development
that they have been conducting for the last
seven years.

A number of reports have pointed to a link
between development of intelllgence and
early nutriton. Dr. Cravioto and Dr. Birch
chose 37 children to act as the experimental
group in probing further into such a possihle
relationshIp.

Each child had been hospitalized some
where between his sixth and 30th month of
life with kwashkor, a severe malnutrjtion
disease. Each had reco\'ered and was five years
of age or older.

SIBLING CONTROL GROUP

As a control group the doctors chose a
brother or sister of each experimental group
member. Each sibling in the control group
was within three years of age of his brother
or sister and had never had severe forms of
malnutrition.

"We did this," Dr. Birch said in an inter
vIew in his office recently. "because even
though malnourishment goes with disad
vantage and affects in varying degrees many
members of a society, it is very difficult to
match control groups for the exact same
socio-economic factors or child-rearing prac
tices as the experimental group. Within the
same family, we thought we would eliminate
the problem."

Both groups were taken to the Army Hos
pital in Mexico City and given standard in
telligence tests, with the following results:

The average intelligence quotient score of
the experimental group was 68.5. The average
for the control group was 81.5, a difference of
13 points. Scores between 95 and 110 are
considered normal.

One-half of the experimental children
scored below 70 on the I.Q. tests, as opposed
to about 20 per cent scoring below 70 in
the control group.

Only four of the kwashkor victims, or 10
per cent, scored above 90, while more than
10 children, or more than one-third of the
children who had not suffered from severe
malnutrition, scored above 90.

LASTING EFFECT NOTED
All this shows that malnutrition has a

lasting effect on its Victims, Dr. Birch said.
Those effects can be so strong, Dr. Birch

said in a new book, that women who have
suffered from malnutrition early in their lives
have more complications and problems in
child-bearing than do healthy mothers, and
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these compllcations and problems affect the
health of their children.

The book, entitled, "Disadvantaged Chil
dren: Health, Nutrition and School Failure,"
will be pUblished in April by Harcourt, Brace
and World. Its coauthor is Joan Dye Gus
sow.

In past research, Dr. Birch has also found
correlations between a mother's height and
her baby's weight and between a mother's
hygiene practices and the child's size at
birth. Height and weight have been found
to be general Indicators of the health of a
population.

"In this research, we are exploring hunger
and malnutrition as factors which can han
dicap children as learners," Dr. Birch said.

"But we try to make it clear that it is
not food alone or compensatory education
alone which .make the difference between
school success and school failure for poor
children," he continued. "One-shot treat
ments will not overcome handicaps brought
on by generations of neglect. A complex and
sustained attack will be required to remedy
what is a complex and intergenerational
problem:'

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
thank both the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. TALMADGE) and the Senator from
Vermont (~'. AIKEN) for yielding me
time Wlder the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The bill is open to amend
ment.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
think the Senator from South Dakota
has some amendments he desires to of
fer.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
to be charged to which side?

Mr. TALMADGE. I did not hear any
one yield time for a quorum call.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question to the Senator from South Da
kota is, Whose time will be charged for
the quorum call?

Mr. McGOVERN. I ask Wlanimous
consent that I be yielded sufficient time
to ask for a quorum call.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
the time being charged to either side?

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection?
Mr. TALMADGE. For how long? Two

minutes?
Mr. McGOVERN. Five minutes.
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. ?resident, I

ask unanimous consent that the Sena
tor from South Dakota be authorized to
initiate a quorum call not to exceed 5
minutes, without the time being charged
to either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
l.t is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres..,

ident, I ask Wlanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. PreE'ldent, I send
an amendment to the desk IUld ask that
it be stated and be made 'the pending
business.

Let me say, before the clerk reports it,
that it l.s nearly identical to amendment

No. 512, previously submitted. There is
one clarifying modification in it. The
modification simply makes clear that in
reporting monthly the number of chil
dren eligible to receive and actually re
ceiving free or reduced price lunches
that they make their report to the States,
and the States, then, in turn, will report
to the Department of Agriculture.

That modification was furnished to the
staff of the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry last Friday afternoon. I be
lieve that the Senator in charge of the
bill has had an opportunity to review it.
It is merely a clarifying amendment.

Mr. TALMADGE. Let me thank the
Senator from South Dakota. It is merely
a clarifying amendment. I would ask that
he request the amendments to be con
sidered en bloc.

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes. Mr. President,
I so request that the amendments be con
sidered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments will be con
sidered en bloc; and the amendment just
offered by the Senator from South Da
kota will be printed in the RECORD with
out being read.

The text of the amendment, as modi
fied, of the Senator from South Dakota
is as follows: .

(1) On page 23, line 20, strike everything
after the period through the period on page
24, line 2, and insert in lieu thereof the
follOWing: "The amount apportioned to each
State shall bear the same ratio to the total
of such appropriated funds as the number
of children attending schools in that State
from farollies with incomes equivalent to
$4,000 per year or iess for a family of four
bears to the total number of such children
in all such States."

(2) On page 24, line 11, strike everything
through line 22 and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

"(e) Funds paid to any State for any fiscal
year pursuant to this section shall be dis
bursed to schools In such State to assist them
in financing all or part of the operating costs
of the school lunch program in such schoois
including the costs of obtaining, preparing,
and serving food. The amounts of funds that
each school shall from time to time receive
shall be based on the need of the school for
assistance in meeting the requirements of
section 9 of this Act concerning the service
of lunches to children unable to pay the full
cost of such lunches."

(3) On page 25, line 3, strike everything
through line 10 and insert in lieu thereof
the follOWing: "same ratio to such funds as
the number of children attending such non
profit prh'ate schools in such State from
famllles with incomes equivalent to $4,000
per year or less for a famlly of four bears to
the total number of such children in all the
schools, public and private, in such State."

(4) On page 25, line 16, strike everything
through line 25 and renumber subsection (h)
all page 6 as subsection (g).

(5) On page 26 betv.-een llnes 7 and 8 in
sert the follOWing:

"(h) (1) Not later than June 1 of each
year, each State educational agency shall
submit to the Secretary, for approval by
him as a prerequisite tn receipt of Federal
funds or any commodities donated by the
Secretary for use in programs under this Act
and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, a state
plan of chUd nutrition operations for the
following fiscal year, which shall InclUde,
as a minimum, a description of the manner
in which the State educational agency pro
poses (A) to use the funds prOVided under
this Act and funds from sources within the
State to furnish a free lunch to e,'ery needy

child in accordance with the provisions of
sectIon 9; (B) to inclUde every school within
the State in the operation of the national
school lunch program by the start of the
1972-1973 school ~'ear; and (C) to use the
funds prOVided under section 13 of this Act
and section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of
1966 and funds from sources within the State
to the maximum extent practicable to reach
needy children.

"(2) Each school participating in the na
tional school lunch program shall be re
quired to submit a report each month to its
State educational agency the average num
ber of children in the school who received
free lunches each school day during the im
mediately preceding month, the number of
children in the schOOl who were eligible to
receive free lunches during such month, the
average number of chlldrenin the school Who
received reduced price lunches each school
day during the immediately preceding
month, and the number of children in the
school who were eligible to receive reduced
price lunches during such month.

"(3) The State educational agency of each
State shall submit a report to the Secretary
each montil showing the average number
of children in the State who received free
lunches each school day during the im
mediately preceding month, the number of
children in the State who were eligible to
receive free lunches during such month, the
average number of children in the State who
received reduced price lunches each school
day during the immediately preceding month,
and the number of chlldren in the State
who were eligible to receive reduced price
lunches during such month:'

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, are
we on controlled time on the amendment
now?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are
under controlled time. How much time
does the Senator yield to himself?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield myself 20
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Dakota is recognIzed
for 20 minutes.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, may we
have the modification read?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would inform the Senator from
Vermont that reading of the amendment
was suspended, Wlder the previous order.

Mr. McGOVERN. Let me say to the
Senator from Vermont that it merely
provides that the schools, in reporting
on the nwnber of children eligible to
receive free or reduced price lunches,
make their report to the States and the
States, then, in turn, report to the De
partment of Agriculture.

Mr. AIKEN. And that is all?
Mr. McGOVERN. That is correct.
Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator from

South Dakota.
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, ever

since the passage of the National School
LWlCh Act in JWle of 1946, Congress has
had specific legislative responsibility to
safeguard the health and well-being of
the Nation's children-all her children.

To achieve this goal, Congress de
clared that the program was to "supply
IWlches without cost or at a reduced cost
to all children who are determined by
local authorities to be Wlable to pay the
full price thereof."

We have constantly told the public
that our children are the Nation's most
precious resource. In spite of such rheto
ric .and the avowed purpose of the na
tional school IWlCh program, the pro-
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gram reaches only one-third of the Na
tion's schoolchildren-and not even that
dismal percentage of its poor children.

This tragic situation cannot be al
lowed to continue. The rhetoric must
become reality before we suffer further
loss of the intellectual resources and
productivity of our children. This threat
alone should prod us to remedy the ob
vious failings of the national school
lunch program.

vVe can no longer afford a program
that in the words of its former director,
Rodney E. Leonard, "befuddles its local
administrators, not to mention the De
partment of Agriculture."

It is a punitive program which ap
portions its funds on the basis of past
performance, not need or willingness to
meet that need.

It is a program that does least for
those States and children most in need.

It is a program that badly needs its
priorities reordered. S. 2548 goes a long
way toward doing this-but not all the
way.

Most of all it is a program in need of
close administrative supervision-S. 2548
totally fails to deal with this problem.

Therefore, I propose am"ndment No.
512, as modified, to S. 2548 which would
require the States to file a plan of opera
tions describing their proposals to assure
that free and reduced price lunches are
provided to every needy schoolchild;
assure effective monitoring and evalua
tion of school lunch programs by requir
ing periodic reports on the number of
needy children actually furnished lunch
at school; allocate special assistance
funds for free and reduced price
lunches for low-income schools among
the States according to the number of
schoolchildren from low-income fami
lies; and permit the payment of all op
erating costs as well as food costs in
schools most in need of special assistance
under section 11.

I believe the single most glaring defi
ciency in the national school lunch pro
gram is the lack of accountability on
the part of local school districts and
States to the Department of Agriculture.
At the State and local levels, where legal
authority presumably rests, the child
nutrition programs are in incoherent
shambles. Rodney A. Ashby, the chair
man of the State Directors and Super
visors Section of the American School
Food Service Association, pointed this
out in his testimony before the Agricul
ture and Forestry Committee. He specif
ically called for "a system of account
ability which will assure prompt report
ing by States thus making possible im
proved management of funds at the
State and Federal levels."

Why is Mr. Ashby so concerned that
there be a State plan requirement?
When one considers the present extent
of State and local accountability-or
lack of accountability, the reason be
comes quite apparent.

The Department of Agriculture cannot
tell us accurately how many children in
this country go without lunch. They have
never done this kind of research. They
cannot tell us how many actually receive
free and reduced price lunches on a
State-by-State basis.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Dakota yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
STENNIS in the chair). Does the Senator
from South Dakota yield to the Senator
from Minnesota?

Mr. McGOVERN. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. I wish to commend
the Senator from South Dakota for an
effective definition of the problem \vhich
affects the school lunch program.

As I recall, President Nixon personal
ly addressed the White House Conference
on Food, Nutrition, and Health, and one
of the key points in his message was a
pledge that by the end of this fiscal year,
every needy schOOl child in the country
would be supplied with a free or reduced
cost school lunch. Is my recollection cor
rect?

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator is sub
stantially correct. There was a statement
made by the Special Assistant to the
President, Dr. Meyer, setting Thanks
giving as the date when that would be
achieved.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I' ask
unanimous consent that the President's
remarks on that matter be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the Presi
dent's remarks were ordered to be
printed in the RECORD, as follows:

In a related matter, we already are greatly
expanding our school lunch programs, with
the target of reaching every needy school
child with a free or reduced-cost lunch by
the end of the current fiscal year.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, in the
opinion of the Senator, how much money
has to be authorized for the 1971 bUdget
in order to achieve the objective which
the President supports?

Mr. McGOVERN. The minimum fig
ure would be $640 million. That is based
on the number of needy children whose
needs are not being met under the pres
ent program, to fill the gap of providing
either a free or reduced-price meal to
every needy child.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, as I
understand it, that is a conservative esti
rnate of the need.

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator is cor
rect.

Mr. MONDALE. It may be that the
estimate is up to 2 million children short
of the actual number in need.

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator is cor
rect.

Mr. MONDALE. But even taking the
most conservative estimate, based on the
Department of Agriculture figure, we
would need $640 million.

Mr. McGOVERN. They are the esti
mates that have been made by a com
petent staff.

Mr. MONDALE. How much did we
spend thi~ year for assistance for free
and reduced cost meals?

Mr. McGOVERN. Approximately $200
million.

Mr. MONDALE. And how much does
the President's bUdget call for in the
1971 fiscal year?

Mr. McGOVERN. There is about $300
million in the President's budget. There
would be approximately $100 million ad
ditional from State and local sources.

There would be a short fall of about
$400 million-$300 million coming from
the Federal Reserve Treasury and $100
million from State and local sources.

Mr. MONDALE. And if we are in fact
underestimating the need by some 2 mil
lion children, the amount needed could
be somewhat over $400 million.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
think that actually the estimate is about
$420 million.

Mr. MONDALE. I understand that the
amendment the Senator is proposing is
directed at prOViding school lunches. In
other words, it does l)Ot substantially in
crease the efforts to provide school
breakfasts, nor does it deal with the
problem of early childhood feeding.

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator is cor
rect. The pending amendment is not the
one that goes to the funding authoriza
tion, but is an amendment calling upon
the States to establish a State plan set
ting forth what they are doing in sys
tematic and clarifying language on a
periodic basis so that we would know the
number of needy children in that State,
district by district, the number that are
being fed, the difference between those
that are being fed and those who are in
need of a free or reduced price lunch.

That is one of the deficiencies in the
program. We do not have any account
ability from the States. We do not have
any accurate or dependable statistics on
what we are doing and what needs to
be done.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, as I
understand it, last year $45 million was
provided for funds under the so-called
Perkins measure. And we do not know,
because of this lack of accountability,
how llluch of that amount actually went
to reduce the cost of lunches for poor
children. In fact, $18 million of it was re
turned to the U.S. Government by the
States, despite the existence of this tre
mendous need.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, this
is really one of the most confusing para
doxes in the whole school lunch sham
bles today. In spite of the fact that
everyone recognizes the critical need for
additional funds in order to reach these
youngsters from poor families, as the
Senator has said, money was actually
returned from the present inadequate
program. I think this is because there
has never been any requirement that
States work out plans year by year as
to how they are progressing toward
meeting those plans.

Under the present pending amend
ment, where every State would be re
qUired to set forth a plan of operation,
we would at least know where we stand
with reference to the administration
program.

Mr. President, another provision of the
amendment as the Senator may know,
is that it would allocate funds available
under section ll-tllat is the so-called
special assistance program-to States on
the basis of the number of poor children.
That refers to children who come from
families with an income of $4,000 a year
or less. Funds would be allocated to those
states and school districts where the
funds are most needed.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I think
that such a reform is desperately needed.
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In the course of serving on the Select

Committee on Nutrition and Human
Needs and examining various studies, I
have been utterly shocked by the con
fusion, disarray, and inadequacy of the
current school lunch program. There is
not a national lunch program. There is
really a case of anarchy. Many school
districts cannot adequately feed their
hungry children.

The result is that there are more than
5 million children who cannot afford
school lunches and do not receive tnem.
Many of them probably came to school
without having had any breakfast, and
some without having had dinner the
night before.

I can recall visiting a third-grade
class in Nome, Alaska. The school dis
trict had no school lunch program at
all.

I asked the teacher how the children
were doing. She said:

They are not learning much at all. It is
very discouraging.

I said, "Why?"
She said:
Well, these kids haven't had anything to

eat. They come to school hungry. When
I first came here, my husband and I tried
to raise money to feed them. But we could
not do it. Untll the children get enough to
eat, they cannot learn.

I recall hearing testimony during the
hearings to the effect that children who
come to school without having had
enough to eat cannot learn.

If we had· to make a choice between
textbooks and nutrition, it would be
wiser to forgo the textbooks and feed
the children so that they would be ca
pable of learning.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr, President, I
yield.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I under
stand that today we are not able to tell
how many children are not getting school
lunches. I believe that information
should be required of them. I expect it
....ould be required under the pending bill.
If there is no dependable report and

the Department of Agriculture has no
records, I wonder what the basis is for
the statement of the Senator from Min
nesota that there are 5 million school
children who ought to be fed that are
not being fed.

I am not asking this question to be
critical. I know that some of the school
children in Vermont are not getting
school lunches because they do not want
them. And Vermont shOUld be the easiest
State in the Union for getting that in
formation. I think that there are about
8,000 out of a possible 12,000 needy chil
dren in Vermont who receive free or re
duced price meals.

I was wondering how we know how
many there are in the country.

Mr. McGOVERN, To respond to the
Senator's question, we do not really
know. We have some indicati0n from the
Bureau of Census figures on income
breakdowns. We have certain ctudies that
have been made by people looking into
the school lunch program. But working
largely from the Bureau of·Census fig
ures, there are about 5 millIon, nation-

ally. However, nowhere can one go to
the Department of Agriculture and know
State by State what the need is, or even
district by district.

Mr. AIKEN. But it is not the fault of
the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. McGOVERN. No; only in the sense
that the Department never really laid
down any requirements of accountabil
ity. I thinlc statutory action is required
on the part of Congress.

Mr. AIKEN. Some schools, I believe,
are not participating in the program for
feeding needy children from poor eco
nomic areas because of the requirement
that the States or the community pay
the operating costs. Under the Senate
bill they would pay only 20 percent of
such costs in cases of severe need and
that would make quite a difference. Even
then I expect some people in some of the
smaller schools would say, "We can take
care of it better at home." That is not
true with respect to the larger city
schools.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Senator.
I do not think we know with any degree
of certainty what the number is. I think
the Senator's question is well taken.

Mr. AIKEN. We do not know.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, one of

the most haunting experiences I have
had since coming to the Senate was when
I went to a grade school lunch period at
a school in st. Paul, Minn. I decided to
go there to see how a school lunch
hour worked, to see how the children
responded, to see what kind of meals
were served, and so forth. The meal was
a good one; it was balanced and nutri
tious. But I will never forget as long as
I live seeing those children coming
through the line. The cost of the lunch
was 25 cents per child. They had had a
15-cent lunch the year before, but when
the OEO money ran out, they went back
to 25 cents. About every fifth child going
through the line was unable to pay the
25 cents. Many of them just sat amongst
their friends who were eating this fine
meal. They would sit there with no meal
at all. One pathetic little girl, obViously
an impovel'ished child, had a little, dirty
sack she brought with her. I asked her if
I could look at it. Inside the sack there
were three chocolate cookies which were
going to be this child's lunch. That
should never happen to any American
child.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 20 minutes have expired.

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield myself 15
additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is recognized for 15 additional
minutes.

Mr. MONDALE. Such experiences are
being repeated throughout this country
every day. Millions of children who are
hungry sit amongst their friends at
lunchtime. Those who need lunch most,
those who need it to learn and to have
strong bodies, are not only being denied
food, they are also being served a lunch
in humiliation as they sit amongst their
friends and are denied this basic ingredi
ent required for a healthy and dignified
life. I think it is a national scandal.

The measure the Senator proposes
would establish the necessary guidelules
and the national policy so that we might
deal with the poorest of the poor. We are
beginning at that level as we did in the
McGovern-Javits food stamp program.

Without this kind of help, millions of
children will continue to suffer this hu
miliation every day and be denied the
basic food which they need.

Mr. McGOVERN. I could not agree
more. I know the Senator looked into
the school lunch operation not only in
his State but also elsewhere in the coun
try and that he is aware, in addition to
the problem he pointed out, that young
sters who do not participate in the school
lunch program do not do so because they
do not have the money. Many families
have practically developed a plan where
by the mother or father will designate
the child that is going to eat the school
lunch that day. Maybe Johnny gets it on
Monday, Mary gets it on Tuesday, and
another child gets the school lunch on
Wednesday. If there are three or four
children they pass it around or share it.
All these things are worked out. They
are humiliating to the child and so un
necessary in a country with the resources
we have.

I know the Senator from Georgia is
trying to reach much of that problem
with the bill which has been reported,
but without these gUidelines that we are
talking about I am afraid the measure
will fall short of the mark.

I thank the Senator from Minnesota
for his helpful comments.

Mr. President, the Select Committee
on Nutrition and Human Needs sent a
questionnaire in June of 1969 to all 50
State school lunch agencies to attempt to
get answers to questions like these
which the Department of Agriculture
could not answer. The State answers we
received are riddled with inaccuracies.
The States' best answers add up to a
failure-a program that lacks account
ability-a program whose administra
tors, State or Federal, do not know what
is happening in their own program.

Nothing makes it more clear than a
look at the mismanagement of special
section 32 funds which occurred during
the 1968-69 school year and were re
vealed in the States' answers to the com
mittee questionnaire. Under section 25
of the Agricultural Appropriations Act
of 1968, engendered by Representative
CARL PERKINS, an additional $45 million
was appropriated to supply free and
reduced price lunches for needy children.
But most States apparently used these
funds, possibly 20 percent of them, to
hold down ,;he prices of regular school
lunches-in effect, benefiting the mid
dle-class youngsters and diluting a spe
cial effort to provide an adequate diet for
the poor,Perhaps more shocking is the
fact that $18.8 million' of these funds
were returned by the States to the De
partment unused-while millions of
needy children went unfed.

Local school districts, in the absence
of strong State and Federal supervision,
will continue to rationalize negligence
and divisions of funds to meet rising pro
gram costs, contrary to congressional in
tent and executive instruction.



4410 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE

The negligence in the use of Perkins
funds is not the only example of the
problem of sending out Federal resources
acccmpanied by nothing more than good
i'ltentions. The experience with Federal
ITuidelines for free and reduced price
lunches parallels the fate of funds to fi
nance them. The guidelines resulted
from pleas from State school lunch di
rectors who said, in effect, "we want you
to tell us to feed the needy children be
cause then we can tell local school boards
we must because the Federal Govern
ment requires us to."

The Federal guidelines were published
in October 1968 and required each school
district to file a plan with the State by
the start of the 1969-70 school year. The
plan must describe the standards the dis
trict will use to certify a child as eligi
ble for a free lunch. It also must describe
who is to do the certifying, and how par
ents will be informed that free lunches
are available.

Judging from the results of the select
committee's questionnaire, fewer than a
dozen States have made a serious effort
to review the district plans.

Even more discouraging, no State is
capable at this time of providing specific
assurances that the guidelines are being
followed in local school districts. No
State has adequate staffing to conduct
field audits. The Federal agency's moni
toring effort is even more haphazard. It
sends regional staff to review district
plans on ftle in the State offices, and no
one at USDA is even employed fUll time
at monitoring the guidelines.

Hence, no one can describe the cur
rent status of the effort to establish
guidelines for free and reduced price
lunches in every school district and to
feed every needy child because no one
at the Federal or State level knows. The
guideline enforcement policy calls for
the withdrawal of all Federal funds for
child feeding where the guidelines are
not being carried out. Under the cir
cumstances, the only conclusion is that
present guidelines are meaningless and
will remain so without a State plan re
quirement.

The information-gathering channels
of the child feeding programs are de
signed primarily for bookkeeping pur
poses and less for program development,
more for managing dollars than services.
Reports show only how many lunches
are served each day. A school distlict, a
State, or the Federal Government can
only estimate the number of children
who participate. Similarly, all the ad
ministrative levels can estimate only the
number of children who need free or re
duced price lunches. The data available
only record how many lunches were sub
mitted by States on claims to the Fed
eral Government for reimbursement, and
does not tell how many need a free
lunch, and this will remain the case un
til a State plan and periodic reporting
are required.

Until we know how many children
need a free lunch and how many actually
receive free meals, Congress will never
be able to provide adequate funding.

The Agriculture Committee, in reject
ing plans and reporting, stated:

The Committee was in complete agree
ment with the objective of this amendment,
to wit, bringing every eligible local educa
tional agency into the program by June 30,
1973. However, the Committee felt that this
could not be done by refllsing Federal child
feeding funds to the entire state if some
local agency refuses to enter the program.

The proposed amendment contains no
such penalty but only the requirement
that the States submit a detailed plan,
which shall include, as a minimum, a
description of the manner in which
the State educational agency proposes
first, to use the funds provided under
this act and funds from sources within
the State to furnish a free lunch to every
needy child in accordance with the pro
visions of section 9; and second, to in
clUde every school within the State in
the operation of the national school
lunch program by the start of the school
year 1972-73; plus, a montWy report
and this is very important-in local
school districts and States of those eligi
ble for and those actually receiving free
lunches.

Surely this is not too great a burden
to put on the States in order to end this
chaotic situation in the administration
of the program.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Since we are on limited time, I won

der if the Senator would get some time
from the other side.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
Kansas.

Mr. DOLE. Since the Senator indicates
that his amendment would not require
the cutting off of funds to the entire
State, how would the Senator require
compliance with his suggested amend
ment?

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator from
Kansas is a member of the committee,
as I am. The difference between the
language that the committee was wor
ried about and this is that the State is
cut off for refusing to ftle a State plan,
not fo:" tailing to enlist every school dis
trict in the school lunch program. In
other words, a State is not penalized
be.cause one particular school district
fails to participate in the program, but
the States are told that if they want to
participate they have to ftle a plan in
dicating how they are going to carry
out the program.

Mr. DOLE. That might work whel'e a
State has jurisdiction over public schools,
but how about jurisdiction over private
schools? How are the States given that
power?

Mr. McGOVERN. There is no require
ment in the bill for the covering of pri
vate schools. There is no way I know
of that we can get at that problem.

Mr. DOLE. I think the Senator's
amendment deals with all schools in a
State, public and private.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator from Georgia yield me 2 minutes?

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield 2 minutes to
th~ Senator from Kansas.

Mr. DOLE. I call attention to page 3,
line 14 of the amendment, which con
tains the language, "every school within
the State in the operation of the national
school lunch program."

Mr. McGOVERN. Under the provisions
of this amendment, the State would be
required to develop a plan, showing how
it intends to carry out these provisions
and how it intends to carry out the pro
gram by the year 1972 and 1973. What
we are requiring here is that the report
be filed by the State.

Mr. DOLE. But is it simply a report
saying what the plan may be: it is not
a requirement that that school, public
or private. participate in the school lunch
program. Is that con-ect?

Mr. McGOVERN. That is correct. We
cannot force it.

Mr. DOLE. What happens in 1972 or
1973 if the plan is filed but not complied
with? Does the State just file another
plan?

Mr. McGOVERN. The State will not
be cut off because of the failure of a
district or school to participate. The only
condition under which this amendment
would deny funds to a State would be if
the State failed to file a plan. The pur
pose is to bring some accountability,
under pain of losing Federal aid, if a
State fails to provide a plan of action.
A report is called for under this amend
ment as to how a State plans to carry
out the program.

I understand the difficulty the Senator
refers to, if there is a district or school
that may not comply. There is no inten
tion to cut off the entire State because
of that individual failure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 13 minutes.

Mr. McGOVERN. A more detailed
State plan is already required of school
systems under the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act. S. 2548 itself calls
for an undefined State plan of operation
as a prerequisite to transferring funds
from one program to another, for ex
ample breakfast funds to equipment.
Thus, the requirement is neither onerous
nor unpl'ecedented. In fact, it should
have been required in our school lunch
program long ago.

The most controversial requirement, I
believe, is that of monthly reporting
but it is also in my judgment the most
necessary and effective one.

Consider the situation I have already
described regarding the failure to use the
$45 million in special section 32 funds to
create free and reduced-price lunches for
needy children. If the monthly report
ing system this amendment calla for had
been in effect at the time, at the end of
one reporting period it would have been
apparent that the number of free and
reduced pri'e meals being generated from
these increased funds were not sufficient
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and that obviously funds were going un
used and being misdirected. Then before
the months had passed and it was too
late, the Department could have acted in
its proper supervisory role to insure that
these funds were used E.S Congress in
tended. Without such a reporting re
qUirement, we know what happened
millions of poor children went unfed
while millions of dollars were returned to
the Department. I doubt that anything
less than a monthly reporting require
ment can solve this problem-for a longer
period of time will be too long a time to
allow prompt remedial action by the
Department.

I am not calling for the States to an
swer idle empty questions-but to provide
answers that can determine whether the
program is working or not. I do not be
lieve we will ever make it work without
such systematic reporting procedures.

My amendment would also divide the
funds available for special assistance to
the States to meet the need for free and
reduced price lunches according to the
relative number of schoolchildren in a
given State who require free lunch, that
is, are from households of four under the
$4,000 level. The committee bill already
proposes to change the old allocation
formula to focus ona $3,000 factor, hope
fully Senator JAVITS' amendments will
make $4,000 the only relevant income fig
ure. This should be the relevant income
figure. The Senate has already over
whehningly endorsed this figure in the
food stamp bill it passed last September.

The present allocation formUla, as well
as S. 2548, is based on the numbers served
in previous years. Thus, States earnestly
trying to improve are severely penalized
for past failures. Such a system impedes
progress in a most negative manner-at
the cost of hungry children.

This would be changed so as to base
apportionment strictly on need. It would
penalize no State :'lor decrease any
State's current participation, but would
greatly benefit industrial States which,
by and large, suffer from poor past per
formance.

Finally, this amendment would permit
the Secretary of Agriculture to aid
schools that could not otherwise afford
to meet the demands of their pupils for
free lunches, particularly schools in
which nearly every child is eligible, by
reimbursing them for the entire cost, in
cluding labor, of putting the meals on
the table.

The committee bill makes some in
provement iI.. that direction. It sets 80
percent as the cutoff figure, but heavy
reliance on title I Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act money to finance
lunch service in the South indicates that
the need for Federal assistance in some
impoverished areas is total and that
even 20 percent matching money is not
available to the local school districts.

For the sake of a rather arbitrary 20
percent matching requirement many
children would continue to be unable to
participate in the national school lunch
program. It would seem much wiser to
leave this to the discretion of the Sec
retary rather than to limit his action at
the expense of needy children.

Mr. President, may I again inquire
how much time I have remaining?

The PRESIDENT OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 6 minutes remaining.

Mr. McGOVERN. Clearly the 20 per
cent requirement would affect only the
poorest of the poor. Schools unable to
meet the requirement are obviously those
schools with the greatest percentage of
poor children-children who cannot pay
for their meals leaving the schools with
out the children's fees that other schools
use to meet their matching reqUirement.

Such schools are most in need of as
sistance. A penalty, which is what a 20
percent matching requirement amounts
to in their case, simply makes no sense.

Mr. President, the report that I have
referred to earlier, "Their Daily Bread,"
has described the national school lunch
program as a failure. At this time I am
afraid that judgment is true. But there
is hope of change, the administration
has promised that all needy children will
be fed by Thanksgiving Day of this year.
I sincerely believe that in order that this
promise be successfully carried out, we
ought to act favorably on the amend
ment now pending.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I may require.

Mr. President, the Committee on Ag
riculture and Forestry gave thorough
consideration to the formula to be ap
plied in the disbursement of special as
sistance funds under section 11 of the
National School Lunch Act. Section 11
was added in 1962 to provide for the
appropriation by Congress of funds over
and above the regular amount to provide
special assistance to needy schools.

My study of the school lunch program
convinced me that we should be more
concerned with needy children in schools
rather than needy schools. Under the
present law, there are many needy chil
dren in the schools that do not qualify
as needy or special assistance schools.

To remedy this situation, S. 2548 gives
the Secretary of Agriculture authority to
provide funds for free and reduced price
lunches to needy children, wherever they
may go to school. A poor child in an
average school district will no longer be
penalized because his neighbors can af
ford to buy. lunches while he cannot.

The committee realized also that it
would be necessary to change the method
of apportioning special assistance money
to the States if all needy children are
to be fed. Under present law, funds are
apportioned among the States on the
basis of the number of free or reduced
price lunches served in the preceding
fiscal year and the assistance need rate.
Thus, under present law more funds. go
to States which are already serving a
large number of free and reduced price
lunches than to States which have a
grave need to expand their free lunch
program.

Therefore, the committee decided to
utilize the formula of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act to provide

that funds will be apportioned on the
basis Of the number of children aged 3
through 17, in families which either have
incomes of not more than $3,000, or re
ceive more than $3,000 per annum in
payments from federally assisted public
assistance programs.

In other words, funds will be appor
tioned according to the number of poor
children in a given State.

In my opinion, the efforts to tinker
with the apportionment formula of sec
tion 11 are ill-advised and the amend
ments are poorly drawn.

I read from amendment No. 512:
The amount apportioned to each State

shall bear the same ratio to the total of such
appropriated funds as the number of chil
dren attending schools in that State from
families with incomes equivalent to $4,000
per year or less for a famlly of four bears
to the total number of such children in all
such States.

The Department of Agriculture in
formed our committee that data are not
available as to the number of children
actually in school as related to family
size and income.

As for the $4,000 standard to be used
in apportioning funds, it is true that the
low-income factor in the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act has been
raised to $4,000 by both bodies, effective
in 1973, for a family of any size, but
appropriations have never been adequate
to move beyond the original $2,000 limit.

In my opinion, one of the principal
reasons the school lunch program has
been so successful in many States is that
there has been a great deal of local co
operation. Wherever the school lunch
program has been effective in the United
States, there has been excellent State
and local cooperation.

Now the Senator from South Dakota
comes forward with a proposal to aban
don this time-tested principle of Federal,
State, and local cooperation in favor of
total funding by the Federal Govern
ment. Under present law, special assIst
ance funds generally are limited to re
imbursement for food costs. There is no
doubt that some poor schools need more
assistance. For this reason, section 7 of
the committee's bill would authorize the
Secretary of Agriculture to provide up
to 80 percent of total operating costs of
the school lunch program in ~ases of
severe need.

However, I must object to any proposal
that the Federal Government pay a
hundred percent of operating costs.
We do not do it in unemployment in
surance. We do not do it in old-age as
sistance. We do not do it in any other
Federal-State cooperative local program
of which I know. If we start funding the
program 100 percent from Washington,
D.C., when the money is going to be
spent in its entirety by local people, who
is to say, "Let us be careful and save a _
little and be a bit prudent in spending
this money"?

If we are ever to do an adequate job
of feeding all the needy children in this
country-and our committee certainly
wants to do that-we must rely heavily
not only on State but on local cooper
ation as well.
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One of the key features of S. 2548 is a.
requirement that the states increase
their matching funds. Under present law,
the States are required to match every
$1 of section 4 funds with $3 of State
funds. However, there is no requirement
that any part of this matc.1.IIlg money
comes from State revenues. At the pres
ent time, most of the money comes from
pupil payments. Under the committee
bill, all States will eventually be required
to pay at least 10 percent of their match
ing requirements out of State revenue.

The need for State and local funding
is graphically pointed out in the figures
submitted for the RECORD by the Senator
from South Dakota. The senator's fig
ures indicate that even if the Appropria
tions Committees appropriate all of the
money requested by the administration
for child feeding, there will be a funding
gap of $419.4 million for 1971.

The administration has not indicated
a willingness to greatly increase expendi
tures for child nutrition.

If we are to get the needed money, we
must get it not only from the Federal
Government but from the State and local
governments as well. If the Federal Gov
ernment can pay all the cost of school
lunches, there will be no incentive for
State and local governments to do any
thing.

Another objectionable feature of
amendment 512 is the requirement that,
as a. prerequisite of receiving funds, the
States submit a detailed State plan which
would include, among other things, the
manner by which the agency proposes
to include every school district within
the State in the operation of the na
tional school lunch program by the start
of the 1972-73 school year.

I have no objection to a requirement
that the States submit a detailed State
plan, but I do not think the Federal
Government should impose impossible
requirements as a prerequisite for the
receipt of any Federal funds. State edu
cational agencies can realistically file
such a plan only if they have complete
cooperation of the full range of local
agencies, inclUding nonprofit private
schools.

It is folly to establish a requirement
that cannot be met within the jurisdic
tional competence of an agency. State
educational agencies do not have lluthor
ity over nonprofit private schools, so
there is no way on the face of the earth
that they can assure that every school
will come into the program by 1972.

Also, amendment No. 512 would place
an impossible administrative burden on
the clerical personnel of individual
schools. The amendment would require
monthly reports from each school and
each State educational agency as to the
number of children eligible dW'ing the
preceding month for free lunches, the
number eligible for reduced price
lunches, the average number receiving
free lunches each school day, and the
average number receiving reduced price
lunches each day.

How can a local school maintain a
realistic count of the number of chil
dren from families with incomes less

than $4,000 and get that information
once a month? Can you imagine what
would happen throughout the public
schools of this land in the private schools
if every school child went home once a
month with an affidavit in his hand and
said, "You have to sign this, relating to
your income, so I can take it back to the
school so they can file a report with the
Federal Government, so we can tell them
we are poor enough that I'll get a free
lunch or a reduced-price lunch"? That
would be an impossible burden that the
Senator's amendment would put on every
school district in this COW1try. This
amendment would mean that the local
schools would have to require monthly
affidavits from every family within the
school district. While obtaining intorma
tion regarding every family in America,
the schools would be so busy that they
would not have time to prepare the food
and serve it to the hW1gry children.

I yield to the Senator from Vermont.
Mr. AIKEN. It seems to me that re

questing a report once a month would
be going a little too far, because when a
factory shuts down, many children will
be eligible for that month and may be
ineligible the next, as the employment
varied for that community. Asking for a
report once a month would certainly take
care of all the unemployed clerical people
in this country.

Mr. TALMADGE. That is quite true.
Mr. AIKEN. It would not be accurate,

either.
Mr. TALMADGE. That is correct.

Every family would have to keep a record
of its earnings for the previous 12
months. Also, the mobility of our society
is such that every time a family moved,
it would have to file a new report, and
the school would have to send it to
Washington.

Mr. AIKEN. It would be difficult. If
they had to make a report every 3 or 6
months, perhaps that could be done. As
the Senator has said, with the moving
that is going on these days, it would be
almost a clerical bookkeeping impossi
bility to make anywhere nearly accurate
reports.

Mr. TALMADGE. I agree completely
with my distinguished colleague.

Mr. AIKEN. That is one reason why we
do not get accurate statements now.

Mr. TALMADGE. The present law
gives the Department of Agriculture au
thority to set standards and require
plans. It is fiexible enough to be worked
out on a realistic basis.

I compliment the distinguished Sen
ator on his desire to feed the hungry
children of this country. He is not alone
in that desire, however. The Senate Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry
started that program some 24 years ago,
and we have been interested in it ever
since. We are interested in continuing it
and perfecting it. There is nothing
wrong with the program now, particu
larly the committee bill as reported, that
cannot be solved, if it can be adequately
funded.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield to my distin
guished colleague~ the chairman of our

committee, who is the father, I may say,
of this program.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the
main virtue of this program is the coop
eration that has been established be
tween the States and the Federal Gov
ernment. There is no doubt that the pro
gram which has been in effect since 1947
has been a huge success because there
has been complete cooperation among
the schools at the local level, the ad
ministrators of the program at the local
level, and the Federal Government. As
a result of that cooperation, the Federal
Government has been able to make a
success of the program by furnishing
about 25 to 26 percent of the entire cost.

The main addition to the bill now
being considered is that we are desirous
of having the States put up a little more
cash than they have in the past. The
school boards of many of the States in
the past, as well the administrators of
the program, have collected quite a lot
of funds from the fathers and mothers
of the schoolchildren who are the recip
ient of the program.

It was felt that this new formula writ
ten into the bill will be very much de
sired. It will result, in my judgment, in
a better program with the States making
a contribution.

As the distinguished Senator from
Georgia just stated, the provisions of the
amendment that is proposed can be done
administratively under the law as it now
stands. It would be ridiculous to have a
monthly report from each State on each
school on the number of children being
fed. It would mean the expenditure of
a great deal of money to administer such
a program. .

It strikes me that the bill reported by
the committee-I do not say it is per
fect-is a great addition to what the law
has been in the past.

Therefore, I hope that the amendment
will be rejected.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, un
less some other Senator desires to speak,
the Senator from South Dakota has in
dicated a desire for a record vote. I
would the.refore request the aides to in
form Senators in the cloakrooms and
elsewhere to come to the Chamber so
that we can ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, let me em
phasize what the Senator from Georgia
just pointed out, that is, that the Mc
Govern-Javits amendments would cost
$817 million to feed the children, while
all the amendments would provide for
a total funding of $397.6 million. This
means that there would have to be more
drastic legislation provided before the
deficiency of $419,400,000 could be
made up.

This is covered in the RECORD of Feb
ruary 20, 1970, page 4317.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the amend
ment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. TALMADGE. Does the Senator

from Vermont desire more time?
Mr. AIKEN. No. I just wish to put

emphasis on the fact that the amend
ments call for money for which no pro
vision is made.
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So Mr. MCGOVERN'S amendment, as
modified, was agreed to.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MONDALE. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 610

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 510 and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 22, line 25, strike everything~

through line 1 on page 23 and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

"SEC. 11. (a) There Is hereby author
ized to be appropriated $250,000,000 for fiscal
year ending June 30, 1971; $300,000,000 for
the fiscal :'ear ending June 30, 1972; and
$350,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973."

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I yield my
self 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, this amend
ment is offered by the Senators Come,
JAVITS, KENNEDY, MCGOVERN, MONDALE,
PELL, PERCY, YARBOROUGH, and me.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, may
we have order, so that the Senator can
be heard?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will suspend. Attaches will please
be seated. Senators will please be seated.

The Senator may proceed.
Mr. HART. Mr. President, the amend

ment would authorize sums under sec
tion 11 of the National School Lunch Act
to provide free and reduce plice lunches
for every child from a low-income family.
The amendment would authorize $250
million for 1971, $300 million for 1972,
and $330 million for 1973.

In 1962 only 33 percent of America's
children were participating in the school
lunch program. In Michigan the figure
was 17 percent. This low statewide aver
age figure resulted from a participation
figure of 10 percent in Detroit where old
schools and low incomes meant that the
very children who most needed the lunch
were not getting it. Section 11 was de
signed to provide free or reduced-price
lunches in such situations. Each year,
we have appealed to the Committee on
Appropriations for more adequate fund
ing of section 11.

Make no mistake about it. Until we
fund section 11 adequately, we are kid
ding ourselves if we think the school
lunch is feeding the hungry children;
it is not. Without section 11 adequately
funded we are putting lunches before
children who can afford to buy them,
who are going to the newer schools in
the better neighborhoods where food
service facilities have been built in, but
we are shortchanging those in need.

Section 32 was added to the program
in 1962. Until 1965 we were unable to
secure any funding for it, and we began
then ",ith a meager $2 million. Since then
we have been inching forward. It is time
to do the job right and I believe the
American people want it done.

Mr. President, if the President's goal
for the national school lunch program is
to become a reality-and every needy
child is to receive a free lunch by
Thanksgiving Day of this year-there
must be a substantial increase in Federal,
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TON), the Senator from New York (Mr.
JAVITS), the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
GRIFFIN), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
MILLER) • the Senator from· Kansas
(Mr. PEARSON), the Senators from illi
nois (Mr. PERCY and Mr. SMITH), and
the Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER) are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Maine (Mrs. SMITH)
is detained on official business.

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE) is
absent on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. MILLER), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT), the
Senator from Maine (Mrs. SMITH), and
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. PEARSON)
would each vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from New
York (Mr. JAVITS) is paired with the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. SMITH). If
present and voting, the Senator from
New York would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from illinois would vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. PERCY) is paired with the Senator
from Texas (Mr. TOWER) . If present and
voting, the Senator from lllinois would
vote "yea" and the Senator from Texas
would vote ·'nay."

The result was announced-yeas 38,
nays 32, as follows:

[No. 52 Leg.]
YEAS-3S

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, if no
other Senator desires to speak, and the
Senator from South Dakota is prepared
to yield back the remainder of his time,
I am prepared to yield back the remain
der of my time.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, let me just
say to the distinguished Senator from
South Dakota that I support his amend
ment. I am glad to be a cosponsor of it.
I realize that it apparently is contro
versial, but the objective is valid and
I support it.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Senator
from Rhode Island.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DOLE
in the chair). All time has been yielded
back.

The question is on agreeing to~he

amendment, as modified, of the Senator
from South Dakota.

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BIBLE (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KENNEDY). If he were present and vot
ing, he would vote "yea." If I were at
liberty to vote, I would vote "nay:' I
withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an

nounce that the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. ALLEN), the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. BAYH) , the Senator from California
(Mr. CRANSTON), the Senator from Con
necticut (Mr. DODD), the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT), the Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS),
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KENNEDY), the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. LONG), the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. MCGEE), the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE), the Senator
from Montana (Mr. METCALF), the Sena
tor from New Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA),
the Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARK
MAN), and the Senator from Texas (Mr.
YARBOROUGH) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH), the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), and the Sen
ator from Ohio <Mr. YOUNG) are absent
on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Texas
(Mr. YARBOROUGH) is paired with the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN).
If present and voting, the Senator from
Texas would vote "yea" and the Senator
from Alabama would vote "nay."

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from California (Mr.
CRANSTON), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from -Wyo
ming (Mr. MCGEE), the Senator from
New Hampshire (Mr. MCINTYRE), and
the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
MONTOYA) would each vote "yea."

Mr. SCOTT. I announce.t.hat the Sena
tor from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER), the
Senator from New Hampiliire (Mr. COT-
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State, and local resources available for
the school lunch program.

The Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, while recognizing that "greatly
increased appropriations will be neces
sary," deleted the Federal authorization
levels proposed by the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE) because the De
partment of Agriculture strenuously ob
jected to being faced with specific budg
etary targets.

The Senator from Georgia (Mr. TAL
MADGE) has been one of the most effective
voices raised in support of this measure.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HART. I yield.
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I de

sire to express my deep appreciation and
gratitude to the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, the Senator
from Georgia has earned these words and
many more.

Mr. President, this amendment would
seek to restore a much needed budgetary
target, specifically $250 million for fiscal
year 1971; $300 million for fiscal year
1972; and $350 million for fiscal year
1973.

The proposed fiscal year 1971 budget
contains a deficit of at least $200 mil
lion-possibly as high as $400 million.

Unless the deficit is made up either by
Congress or the states, the administra
tion's pledge to feed all children of the
poor in school by Thanksgiving will be
defaulted-and once again the poor will
be left to eat promises.

The committee itself at page 18 of its
report on S. 2548 set $712.8 million as the
total required to feed lunch to 6.6 mil
lion needy children-at 60 cents a lunch,
180 days a year.

Even if there is a 10-percent reduction
for normal absenteeism, the total still
exceeds $640 million. In fiscal 1971 the
Federal Government expects to spend ap
proximately $300 million in cash grants
and commodities through formal school
lunch program assistance to furnish
lunch to needy schoolchildren. state
and local aid may approach $100 mil
lion. The combined Federal-State-Iocal
support level of $400 million would leave
a minimum deficit of $240 million. How
ever, this figure ignores both rising costs
and Bureau of Census data placing the
number of needy children in school at
8.4 million pupils.

Faced with such a deficit, the least
Congress can do is attempt to meet the
minimum expected deficit. My amend
ment would do this by authorizing the
Federal Government in fiscal 1971 to
pump $250 million into the program
through the outlet of section 11 special
assistance alone, which constitutes an
increase of $206 million over the Nixon
administration's request for this child
nutrition bUdget line. item. The Nixon
budget relies too heavily on fluctuating
section 32 funds and hardly at all on di
rect appropriations to meet the cost of
free lunches. The new section 11 would
correct this imbalance.

The $300 and $350 million sums au
thorized for fiscal years 1972 and 1973,
respectively, would enable lunch serv-

ice to reach the more generous census
count of the needy, assuming an aver·
age rise in the cost of lunch, with State
and local cooperation. If no or inade
quate target figures are inserted, the per
formance of the executive branch in ful
filling its commitments would be less easy
to measure, and the States and our needy
children would be in great danger of pay
ing the price for the "Thanksgiving
promise," something they simply do not,
at present, have the resources to do.

lt would also appear to be necessary
to provide this authorization level in or
der to enact the reforms contained in the
amendments offered by Senator JAVITS
and Senator MCGOVERN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COOK in the chair). The time of the Sen
ator has expired.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I yield my
self 5 minutes.

The Agliculture Committee in reject
ing these reforms, stated that they were
doing so because there was inadequate
funding to support the free and reduced
price lunches tl~ey would generate.

We cannot reform this program be
cause it lacks the funds to support such
reforms-but on the other hand we will
not ask for the funds either.

Such reasoning only confuses the is
sue-do we or do we not keep our prom
ises to the American people? The Na
tional School Lunch Act of 1946 declared
that the program Wl:'.S to "supply lunches
without cost or at a reduced cost to all
children-determined-to be unable to
pay the full price thereof." Twenty-four
years later the program still fails to keep
this promise-and yet we reject adequate
authorization levels.

I think that is not a record on which
this body would be content to rest.

Mr. President, I offer several summary
sheets, which I ask unanimous consent to
be printed in the RECORD, which reflect
both the need and the method to insure'
that that need is met as reflected in the
amendment.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

ApPENDIX A. FREE SCHOOL LUNCH:
THE BUDGET GAP

The cost of providing a free lunch
throughout the school year depends on three
factors: the number of poor children to be
reached, the avel'age cost of a lunch, and the
annual number of lunches per pupil:

(1) There are two estimates in vogue of
the number of school chlldren from low
Income families who require free lunches.
USDA sets the figure at 6.6 million, by der
ivation from a study by the American School
Food Service Association, Analysis of the Bu
reau of the Census' 1968 poverty data re
leased in December, 1969 reveals that at least
7.8 and perhaps 8.4 million children between
the ages of 5 and 17 lived in 1968 in families
with annual incomes less than $3,600 for a
famlly of four or the equivalent. Given the
$4,000 eligibility test contained In the coali
tion amendments, coupled with the 3% an
nual decline in poverty, 8.4 million may be
the most realistic target figure.

(2) The normal school year runs 175 to
180 days, but a 10% absenteeism rate is an
ticipatible, making 162 lunches per pupil per
year a reasonable goal.

It 6.6 milliOn needy children, then the total
cost of furnishing free lunch in fiscal 1971 ==
$640 million (60¢ X162 X6.6 million).

It 8.4 million needy children, then cost ==
$817 million (60¢XI62X8.4 million).

(All figures in millions!

Total cOsL _________ ... ________ $640.0 $817.0

Funding sources (funding year 1971):
I. USDA______ ._ ........ _. ___ ._ 297.6 297.6

(a) Sec. 11..__ ._._ ...... _ 44.0 44.0
(b) Sec. 32.. __ ._ ........ _ 4.3 4.3
(c) Special sec. 3L._.·.~_ 151. 7 151. 7
(d) Sec. 4 1___ ._. __ • __ ._. 25.5 25.5
(e) Donated commodities '_ 72.1 72.1

II. Slates 3••...... ___ ...... _. ___- 75.0 75.0
III. local'_. __ ._ .. '. __ .......... _ 25.0 25.0

Total funding.... _. __ ........... 397.6 397.6

Cost·funding, Gap .......... ___ .. 242.4 419.4
Proposed increase in fiscal year 1971

aUlhorization __ . __ .. ________ . _.... __ 206.. 0 206.0

Gap increase. program defieiL ___ 36.4 213.4

• USDA estimates that approximately 15 percent of all sec. 4
funds will be applied to re.mburse schools for serving free or
reduced price lunches because 15 percent of all lunches receiving
the aeross-Ihe-board 5-cent reimbursement have been served
free or at a reduced price. Sec. 4 is allocated $169,700,000 in
f,scal year 1971, meaning that 15 percent of that sum is includible
under anticipated free lunch expenditures.

21,100,000 of the 18,900,000 children whose lunches will be
federally aided exclusively under the sec. 4 portion of the IUllch
programwill be needy children receiving free or reduced price
lunches In nOlineedy schools. Theaddilional 55 cents for lheir
lunches (less commodities donated) will come from stale or
local contribulions or the payments made by middle-class
children, ralher than lrom Federal funds. Those children can
slitule 5.9 percent 01 the sec. 4 children and will, accordingly,
consume approximately 200,000,000 lunches during liscal year
1971 (5.9 percentolthe 3,394,000,000 sec. 4 lunches). 1,000,000,
000 free or reduced price lunches are expected under the special
assistance for lunch provisions.

Thus. free or reduced rrice lunches would constitute 1,200..
000,000 or 27.3 percent 0 the 4,394,000,000 tolal number of all
school lunches served under the national program in liscal year
1971. Since the school lunch commodity budget for liscal year
1971 is sel at $264,500,000,000, some $72,100,000 01 that cost
would be attributable to Iree or reduced price lunches, on the
appropriale assumplionjthal, in a given State, commodities are
d.vided equally among the lunches served.

• The Senate AgriCUlture Committee reports that, in liscal
1968, $63,600,000 was contributed Irom State tax revenues for
the school lunch program. Approximately %: of that sum or
$45,000,000 was directed to supporting free or reduced price
lunches. By fiscal 1971, an additIonal $30,000,000 in State funds
will be devoted to that purpose, including $10,000,000 in New
York, $5,400,000 in Illinois, $6,000,000 in California, $2,000,000
in Maryland, and assorted sums elsewhere.

• Although no accurate compilation of local support for Iree or
reduced price lunches exists, $25,000,000 by. fiscal year 1971 is
the best available estimate. New York CIty contributes over
$10,000,000; Atlanta $750,000; Baltimore $500,000; San Fran
cisco $330,000; Detroit $400,000; the District of Columbia
$2,850,000 and many other cities make or will be making
substantial inpuls.

• The non-USDA free lunch programs include:
Headstart • $4010 $48.
Johnson·D'Malley.. • $2.
ESEA, title L .. __ •• • $25 to $30.
Migrant education $3.1.
Handicagped and delinquent children $0.2.
Follow t rough . $3.

The fiscal year 1971 program deficit for
the 6.6 million count would easily be cov
ered by the funds now spent for free lunches
under non-Department of AgriCUlture-oper
ated programs. Those programs currently
yield in the neighborhood of $75 to 90 mil
lion annually (Including some lunches for 3
to 4-year olds). (See footnote 5 above.)

The fiscal 1971 program deficit for the 8.4
million count would be in the $125-140 mil
lion range, after taking those other feeding
programs into account. The deficit would, of
course, be further reduced, although not en
tirely, by the overfiow from payments by
middle-class children, a sum which is not
capable of estimation. In all likelihood, 8.4
million children could not be adequately
served until the Section 11 increase for fis
cal 1973 were fully funded.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I hope very
much that the Senate wlll adopt the
amendment.
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Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield

myself such time as I may need.
Mr. President, when I offered S. 2548,

I had somewhat similar figures-in fact,
I think they were identical-for fiscal
'i'ears 1971 and 1972 as the amendment
proposed by the Senator from Michigan.
But the committee went into the matter
fully. We did not know exactly how much
money we needed. The 'figures were
somewhat contradictory. The Depart
ment of Agriculture made one estimate.
The Committee on Nutrition made an
other. As I recall, the school adminis
trators in the respective 50 States made
another.

So the action the committee took was
to leave it completely open ended, so
Congress would be authorized to appro
priate any money that might be neces
sary to provide for the need.

If Senators will turn to page 22 of the
bill, line 25, the language reads:

SPECIAL ASSISTANCE

SEC. 11. (a) There are hereby authorized
to be appropriated for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1971, and for each succeeding fiscal
year such sums as may be necessary to pro
vide special assistance to assure access to
the school lunch programs under this Act
by children of low-income faroilles.

The action the committee took is per
manent legislation, completely open
ended. The amendment of the distin
guished Senator from Michigan wouId
limit the figure to $250 million for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, $300
million for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1972, and $350 million for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1973; and no sums
whatever wouId be authorized in subse
quent years.

May I express the thought to the Sen
ate that this authorization is d. ceiling;
it is not a floor. The committee bill has
no ceiling at all. The time is not limited
in any degree. It is permanent legisla
tion.

So in this instance the Senator from
Michigan is offering legislation that is
far more restrictive than what the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry
agreed to.

May I say, in conclusion, that my orig
inal bill had the same thought as the
Senator, and I had fixed sums for the
fiscal years 1971 and 1972 identical to
what the Senator from Michigan has
fixed. But when we looked into the mat
ter in committee, it was determined that,
rather than put a ceiling on the appro
priation authorization, it should be left
open ended, so the Department of Agri
culture couId study the needs for the
program and the Appropriation Com
mittees of the Senate and the House, in
their wisdom, could appropriate such
sums as were desirable and needed.

The Senator's amendment is restric
tive in natur~. whereas the committee's
proposal is completely open ended.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Kansas such
time as he may desire.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I share the
views expressed both by the Senator from
Georgia and the senator from Michigan
and agree that the objective of the bill

is to provide every child who needs it
with a free or reduced price meal.

The Senator from Georgia initially
provided some limit in the authorization,
but, as he has just pointed out very well,
perhaps what we are doing, under the
amendment of the Senator from Michi
gan, is restricting the amount of money
that may be appropriated.

Regardless of the amount we author
ize, it does not guarantee any level of
appropriations. As I recall the delibera
tions of the committee when we had the
hearings and following the hearings,
after consultation with the executive
b:'C'nch we felt we should leave it open
ended so that there could be provided
whatever money as might be necessary
to achieve the objective expressed by the
unanimous vote of the committee, and
again today by the Senator from Michi
gan and by the Senator from Georgia.

The amendment of the Senator from
Michigan would tend to restrict the
amount of money that might be avail
able. I share the views expressed by the
Senator from Georgia, and, therefore, re
luctantly oppose the amendment of the
Senator from Michigan.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I yield my
self 5 minutes.

The exchanges indicate that all of us
who have spoken to the point are anxious
to insure that there are adequate au
thorizations and appropriations to feed
schoolchildren. Which is the most likely
way to put food in front of them, rather
than promises, which we have been mak
ing for too many years? Those of us offer
ing the amendment believe this to be
the appropriate way. Why? The realistic
fact of life is that the Department of
Agriculture is asking, "How much money
for this program? What is their request?"

Although I am not privileged to sit on
the Appropriations Committee, I imagine
that is a sort of ceiling at which appro
priations begin and from which they are
then lowered.

The Department of Agriculture asks all
of $44 million to do this job. Whether
they heard the promise about Thanks
giving, I do lwt know, but $<14 million is
not going to deliver by Thanksgiving.

Unless we put up a target, as proposed
in the amendment, of $250 million, is it
likely that there will be recommended. in
the appropriation bill when it comes
through, a figure very much larger than
the Department in its wisdom and pru
dence says is needed, $44 million?

We doubt it very much; and it is for
that reason that we argue the desirabil
ity of putting the target UP, rather than
having what admittedly is a very attrac
tive, at the moment, open ended proposal.
It will be open ended until the Depart
ment comes in and says, "We only need
$44 million," and then, boom.

Mr. President, there are 6.6 million
needy children. To furnish them free
lunches in tllis fiscal year, at 60 cents a
meal for 162 school days, would require
$640 milUon.

This should alert us, first of all, to the
fact that the department apparently is
not using a schoolchild count, or it is
getting the food at bargain prices. But
even at bargain rates, with 6.6 million in
need, $44 million is not going to get them
into business by Thanksgiving.

With the ceiling, if yOU will, or target,
as I wouId prefer to call it, established
by the amendment, we would get within
hailing distance of the total sUln tha t
would be required, making allowances
for regular absenteeism, and so on. It is
not, Mr. President, the motive of the of
ferers of the amendment to suggest a
figure less than that which is required,
but rather to state a figure which
reality requires we talk about now as
actually needed, if in fact delivery is to
be made on this promise.

It is for that reason, Mr. President,
that the suggestion is strongly made
and I hope will be adopted-that we now
recognize the inadequacy of the depart
ment·s recommendation, and the de
sirability of fixing a target figure which,
in reality, this year and next and the
following year, wiII deliver the food.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HART. I yield.
Mr. DOLE. I assuredly share the ob

jective of the Senator from Michigan.
I wonder whether he has taken into ac
count, in his request for these authoriza
tion limits, the amendment we have just
adopted, in which we established new
eligibility requirements. It may be that
the amount requested in the Senator's
amendment may not be adequate, in the
light of the new standards, and because
the Federal Government will now pay
all the costs in certain instances.

Mr. HART. I thinlc the amendment we
just adopted established an eligibility
income ceiling, and allocated money on
the basis of a $4,000 annual income. It
did not establish eligibility, but the Sen:"
ator is correct, it is anticipated that such
an amendment will be offere1. We have
not done it.

Mr. DOLE. I wonder, in the light of
the amendment that was agreed to, if,
sharing the views of the Senator from
Michigan, we may not be tying the
hands of the department because of the
increased costs to be added by that last
amendment, since in some cases 100
percent of the cost is to be borne by the
Federal Government.

Mr, HART. It is my information that
even with the adoption of the Javits
amendment, there would still be an in
adequate provision. But this $36 million
deficit couId be made up from other
non-USDA child feeding funds, such as
Johnson-O'Malley funds. I am advised
that not until 1972 wouId the sum be
adequate to insure delivery to all the
children.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 2 additional minutes have expired.
Who yields time?

Mr. HART, Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield
such time to the Senator from Florida
as he may require.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I yield
to the senator from Michigan so that he
may ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. HART. I th~,nk the Senator from
Florida. Mr. President, I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I wish

to say first that I agree implicitly with
the distinguished Senator from Georgia
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and the distinguished Senator from Kan
sas in opposing this amendment. The
Senator from Georgia had some figures
in his bill. I do not remember the size
of them, but I recall that there were
three different estimates as to how many
dependent children would come under
the purview of the old section 11 of the
act, which is what we are talking about
now, the feeding of dependent children.

The Department of Agriculture
thought there would be enough so that
$44 million would take care of all they
could possibly hope to bring within the
program in this approaching year. The
school officials had a different figure, and
then the nutrition committee had a
different figure still; and, though I rarely
favor any open ended appropriation, it
seemed to me that if we were to take
care of this matter at all, we should do it,
in this instance, through an open ended
appropriation, because there was no de
pendable set of figures upon which we
could rely in trying to decide what should
be the amount required for each of the
years.

So, Mr. President, we agreed to leave
the authorization open ended, and we
also agreed to make this part of the bill
permanent legislation. In both of those
particulars, the amendment in question
is less desirable than the provisions of
the pending bill; and my own feeling
is that the amendment should be de
feated.

I might say that our experience under
this particular program is twofold. First,
they have never used the amounts that
we have appropriated. We appropriated
for this particular year $45 million, and
that amount was not used.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.
Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator did not

include, I believe, the additional sec
tion 32 funds that are also being used for
that purpose.

Mr. HOLLAND; The Senator is cor
rect; and that is the one thing that I am
grateful to the authors of this amend
ment for-they have finally realized that
they should not continue to abuse the
purposes of section 32 by encroaching
upon section 32 for every use that came
up and every amount that might be
needed. At least the amendment has
that virtue, though I cannot find any
other virtue in it.

The open ended authorization is com
pletely necessary because no one knows
how big this program will be, first, as to
the number of needy children that there
are in the country, and, second, as to
the number of States or cities that are
going to come in for their part of the de
pendent children.

I am sure that Senators know that
some of the most populous states, or sev_
eral of them, have not come in on this
program, and that some of the largest
cities have not come in on the program,
and many of the dependent children are
in those largest cities. So the whole pro
gram, here, is in the air; no one has any
definite figure in mind, and instead, our
friends who offer this amendment pro
pose definite figures which are very much
larger than anything that has been able
to be committed or spent before, and

they limit them to the 3 years cov
ered by the amendment.

Mr. HART. Mr. PJ.·esident, will the
senator yield so that I may ask for
yeas and nays?

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield for
that purpose.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, we still

have those two imponderables, those
two unknown matters, in this figure. \Ve
do not know how many dependent chil
dren there are nationwide. We do not
know what States and large cities are go
ing to come into the program. We do
not know whether the large cities that
have heretofore declined to come into
that program are going to do so.

I think that everybody who is hope
ful to do the most we can under this
program realizes that, in the first in
stance, permanent legislation rather
than 3-year legislation is desirable and,
second, that open ended authorization
is desirable because we hope that every
body will come in, for all the dependent
children. But we have no assurance what
ever that such will be the case, and ,ve
do not know how many there will be if
it should be the case.

It seems to me that the bill reported
by the committee is infinitely wiser than
this amendment would make it.

I yield to the Senator from Vermont.
Mr. AIKEN. I simply cannot under

stand what motivates the sponsors of
these amendments to require the expen
diture of so much money for the school
lunch program and then restrict the
appropriation which would be necessary
to meet that requirement to about half of
the total. I do not know what the mo
tive is. If it went through both Houses
of Congress, of course only one thing
could happen to it, and that perhaps
could be useful in certain areas at cer
tain times of the year. But it just looks
to me that if they have their way, some
thing disastrous will happen to the school
lunch program. That is all there is to
it.

Of course, I do not think the House
would tolerate any such action on their
part.

I forget how long ago we passed the
Food Stamp bill. It was months and
months ago.

Mr. TALMADGE. Five months ago.
Mr. AIKEN. Five months ago. And

still nothing has come of it. We do not
have any food stamp program for the
future. And that is exactly what will
happen to the school lunch program, I
think, if we send it through with the
amendments which are being proposed
to it. I think it is irresponsible legislat
ing.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the remarks of the Senator, and
I agree with him entirely.

I may say that it seems to me that
the committee bill as reported is in
finitely wiser. It was supported by the
full committee, with one exception. It
appears that we are about to go through
the same course-or, at least, we are
having the same course suggested to us
that we had on the food stamp matter
which the Senator from Vermont has

mentioned. We passed that bill prior to
July 7. I do not know the exact date,
but July 7 was the date of the passage
by the Senate of the Agriculture appro
priation bill, which I had the privilege
of handling on the floor of the Senate.
That big food stamp bill, which so
greatly enlarged the program authorized
by the committee, with one exception,
still languishes in the other body, and
no action whatever has been taken on
it. I do. not want to see us go through
the same course with reference to the
school lunch program.

I do hope that the committee bill will
pass, and I regret that the amendment
which we recently adopted was adopted,
because it adopts a much higher stand
ard as to who are dependent children
than does the present ruling 0: than was
required by the committee bill.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Senator
from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. In my opinion, the effect
of the amendment just adopted would be
to take the money from the smaller or
poorer States of the Union and put it
into the States that have the big cities.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, that
might be the result. I do not know. But
I am anxious that we do finally fulfill
to a greater measure than we have here
tofore the objectives of section 11. I
think we would do that better under the
committee bill, infinitely better and cer
tainly longer, than would be done under
the pending amendment. I hope the
amendment will be rejected.

Mr. HART. I yield myself 1 minute be
fore yielding to the Senator from South
Dakota.

Mr. President, it is the understanding
of the offerers of this amendment that
there will be no selection among children
who are poor, whether they are in small
States or large States. The purpose we
seek to achieve is that there is a good
amount of money available to assure that
children, wherever they are, are delivered
of a promise we have talked about for a
long time.

I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
South Dakota.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I do
not want to charge anyone here with
hypocrisy, but the truth of the matter
is that we have an argument going in a
circle here on what it is going to take to
meet the promise we have made to try
to feed every poor, hungry child by
Thanksgiving of 1970.

The administration officials who came
before the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry objected to various reforms that
are offered in the amendments we· are
considering today and will be consider
ing tomorrow, on the ground that there
was not sufficient funding to carry out
those amendments.

The Senator from Georgia (Mr. TAL
MADGE) had in his bill, when it was
originally introduced, funding to cover
that purpose. The witnesses who came
here to testify on behalf of the adminis
tration said, in. effect, "Don't put us on
the spot by putting the figure in the bill,
because we don't know whether we are
going to have that much money avail
able." In other words, they were object-
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ing to the reforms in one breath by
saying, "We don't have the money to
pay for them," and then saying, "Don't
ask for the money."

So we end up with the same old prob
lem we have had before, of a lot of
rhetoric about putting an end to hunger,
and then a very careful sidestep in fail
ing to provide the money that is needed.

It is all well and good to talk about an
open-ended appropriation if you know
that you have a commitment from the
administration to ask for the money
that will be needed to carry out these
reforms. But every indication-I say this
with very considered judgment, and I
think it is true with other members of the
committee-is that there is no intention
to ask for adequate funding to carry out
the kind of reforms that will be needed
to make this program relevant.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. TALMADGE. How is it more liberal

to put a ceiling on a bill than it is to have
it open ended?

Mr. McGOVERN. In the absence of
that kind of instruction from Congress of
a specific authorization--

Mr. TALMADGE. The authorization
constitutes the ceiling, as the Senator
knows.

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes, but the ceiling
is set at a reasonable level to provide the
funds we need to do the job.

Mr. TALMADGE. Is it the Senator's
idea that the ceiling would also constitute
a tIoor?

Mr. McGOVERN. It is my argument
that the funds we are asking for under
Senator HART'S amendment will meet the
minimum needs that we have estimated
for tIscal 1971, 1972, and 1973, and that
is really what we are talking about. The
absence of any kind of authorization is
an indication, as I see it, to those who are
going to be administering the program
downtown that they are under no par
ticular guidance from Congress as to
what they are to do in the way of spend
ing. It leaves the Budget Bureau and the
administrators of the program free to
cut, reduce, or do whatever they want,
without any financial guidance from
Congress.

Mr. TALMADGE. I am looking at a
copy of the explanation of the School
Lunch and Child Nutrition Amendments
that the Senator was kind enough to give
me, and his appendix A, free school
lunch, budget gap. The Senator admits,
in his own quotation, that even if the
Hart amendment is agreed to, he will stlll
lack $213.4 million of having sufficient
money to fund the program. Is that ac
curate?

Mr. McGOVERN. I could not agree
more. I am saying to the Senator that to
establish a completely ideal program, the
amount of money requested by Senator
HART'S amendment is not enough.

Mr. TALMADGE. If that is required,
why put a ceiling on the amount Con
gress can appropriate and also cut it off
at 1973?

Mr. McGOVERN. Becaus~ I want ad
ministration officials to understand that
the Senate is saying here this afternoon
that we want another $250 million sPent
in tlsca11971 above and beyond what they

now intend to spend, what the admin
istration has asked for in the President's
bUdget, we have set out now, and the
President has gone before the White
House Conference on Nutrition and said
that he wants every hungry child fed by
Thanksgiving of 1970. Then he submits a
budget that provides for $300 million for
school lunch funds. We get another $100
million estimated out of State and local
sources, which leaves it $240 million short
of what we need, to meet even minimum
needs to achieve the President's-goal, and
using the most conservative figures avail
able.

I am saying to the Senator that unless
we provide this authorization or some
thing close to it, we are in effect say
ing to the administration that they have
a free hand to do whatever they want
to do with reference to meeting the
problems of hungry schoolchildren.

Mr. CANNON. If the Senator will
yield, I have listened with interest to
this discussion, and I am wondering, if
the Senator intends to say what he is
saying here in colloquy, why he does not
say "not less than" $250 million, rather
than just authorize $250 million, because
it seems to me that the bill itself would
authorize $250 million, or whatever
amount the Appropriations Committee
suggested and Congress determined to
appropriate.

Mr. McGOVERN. Let me say to the
Senator that for many years we have had
these open ended appropriations and
authorizations and they have meant
nothing. I think the legislative history
we are building now, and the reforms in
cluded in the bill, as we provide an au
thorization of $250 million above what
is now in the President's bUdget, are
about all we would hope to accomplish.
I think that, in the absence of that, if
we follow the pattern used in the past
of open ended authorizations, without
any figures spelled out, we will be back
here a year from now talking about the
same gap that is facing us today.

Mr. HART. First, let me say, on the
point just made by the Senator from
South Dakota, that we have gone up this
hill for several years now, an open-ended
authorizations, and find it is an open
ended sack. It is the feeling and the hope
that, by suggesting as a limit the figure
we do, there will be some will on the
part of the administration to come in
and offer more than the $44 million they
now suggest.

Mr. CANNON. If the Senator intends
to make this type of request, would it
have any binding effect on the Appro
priations Committee?

Mr. HART. We do not represent that
it would. We assert that the open-ended
approach has been ineffective thus far,
so, now, let us try this and see if we
cannot get closer to a figure from the
administration which will be more ef
fective.

Mr. CANNON. Is it the Senator's in
tention that the bill as now drafted
would not authorize the appropriation
of the amount set forth in the amend
ment?

Mr. HART. Just as it has in the past,
it would authorize what is needed, but
we have never gotten what was needed
in the past. Let us try it this way. Maybe

we will get it this time. That is the point
of our suggestion.

Mr. CANNON. That does not seem to
be a very good arguwnent, that because
we did not get it in the past, because it
was open-ended, we will get it now. That
is not a very logical argument, as I see
it. If the senator wants to get something,
why not say to appropriate "not less
than" so much money? Then we would be
putting in some guidelines that would
at least mean something.

It does not appear to me that the
Senator's proposal really has-I sup
ported the last amendment-but it cer
tainly does not seem to me this is a
logical argument for putting a ceiling
on, where we have an authorization that
includes at least that much now.

Mr. McGOVERN. I should like to ask
the Senator, as a point of information,
whether that is a valid legislative pro
cedure to say that, under an authoriza
tion bill, "not less than" an amount could
be spent. Is that not invading the appro
priations process?

Mr. CANNON. What I was suggesting
is, "It is hereby authorized to be ap
propriated not less than." One can
put in "not less than," just the same as
one can put in, "not more than:' It does
not mean anything unless one gets it. The
Appropriations Committee will have to
determine that.

Mr. McGOVERN. I think the net effect
would be the same. If the Senate would
pass a strong school lunch bill, without
specifying the amount, it would have the
same impact as it would by using the
words the Senator suggested or not. I
personally have no objection to that
modification. The Senator from Michigan
may wish to speak to it.

Mr. HART. The yeas and nays have
. been ordered. To modify it would require
unanimous consent. I believe. The Sen
ator from North Dakota, who has worked
with this problem, has indicated as his
judgment the desirability of fixing an
authorization of not less than.

Mr. President, may I suggest the ab
sence of a quoruwn in order to clarify
from the Parliamentarian whether this
does in fact invade the appropriations
process.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
would inquire of the Senator from Mich
igan on whose time, there being 19 min
utes remaining.

Mr. HART. On our time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unani

mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. HART. Mr. President, how much
time remains on the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Michigan has 12 minutes re
maining. The Senator from Georgia has
30 minutes remaining.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I yield my
self 3 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Michigan is recognized for 3
additional minutes.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, after con-
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sultation with several of our colleagues,
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MCGOVERN) and I advise the Senate that
in our opinion the most appropriate, and
we would hope, the most effective way to
respond to what all of us sense to be a
problem that should be resolved-name
ly, our failure to deliver on the promise
to feed the children-would be met bet
ter by agreeing to the amendment as
proposed without any modification.

Mr. President, our reason has been
stated. The experience is clear that when
we have had an open-ended authoriza
tion in this area, grossly inadequate
funding has been the result. It is our
hope that by having a benchmark figure
of $250 million this year, $300 million
for 1972, and $350 million for 1973, the
Department will recognize our feeling
that figures in Lat range are required
in order to assure the feeding of those
children.

One can say, "but it will not happen."
I cannot assert that it will, because none
of us has a crystal ball. I can remember
our experience with the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, when, after hav
ing established an authorization of $1
billion as a target figure, have seen in
these recent months the delivery of $800
million rather than the $214 million pro
posed in the bUdget for 1970.

That experience persuades us that
there is a likelihood that the same result
will obtain if we fix in this debate today
a target figure in the range we are sug
gesting.

We are all on notice that the Depart
ment says it cannot deliver because they
do not have the money. Yet, they come
around saying, "Do not give us the
money."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I yield my
self 1 additional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Michigan is recognized for 1
additional minute.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, we think
that by setting the $250 million target
figure, we will persuade them of the
necessity to come in with substantially
more than the present figure of $44 mil
lion.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes or such time thereof as
he may require to the Senator from
Louisiana.

The PRr::SIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Louisiana is recognized.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I re
gret that the amendment proposed a
while ago was agreed to. That means
that the Federal Government would be
spending much more money than it has
spent in the past.

It further means that the cooperation
that now exists between the State and
Federal Government in the operation of
the program would be lessened.

I do not quite understand the argu
ment of my good friends, the Senator
from Michigan and the Senator from
South Dakota.

The Senator from Michigan men
Honet! the Pollution Act. It was my
rJrivilege to handle that bill, and al
though we had specified amounts in that
bill, the administration never saw fit to

authorize the amounts mentioned by
Congress. To the contrary, the amount
provided has been much less.

As I recall, the first authorization for
the first year was something like $450
million. For the next year, it was $700
million, and for the next it was $1 billion
each, and the fourth year $1,250 million.
Congress only provided $250 million last
year, and the admillistration, through
the Budget Bureau, recommended $250
m'Ilion. It was the Senate committee
that put in the $1 billion. Therefore, if
a stipUlated amount did nat worlc in this
case, why should it work in the school
lunch program.

I feel confident that, with the evidence
we have before our committee and the
fact that the administration is desirous
of proYid;ng the funds necessary to
operate the program, we would be far
better off with an open-ended authori
zation than to limit it.

I am really and truly surprised that
such arguments should be presented to
the Senate. It certainly has not worked
that way in the case of the pollution pro~

gram. I doubt that it will work in this
program.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Florida is recognized for 3
minutes.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, there
is a good deal more at stake here than
meets the eye. In the first place, the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
came out with a new bill. It had the ap
proval of 12 of the 13 members of that
committee, some of whom originally
would have preferred a much less gen
erous bill than the bill reported by the
committee.

The same situation took place on the
food stamp bill. With only one member
of that committee opposing what the
committee did, the Senate overruled the
committee and sent a bill over in July
of last year to the other body. It was
greatly swollen. No action has been
taken on it yet, and we have gotten
nowhere by overriding the committee ac
tion in that manner. And now, it is
proposed that the same course be fol
lowed in this instance; in other words,
that we do away with the action of the
Senate committee.

I want to call attention to the fact
that the Senator from Louisiana was one
of the joint founders of this school lunch
program years ago and that year after
year he sought to increase the funding
and to add to the original bill additional
measures of which he was the author,
such as the breakfast program and the
facility programs, and other programs,
which have made the program so much
bigger.

I do not think it is sound practice to
overrule a committee and the chairman
of the committee. The .Senator from
Vermont (Mr. AIKEN) has stood shoulder
to shoulder every time with the Senator
from Louisiana in what has been done
in this field. I do not think it is good
practice or procedure to overrule the
committee and that is what is proposed
by this series of amendments.

The second thing I do not like about
tIlis is the implication that the c6Inmit
tee is not generous in dealing with the
school lunch program. The authors of
this amendment have very short mem
ories. Last week, the same day this bill
was first taken up and immediately be
fore it was taken up, we passed a meas
ure which came out of the Committee on
Agriculture unanimously directing that
$30 million be taken out of section 32
funds--a very highly regarded agricul
tural fund, by the way-to fund for the
balance of this year a present deficiency
in the funds for the school lunch pro
gram. That bill was passed without a
dissenting vote on the consent calendar
just a few minutes before we took up the
bill that is pending now.

Mr. President, to the livestock indus
try, to the poultry industry, to the fruit
and vegetable industries and to the many
who produce perishable crops amounting
in totality to more than one-half of the
agricultural production of this Nation,
section 32 is of immense value.

What did our committee do on this
$30 million venture? We could not re
quire an additional appropriation. We
called to find if it could be made avail
able without imperiling the carryover
fund. When we were advised that there
had been few claims on section 32 funds
this year the committee unanimo~slyand
without a minute's delay voted approval
of that bill and it was passed. I do not
think that is an act of an ungenerous
committee or an inhumane committee.
I think, to the contrary, the committee
showed itself to be both generous and
humane. We cut corners by making it
unnecessary to take that matter to the
Committee .on Appropriations, which
would have been the case. Last year we
had the same situation in making $45
million more available. I say more be
cause we had already made $290 million
available out of section 32 funds for the
special milk program, for the school
lunch program, and for other programs.
We added on $45 million when we found
we could do so and still have the carry
over at the end of the year. We added
on for this very objective,

When we have come out of committee,
as we did, with no dissenting vote ex
cept one-and that was not a dissenting
vote; the Senator from South Dakota
said he had three or four amendments
he would propose on the floor, and what
they would consist of-I think we should
uphold the committee and the think
ing of every member of that committee,
but one. I do not think there is an in
humane member on the committee. I
hope the amendment is rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, if no
other Senator wishes to speak..I am pre
pared to yield back my time.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HART. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
merely want a' few minutes to respond to
the statements of the Senator from
I"lorida. First I want to make clear that
no one here has suggested that the Com
mittee on Agriculture, on which I am

. proud to serve, is inhumane. As a mat-
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COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENT
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair, on behalf of the Vice President,
pursuant to Senate Resolution 338, 88th
Congress, second session, appoints the
Senator from Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE) to
the Select Committee on Standards and
Conduct. .

NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH AND
CHILD NUTRITION ACTS AMEND
MENTS
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill (S. 2548) to amend
the National School Lunch Act and the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 to strengthen
and improve the food service programs
provided for children under such acts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 511

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I call
up my.Amendment No. 511, and ask that
it be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The Sen
ator from South Dakota (Mr. McGov
ERN) proposes amendment No. 511, as
follows:

On page 29, after lIne 6, insert the follow
ing: Section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of
1966 is hereby amended to read as follows:

"SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM
AUTHORIZATION

"SEC. 4. (a) There is hereby authorIzed to
be appropriated for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1971, $25,000,000; for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1972, $50,000,000; and for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973. $75,000,000
to enable schools to initiate, maintain, or
expand nonprofit breakfast programs for
needy school children.

"APPORTIONMENT TO STATES

"(b) The Secretary shall apportion the
funds appropriated pursuant to this section
for any fiscal year in accordance with the ap
portionment formula coIitained In section 11
of the National School Lunch Act, as
amended.

"STATE DISBURSEMENT TO SCHOOLS

"(c) Funds apportIoned and paid to any
State for the purpose of this section shall be
disbursed by the State educational agency to
schools selected by it to assist such schools
in financing all or part of the operating costs
of the school breakfast program in such
schools, inclUding the cost of obtaining, pre
paring, and serving food. The amounts of
funds that each school shall from time to
time receive shall be based on the need of
the school for assistance in meeting the re
quirements of subsection (dl concerning the
service of breakfasts to children unable to
pay the full cost of such breakfasts. In se
lecting schools for participation in the pro
gram, the State educational agency shall give
first consideration to those schools with high
numbers of children from low-income fam
Illes and to those schools to which a sub
stantial proportion of the chIldren enrolled
must travel long distances dally.

"NUTRITIONAL AND OTHER PROGRAM
REQUIREMENTS

"(d) Breakfasts served by schools partici
pating in the school breakfast program un-

So amendment No. 510 was rejected.
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I

move to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. HOLLAND. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Pell
Prouty
ProxmIre
Randolph
Ribicotr
Schweiker
Spong
Stevens
SymIngton
TydIngs
Wil1iams, N.J.

NAYS-36
DomInIck Jordan, Idaho
Eastland Magnuson
Ellender McClellan
Ervin Murphy
Fannin Russell
Fong Scott
Goldwater Smith,l\·raine
Gurney Stennis
Hansen Talmadge
Holland Thurrriond
Hruska WIlliams. Del.
Jordan, N.C. Young, N. Oak.

NOT VOTING-29
Hartke Mundt
Hollings Pearson
Javits Percy
Kennedy Saxbe
Long SmIth, nl.
McGee Sparkman
McIntyre Tower
Metcalf Yarborough
MIller Young, Ohio
Montoya

Brooke
Burdick
Case
Cook
Cooper
Eagleton
Goodell
Gore
Harris
Hart
Hatfield
Hughes

AIken
Allott
Anderson
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Byrd. Va.
Byrd. W. Va.
Cannon
CurtIs
Dole

Allen
Baker
Bayh
Church
Cotton
Cranston
Dodd
Fulbright
Gravel
Griffin

ator from Ohio (Mr. YOUNG) are absent
on official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from California
(Mr. CRANSTON) , the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. McGEE), the Senator
from Montana (Mr. METCALF), and the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. MON
TOYA) would each vote "yea."

On this vote, the Senator from Texas
(Mr. YARBOROUGH) is paired with the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN).
If present and voting, the Senator from
Texas would vote "yea" and the Senator
from Alabama would vote "nay:'

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen
ator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER), the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. COT
TON), the Senator from New York (Mr.
JAVITS), the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
GRIFFIN), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
MILLER), the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
PEARSON), the Senators from Illinois (Mr.
PERCY and Mr. SMITH), and the Senator
from Texas (Mr. TOWER) are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from South Dakota ·(Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE)
is absent on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Iowa (Mr. MILLER), the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT), and the
Senator from Kansas (Mr. PEARSON)
would each vote "nay:'

On this vote, the Senator from New
York (Mr. JAVITS) is paired with the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. SMITH). If
present and voting, the Senator from
New York would vote "yea," and the
Senator from lllinois would vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. PERCY) is paired with the Senator
from Texas (Mr. TOWER). If present and
voting, the Senator from Illinois would
vote "yea," and the Senator from Texas
would vote "nay:'

The result was announced-yeas 35,
nays 36, as follows:

[No. 53 Leg.]
YEAS-35

Inouye
Jackson
Mansfield
MathIas
McCarthy
McGovern
Mondale
Moss
Muskle
Nelson
Packwood
Pastore

tel' of fact, I began my remarks, as oth
er Senators have, by paying tribute to
the distinguished chairman of that
committee and to other members of the
committee, and especially the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE), who is
the author of this very fine bill that we
are debating this afternoon.

However, the entire purpose of this
sequence of amendments is to strengthen
what we recognize as a good bill. I do
not think what we have proposed is a
reflection on the humanity or generosity
of the members of the Committee on
Agriculture, but it is a method, a per
fectly legitimate and valid legislative
process, and a means of strengthening
the pending bill, and I refer to the floor
of the Senate.

With respect to the statements by the
Senator about the use of section 32 funds
I appreciate as much as anyone what the
committee has done with respect to pro
tecting the real purpose of the program.
That is why we asked for funding from
other sources; to provide $250 of addi
tional money, not by taking it out of sec
tion 32 funds, not by jeopardizing agri
cultural interest in that program, but by
securing this money under the section
11 part of our school lunch program as a
proper place to secure the additional fi
nancing that is needed. It would not have
been necessary to take $30 million out of
section 32 last week or $45 million out
of that program in 1969 if we had had
adequate authorization and appropria
tion for this program, as to the purpose
of the amendment of the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. HART) in his amendment,
to provide adequate funding and carry
ing out the functions of our school lunch
program.

I hope the amendment is agreed to.
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, if no

other Senator desires to speak, I am pre
pared to yield back my time, if the Sena
tor from Michigan Is prepared to yield
back his time.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I yield back
the remainder of my time.

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield back the re
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All the
time is yielded back. On this question,
the yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an

nounce that the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. ALLEN), the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. BAYH) , the Senator from Califor
nia (Mr. CRANSTON), the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. DODD), the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT), the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. HOL
LINGS), the Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator from Loui
siana (Mr. LONG), the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE), the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE),
the Senator from Montana (Mr. MET
C!\LF), the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. MONTOYA), the Senator from Ala
bama (Mr. SPARKMAN), at}('! the Senator
from Texas (Mr. YARBORO(CH) areneces
saIily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH>", the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), and the Sen-
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der this section shall consist of a combina
tion of foods and shall meet minimum nu
tritlona.l requirements prescribed by the sec
retary on the basis of tested nutritional re
search. Such breakfasts shall be served with
oat cost or at a reduced cost only to chil
dren who are determined by local school au
thorities to be unable to pay the full costs
of the breakfast. Such determination shall
be made by local school authorities in ac
cordance with a publicly announced policy
and plan applied eqUitably on the basis of
cri ~ria which, as a minimum, shall include
the level of family income, including wel
fare grants, the number in the family unit,
and the number of chlldren in the faml1y
unit attending school or service institu
tions: Provided, That any child who is a
member of a household which (a) is ellgible
to participate in a fOOd stamp or commodity
distribution program, or (b) has an annual
income equivalent to or less than $4,000 for
a household of four persons shall be ellgible
to receive meals without cost. The determi
nations of such income shaH be made solely
by execution of an affidavit by the membe!"
of such household. In making such determi
nations, such local authorities shOUld, to the
extent practicable, consult with pUb!lc wel
fare and health agencies. No physical segre
gation of or other discrimination against any
chl1d shall be made by the school because
of hls inability to pay, nor shall there be any
overt identification of any such child by
3peclal tokens or tickets, announced or pUb
lished !lsts of names, or other means.

.fNONPROFIT PRIVATE SCHOOLS

"(e) The withholding of funds for and
disbursement to nonprofit private schools
wlll be effected in accordance with section
10 of the National School Lunch Act, as
amended, exclusive of the matching provi
sions thereof."

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
principal sponsor of this amendment is
the senior Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. KENNEDY), who is unable to be pres
ent in the Senate today because of ill
ness. Some nine Senators have joined in
cosponsoring the amendment-the same
Senators who sponsored the two previous
amendments on which the Senate has
already acted.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, may
we have order, so that the Senator can be
heard?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order.

Mr. McGOVERN. As Senators know, a
school breakfast program was inaugu
rated in 1966, largely on a pilot basis, to
demonstrate what was already then be
lived to be a rather certain fact-that
school performance is very considerably
enhanced when the pupils receive a
school breakfast. It was generally known
that millions vf children from poor fam
ilies were going to school without break
fast, and that this fact was reflected in
very poor performance in the classroom.

So a small investment was made, as I
say, largely on a pilot basis, to give some
measurement of the impact of the school
breakfast upon health and academic
performance. At the present time, we are
feeding approximately 200,000 children
under this program in some 2,900 schools,
which of course means that the over
whelming percentage of youngsters do
not even attend schools where a school
breakfast is offered, and a rather small
percentage of the youngsters of the Na
tion are participating in the program.

But those who are participating are
responding on a scale that has left no

doubt at all in the minds of those ob
serving the program that it has been a
most worthwhile investment, in terms
both of improved health and of improved
academic performance on the part of the
participating students. To cite one of the
witnesses who testified before the Senate
select committee on this matter, Dr. Ray
Hefner, professor of pediatrics at the
University of Maryland, he recounted
observations over many years on young
sters in the Baltimore school system, who
go to school, in many cases, without any
breakfast, and in some cases without
lunch.

He said that for the poor families,
breakfast is usually the first meal that
is sacrificed; and in the Baltimore sys
tem, as in other schools that were under
observation, behavioral patterns and at
tention problems were so painful and so
dramatic, as contrasted with what hap
pened when a school breakfast program
was instaIled, that no observer could
miss the dramatic contrast.

During the fiscal year ending June 30,
1969, we put only $4.2 million in Federal
funds into this program. At present, for
fiscal 1970, some $12 million has been
authorized. The President's budget is
couched in terms of $15 million. What
is proposed in the amendment by the
Senator from Massachusets (Mr. KEN
NEDY) and others is that the authoriza
tion be increased, in fiscal 1971, from
$15 million to $25 million, and that that
authorization be increased to $50 million
in fiscal 1972, rising to $75 million in
1973.

In addition, this amendment provides
for the same reform guidelines for the
school breakfast program that we
adopted earlier this afternoon in the
amendment I offered to open the de
bate-in other words, guidelines that
would concentrate the major portion of
this program on the pOorest children, on
the neediest children, and on the neediest
schools.

I think there is no great point in be
laboring this amendment any longer. It
is clear that what we are trying to do
is to bring about a modest and I think
entirely justified increase in funding for
the school breakfast program. We have
had some 3 years of experience with it.
The time has come to begin moving
beyond the pilot stage into a somewhat
more significant program. We ask for
limited amounts of money in a period of
3 years, but it will provide the kind of
Federal backup that will enable us to
raise the level of participating students
from 200,000 to the point, in 3 years,
that some 3 million of the neediest
children can benefit from the school
breakfast program.

I sincerely hope that the Senate will
grant this request to give us an adequa~e

school breakfast program by adopting
this amendment.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

SPONG in the chair). Who yields time?
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, if I

may have the attention of the Senate, I
think that if all Senators understand
what is in this amendment, they will
vote to reject it overwhelmingly.

This is what the amendment would
do. It would restrict this breakfast pro
gram to needy children. It would provide

for the use of a dilferent formula for
apportioning breakfast program funds to
the States. It would provide for financing
by the United States of 100 percent of
the operating expenses of the program in
any and all schools at the election of the
State educational agency. It would make
any child who is a member of a familY
eligible to participate in a food stamp or
commodity distribution program, or
which has an annual income equivalent
to. or less than $4,000, for a household of
four persons, eligible for a free breakfast.
It would require the execution of an affi
davit to show their income.

For example, if a man owned $300,000
worth of IBM stock, he would earn less
than 1 percent return on his investment.
His child would come to school, and the
parents could sign an affidavit saying
that he had an income of less than $4,000.
They would put the child in a dining
room restricted for poor pupils and feed
him at the cost of the taxpayers of the
United States, 100 cents on the dollar,
and all the other students would point
to him and say that he is poor, that his
family cannot buy his breakfast.

That is what this amendment provides.
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. TALMADGE. I yield.
Mr. AIKEN. The Senator has almost

answered by question. I was going to
ask if the needy children would be re
quired to wear ear tags or license plates.

Mr. TALMADGE. They would be sing
led out and classified as being poor. This
program would be restricted to the poor,
and everyone who saw them would look
at them and sympathize with the poor,
pitiful children to whom the Govern
ment is giving breakfast.

Mr. AIKEN. I was going to ask if they
would have to wear a license tag so the
people could make no mistake in having
them branded as poor, needy children.

Mr. TALMADGE. I do not think a
license tag is required by the amend
ment, but these poor students would have
to be isolated in a place in which no one
else could be served.

Mr. AIKEN. Practically quarantined.
Mr. TALMADGE. Exactly.
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield?
Mr. TALMADGE. I yield to the distin

guished Senator from Arizona.
Mr. GOLDWATER. Could the Senator

tell me the process by which the families
would be identified as having incomes
under this amount?

Mr. TALMADGE. The school would
have to take a census monthly, under
the criteria of the first McGovern
amendment that was agreed to, to deter
mine those families that earned less than
$4,000 a year, regardless of their assets.
If a man had assets of $100 million and
had income of only $3,999 a year, re
gardless of the fact that he lived on a
farm and raised chickens and cattle and
peas and wheat and lived very well, the
Government would have to pay 100 cents
on the dollar to feed his children in a
poor folks' cafeteria in that particular
school.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Is tIlis not some
thing like the means test?

Mr. TALMADGE. It is the means test.
As a matter of fact, he would have to
execute an affidavit stating that he did
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not eam $4,000 a year. A census of the
families would have to be taken once
every month to make sure they did
not eam $4.000 a year. Every time a fam
ily moved. they would have to execute a
new affidavit to demonstrate how poor
they are. so that their children could
get the poor folks' breakfast.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Does the Senator
recall the days we served together when
the means test would bring the lOUdest
cries from the liberals that one ever
heard?. _

Mr. TALMADGE. I do. indeed. To my
mind, the means test always has been
degrading. A child would have to get an
affidavit from his parents and bring it to
school. It would say that this is a poor
family. He would be isolated and put off
somewhere. in what would be referred to
as the poor folks' cafeteria. and he would
be fed in the poor folks' cafeteria.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield.
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President. I think the

broader question involved was just dis
cussed in great detail about the lack of
funding for the school lunch program.
Now we are talking about enlarging the
school breakfast program. before we
have even assured that every child in
America will have a hot lunch.

It appears to me that. despite our de
sire to do what we should in this area.
we recognize, as has been stated by al
most every Senator in the Chamber.
by the President. and by others, that
some time this year we will provide a
lunch for every needy child in America.
If we are going to drain off some of these
resources to start a breakfast program.
I think we may as well facp the fact that
what we are really talking about is a
nationwide breakfast program for every
child in America coupled with a nation
wide lunch program and, perhaps in a
few years. a nationwide evening meal.

The point is this: Should we not es
tablish some priority? And have we not
established a priority that, first of all,
we certainly can have a lunch? This is
what we discussed in the committee and
on the Senate fioor.

In addition, I would agree that we
say to the person Who can pay for part
of a meal, "You are not eligible. You
have to be in the needy class. You have
to have the affidavit signed. If you can
pay for a portion of your breakfast. you
can't have a breakfast. If you can't pay
anything and if your parents sign an affi
davit on a weekly or a monthly basis
that they have less than $4.000 income,
then you will be eligible for a free break
fast:·

But I would hope that the amendment
would be rejected on the basis outlined
by the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the distin
guished Senator -from Kansas, who is a
member of our committee.

Mr. President. I am a strong supporter
of the school breakfast program, but I
think this amendment goes about it in
a very poor way. This program. begun
as a pilot project with the enactment of
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966. has
proved to be extremely beneficial when
school districts have chOSen to use it.

Let me say. for the benefit of the Sen
CXVI--278-Part 4'

ate. that that program was initiated by
the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry. I say to those Senators who have
any doubt as to the humanitarian mo
tives and principles of the committee
that it was initiated by that committee.

I have visited some of those programs
in Georgia.

During my tour of school lunch pro
grams hl Georgia, I visited Alexander II
Elementary School in Macon. Ga., and
watched a good breakfast program in
action. No one who has stood, as I have
stood. in this school and watched eager
little children file in to eat their break
fast could doubt that the breakfast pro
gram has tremendous merit.

The teachers and administrators in
this school were extremely enthusiastic
about the breakfast program. They
stated that the children were much bet
ter behaved and more responsive after
having a good, nutritious breakfast.

Although I feel that the breakfast pro
gram should be expanded, I do not agree
with the way the Senator from South
Dakota's amendment would accomplish
the expansion.

The program has a number of glaring
fiaws. some of which I have already
pointed out on the fioor of the Senate.
First, under amendment No. 511, the pro
gram would be restricted to needy chil
dren. At present, the breakfast program
is open to all children. Those who can
pay for their breakfast pay. Those who
cannot pay get their breakfast free.

I have considered one of the most im
portant features of S. 2548 to be the pro
hibition against overt identification. If
the school lunch program and the school
breakfast program are to be fully effec
tive, there must be no barriers which pre
vent full utilization of free and reduced
price lunches by the children who need
them. S. 2548 amends section 4 of the
Child Nutrition Act. the section which
authorizes a school breakfast program. to
read:

Nor shall there be any overt identification
of any such child by special tokens. an
nounced or pUblished list of names. or other
means.

That is what the Senate committee
bill did.

Under the present amendment, the
child who takes advantage of a school
breakfast program would be instantly
singled out as a "poor" kid. If I am any
judge of human nature. a great many
children would have too much pride to
get their school breakfast, even though
they might really need it. So that the
breakfast program that cOll1d be fur
nished under this amendment would be
for poor kids. There are some who would
not want to march into school and say,
"I am a poor kid; feed me:' It would
embarrass them.

The Senator from South Dakota has
been ambitious in his attempt to change
the school breakfast program. Under
amendment 511. the Federal Govern
ment would finance 100 percent of the
operating expenses of the school break
fast program in any or all schools at
the election of the state educational
agency. One reason the school lunch pro
gram has been so effective is that it is
worked on the principle of Federal, State,
and local cost sharing and cooperation.
The Senator from South Dakota would

have the Federal Government under
write the full operating cost of breakfast
programs. Already. under the Child Nu
trition Act of 1966, the Federal Govern
ment is authorized to pay up to 80 per
cent of the total program cost in situa
tions of severe need. with appropriate
justification from the schools.

Under a system where the Govern
ment pays 100 percent of the cost, there
is little incentive to hold costs down. I
believe that the efficiency of operation
and economy would suffer under such a
program.

Perhaps the most objectionable fea
ture of amendment No. 511, is the estab
lishment of a national uniform eligibility
standard. Under the terms of this amend
ment. any child from a family which has
an income equivalent to or less than
$4.000 for a household of four persons,
would be eligible for a free breakfast.

In a country where costs of living vary
as much as they do in the United States,
I believe it is folly to attempt a national
uniform eligibility standard. A family of
four on a small farm in Georgia might
do quite well on $4.000 of income. In fact.
they might be considered affluent in some
neighborhoods. The same could be true
in Tennessee, Vermont, and other States.
But, in New York an income of $6,000 a
year might be considered too low. That
is why this should be left at the local
level.

A family on a farm, where they have
cattle. pigs. chickens. and a garden where
they could grow corn and Wheat, could
live extremely well on a modest income.
But if we have a family living in an
apartment in New York City, Philadel
phia. or Chicago, $6.000 a year might be
an extremely modest income.

So why try to establish a national uni
form clause here that would be mean
ingless as to what a person might do.
I hope that the Senate will reject any
such idea. That is what we should do.
But. more important than that. even this
criteria is tied to income. As I pointed
out a moment ago, one could have $300.
000 worth of ffiM stock and still his in
come would be less than $3.000. His chil
dren would be eligible for a free break
fast, and when they went to school.
they would be singled out in the din
ing room as coming from a poor fam
ily.

Furthermore, it appears highly likely
that many families who have incomes
of less than $4.000 would not permit their
children to be stigmatized by participat
ing in a program which is available
to the poor only. Under the terms of
amendment No. 511. determinations of
income are made solely by execution of
an affidavit.

I know that in my own State of Georgia
most working families who earn less than
$4.000 per year have too much pride to
sign an affidavit saying they are poor.

According to the u.s. Department of
Commerce. 46.5 percent of the families
in the South had an income of less than
$4.000 per year in March 1960. I doubt
that we would get nearly half the fam
ilies in the South to sign a pauper's
oath. Also in March of 1969. 26.2 percent
of the families in the Northeast had in
comes of less than $4,000 per year. I am
not so familiar with the Northeast as
I am with my ovm region, but I do not
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believe we would get 26.2 percent of the
families in the Northeast to sign an am
davit saying they are poor.

In attempting to expand the school
breakfast program, the Senator from
South Dakota would transform it into a
welfare handout. In transforming it to
a welfare handout, he would destroy
it.

Mr. President, I hope that the Sen
ate will reject as foolhardy an amend
ment such as this one.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator from Georgia ask
for the yeas and nays?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the

Senator from Georgia yield?
Mr. TALMADGE. Does the Selllttor

wish me to yield him time or just to yield
for a question?

Mr. HOLLAND. Just long enough to
read from the amendment.

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield.
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I just

wish to read generally with reference to
the qualifications from the amendment:

Provided, That any child who is a member
of a household which (a) is eligible to par
ticlpate in a food stamp or commodity dis
tribution program, or (b) has an annual in
come equivalent to or less than $4,000 for a
household of four persons shal1 be eligible to
receive meals without cost.

And then this, Mr. President:
The determinations of such income shal1

be made solely by execution of an affidavit.
by the member of such household.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. COOPER. Will the Senator from

Georgia yield me some time?
Mr. TALMADGE. How much time?

Four minutes?
Mr. COOPER. Yes. I intend to vote

against the amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Kentucky is recognized for 4
minutes.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, my rea
son for voting against the amendment is
not the same as that of the Senator from
Georgia. I voted for the last amendment
to authorize more money for the school
lunch program. I did so, because I had
read in the committee that of some 9
million schoolchildren eligible to receive
free lunches, over 6 million were not able
to pay the cost at all, or were not able
to pay the cost they were asked to pay.
That is the reason I voted for and sup
ported the last amendment, for if we
are going to provide free lunches for all
children, above all we should take care
of the economically depressed.

When the pilot breakfast program was
inaugurated, I happened to be serving on
the Committee on AgricUlture and For
estry. It has been a pilot program, in my
State, which has fared well. Last year
under the program, 194,930 children re
ceived breakfasts. Out of that number,
approximately 25 percent received a free
breakfast. I assume that the school au
thorities determined that 45,000 school
children in Kentucky are so poor that
they could not pay anything. I assume
that the Senator from South Dakota's
amendment is reaching for approxi
mately 25 percent--the poorest children.

But if $250 million additional is required
to take care of the children's free lunch
program to provide for those children in
the program who cannot pay required
costs then the figure of $25 million he re
quests in fiscal year 1970 for the break
fast program is totally inadequate. Au
thorities would be forced to select the
poorest of the poor and leave the other
poor children out. I must say, with all
due respect--because I know the Sena
tor has a good objective-that it would
be totally inadequate to meet the needs
of the free or reduced-price breakfast
program.

Mr. C. E. Bevins, director of Kentucky
school lunch program, who operates that
program in Kentucky, has told me that
he considers the breakfast program is,
in some respects, more valuable than the
free lunch program. When the children
come to school in the morning, and have
a good breakfast, they start off the day
with energy and work better and learn
more than they do in the afternoon, af
ter the school lunch. It is necessary for
the development of an adequate mind
and body.

I hope that some time in the future
we will have such a complete program,
for those who are poor and unable to
get a nutritious breakfast--and one that
begins with pre-school children, all of
them.

I agree with the Senator from Georgia
that children who come from a farm
are more likely to have a good breakfast.
However, in many places children can
not.

I notice the program provides for the
operating costs to be paid out of the
fund even 100 percent. I do not know
how this can be done and still have free
breakfasts in the rural sections of this
Nation.

I do not complain because many write
about our poverty. Poverty does exist in
Kentucky in many rural sections. But
we work at it and do have a good school
lunch program, and breakfast program,
and the state, local communities, and
recipients help pay the bill.

The trouble i<. that some of the rich
States-New York, Massachusetts, Penn
sylvania, and others-do not support as
poorer states do in the provisions of
facilities for a free lunch program.

I oppose the amendment as written
because it would allow these States to
escape supporting costs, and every re
cipient to have a free breakfast--even
though able to pay for P' rt of the cost.

I really hope to see a good breafast pro
gram. However, this amendment does not
provide the funds for a good program
and it has the defects I have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield my
self 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I am very
anxious to see a good program estab
lished also. I supported the school lunch
programs and other programs of this
sort.

What disturbs me is to have this called
a means test.

I have never heard the term "means

test" used before without the adjective
"infamous." .

Would the SenatortelI me whether he
finds this as •the interposition of a
means test?

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, actuallY.
in the school lunch program, school au
thorities have to make a determination
as to which children should have free
lunches. So, in effect they make a means
test. However, I think that' to require
some poor parents-many of them whom
are ignorant and uneducated-to come in
and make an amdavit and have a notary
public acknowledge the amdavit is going
too far.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, to estab
lish a breakfast program under the pend
ing. amendment, the children who get
breakfast would be segregated from the
rest of the children.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is correct.
But I am not so much worried about that
if the child is hungry. I would l'ather the
child have something in his stomach.

Even today in the school lunch pro
grams, poor children may be going up to
get lunch at the end of the line.

Those who pay for lunch may be in the
front of the line, and those who pay less
or who pay nothing may have to stand
back. So they are marked in a way.

I think the important issue is that they
get food.

Mr. SCOTT. Does the Senator agree
that it would be better to have them fed
and not segregated?

Mr. COOPER. I agree.
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I

yield myself 5 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from South Dakota is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I have
been amazed by some of the answers that
have been offered by Senators in objec
tion to the amendment.

First of all, a strenuous complaint has
been registered about the so-called
means test, as though we were suggest
ing in the amendrr.ent that some kind of
means test was going to be introduced
that we had not had in the past to deal
with the poor children.

Listen to the language in the commit
tee bill with the amendment:

Breakfasts llerved by schools participating
in the school breakfast program under this
section shall consist of a combinatIon of
foods and shall meet minimum nutritional
requirements prescribed by the Secretary on
the basis of tested nutritional research. Such
breakfasts shall be served wIthout cost or at
a reduced cost only to children who are de
termined by local schOOl authorities to be
unable to pay the full costs of the break
fast. Such determination shall be made by
local school authorities in accordance with
a publicly announced polley and plan ap
plied eqUitably on the basis of criteria which,
as a minimum, llhall include the level of
family income, InclUding welfare grant!., the
number in the faml1y unit, and the number
of chlldren in the family unit attending
school or llervice institutions.

This is the amendment. This is the
means test.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will

the Senator read further 011 line 20 of
the amendment:
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The determinatlon13 of such income shall

be made solely by execution of an aflldavio
by the member of such household.

Mr. McGOVERN. That is the provi
sion in the amendment that is pending.
That is what I propose.

Mr. TALMADGE. That is not in the
bill. That is the Senator's amendment.
That is a means test by affidavit.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, as a
matter of fact, would it not be much
more dignified for a family to simply set
forth by affidavit that their income is..
below $4,000 than to use the test pro
vided in the bill?

Mr. TALMADGE. I do not think it is.
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, this

would require school authorities to iden
tify which children are poor and which
are not.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
think the local people at the local level
can make a better determination than
by going around and having people swear
to an affidavit once a month.

Mr. McGOVERN. This would not have
to be done once a month.

Mr. TALMADGE. The people can de':'
termine pretty well the children that
come from neglected families.

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator from
Georgia painted a picture of the awful
experience of identifying the poor chil
dren. He proposes to do it by providing
some method of finding out the income
of those families so that the children
can be certified.

I am saying that there is no more dig
nified way than to let the family sign a
statement saying that their income is
below $4,000.

What could be more dignified and a
more gracious way of handling the pro
gram than that?

Under the Senator's proposal, it vir
tually leaves it to the school authorities
to make that judgment.

Within a single State there are situa
tions where a family on an income of
$2,000 is qualified to recieve a free or
reduced price meal. In other parts of
that same State, the figure is $4,000; and
in some cases, if a family is on welfare
it is not qualified at all, while in other
parts it is. There is this hopeless tangle
of regulations which make it impossible
for a reasonable determination to be
made.

What is envisioned in this amendment
is a simple declaration on the part of the
family that their income is below a cer
tain level.

Mr. TALMADGE. I do not know of any
other area of activity where we require
an affidavit from an ir..dividual about
his poverty, unless it is a pauper's affi
davit that is filed when one files a peti
tion in bankruptcy or in some other
legal proceeding. I know of no other in
stance where there is such a demand.
In old age assistance it is not done.

I think it is much more demeaning
than it would be to have an independ
ent investigation by teachers or the fac
Ulty, or those designated 1)y the school
board with respect to wh~~her the child
needs a free lunch or a reduced cost
lunch, or a free breakfas't or a reduced
cost breakfast, and to make a deter
mination as to who can' pay and who
cannot pay,

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I am
at a loss to understand the Senator's
logic with respect to why he feels it
would be more dignified to have someone
snooping around to find out what that
family is earning, or to have some wel
fare worker prying into the affairs of the
family to find what the income level is,
rather than to let the family do it.

I might say to the Senator that in the
President·s new welfare reform proposal,
which I believe we will be debating later
this year, he suggests that welfare be
determined by a simple affidavit of the
family. I think that is the dignified and
the modern way to do it.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time

of the Senator has expired.
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I

yield myself 5 additional minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER The Sen

ator is recognized for 5 additional min
utes.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, as I
understand it, the issue being discussed
now is an old one that has been with us
in welfare programs around the country
for years. The question is how to be sure
that the Public Treasury is being prop
erly protected and at the same time pro
tect the dignity of those who must rely
on welfare assistance in the process of
providing it to them.

Am I not correct in saying that the
filing of an affidavit perimts this to be
done in the most efficient manner with
the least embarrassment to the recipient,
and that figures have shown modest and
infinitesimal losses of funds to persons
who are ineligible?

Mr. McGOVERN. I think the Senator
is absolutely correct in saying that the
use of a simple affidavit filled out pri
vately by the individual in which he es
tablishes his claim is much more dignified
and a simpler method than the present
hodgepodge of systems used in various
States and it represents a step forward.

Mr. MONDALE. I understand the rec
ord sets forth several examples in which
local organizations establish committees
to go into the home, ask questions, in
terrogate the family and investigate. One
school board made use of a PTA commit
tee. They would go in the homes and ask
many questions. The record shows many
other examples around the country of
humiliating, degrading, and snooping
tactics. All of us assume the poor are
trying to chisel and all of us would per
mit investigations that are so bad that
people would rather starve than be ex
posed to that kind of treatment.

Mr. McGOVERN. I think the Senator's
point is well taken. When we file our
income tax returns we do that on the
basis of an affidavit. Occasionally some
one comes around and asks us but the
average citizen files his return based on
his word. We are using that term for
children entitled to free or reduced-price
lunches.

Mr. MONDALE. Am I not correct in
saying that the key issue is not so much
those who are fortunate, but rather, the
real issue here is whether we wish to in
crease this Nation's commitment to ex
panding the school breakfast program

and making it possible for the poorest
of the poor to participate?

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator is ab
solutely correct. That is why I was puz
zled by the argument of the Senator from
Kentucky a while ago that he was in
clined to vote against the amend
ment-

The PRESIDll{G OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is recognized for 5 additional
minutes.

Mr. McGOVERN. I was pUZ7Jed by the
argument of the Senator from Kentucky
that he was inclined to vote against the
amendment because it would not provide
enough for the school breakfast program.
He suggested going from $15 million to
$25 million in fiscal 1971; and then $50
million and then $75 million was not
enough money to give us an adequate
school breakfast program, and he may be
right. It is no reason to say we are better
off with $15 million because $25 million
is not enough.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I antici

pated the argument. The Senator has
not properly interpreted my remarks, al
though I probably did not make my re
marks clear enough.

In his amendment, the Senator pro
vides for as much as 100 percent of the
cost of operating out of the authoriza
tion. I pointed out that I do not think
this is correct. I have studied the school
lunch program and the breakfast pro
gram.

I cannot understand when poorer
States, including my State, pay their
share-and I have looked into the sit
uation in my State-why is it that the
richer States do not share their part of
the operating cost. Why should the rest
of the country pay the sum total operat
ing costs of the program of these States?

The breakfast program can be as good
or a better program than the school lunch
program. Rather, in his amendment the
Senator would provide for 100 percent of
operating costs and allow all recipients
to have free breakfasts. Much attention
is directed to poverty all over the Union,
including my State. That is correct. But
when we began to look at this problem
several years ago, I found that many of
the big cities of our country do not have
adequate food programs at all, much to
my surprise.

In some of the larger cities the figures
are as follows: Baltimore, 22 percent;
Distlict of Columbia, 25 percent; Jersey
City, 21 percent; Houston, 9 percent. The
list goes on and on. Yet this amendment
would require the rest of the country to
pay their operating cost.

I will vote for a properly conceived
school breakfast program, but I do not
think this one is.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from South Dakota yield to
me?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. MAGNUSON. I was going to pur

sue what the Senator from Kentucky
just pursued, and suggest that I think
the amendment is perfectly all right;
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that in the beginning, as we move along,
WilY should there not be some local par
ticipation? I understand the school lunch
program and favor it. Everybody is eligi
ble. But why should the amount of Fed
eral participation not be 80 percent? I
would still vote for an increase in the
amolmt of the authorization, but why
should not the Federal participation be
limited to 80 percent so there would be a
little local responsibility in the matter?

In appropriating moneys under the
education programs, I find that where
there is no local participation at all the
tendency is for the programs not to be
managed as well as when there is some
local participation. In the latter case the
local officials watch the programs closely
and make their decisions more carefully.

The school breakfast program has
many other values, but it is a sensitive
matter with respect to some families, and
some problems must be anticipated.

Perhaps the Senator from South Da
kota does not have the permission of the
Senator from Massachusetts to modify
his amendment, but I believe it would
make the amendment more acceptable to
some of us who would like to go along
with this program if the Federal Govern
ment were not required to pay 100 per
cent of the cost. If there is some reason
able local participation, I feel the amend
ment will be greatly improved.

It may be that as we progress and there
is additional proof that more money
should be involved, the Federal Govern
ment may increase its funding. If it is
a good program, we will furnish more
money.

I can see where there may be some
abuse and people will be questioned and
they may say the wrong thing, or peo
ple may be reluctant to sign such an affi
davit, as the Senator from Georgia sug
gested. It is not really an affidavit; it
would be merely a statement. Making an
affidavit would require payment of a fee,
which might cost more than the benefit.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, the amendment pro
vides that there shall be an affidavit,
which means that the person would have
to sign before a notary public and pay
him a fee.

Mr. MAGNUSON. So I would hope the
amendment might provide for local par
ticipation, even if it were on the basis
of 90-10 percent.

Mr. President, it is getting rather late
in the evening, but I merely wanted to
add this because, as I was listening to
the Senator from Georgia, I could not
help thinking there could not be a pos
sible conflict of interest on the part of
the Senator from Georgia, because there
is nothing better than a Talmadge break
fast of ham and eggs.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the commercial very much.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, to re
spond to the comments of both the Sen
ator from Kentucky and the Senator
from Washington with regard to this
provision in the amendment, the first
thing I want to state about it is that it Is
not a mandatory requirement. It permits
the Secretary of Agriculture, in those
cases where he finds a State is unable
to pay for part of the operating cost of
this program, to authorize full payment
of it with Federal funds.

I think it goes without saying that,
operating with the limited funds that
the Senator from Kentucky and I both
agree would be available, there would be
great competition for those funds, and
no Secretary of Agriculture will treat
that authority lightly. The chances are
that authority might not be used at all.
It certainly would be used sparingly.

If some States were willing to pay 20
percent of the cost, or some portion of
the cost, I cannot conceive of a Secre
tary of Agriculture using those limited
funds in States where there was a re
fusal to do anything at all in the way of
making a contribution to the program.

What we discovered is that in certain
States, especially in the South-the Sen
ator talked about wealthy northern
States-there was a reluctance to pay
participation costs, and funds were di
verted from title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act to finance
the cost of the school lunch program. As
tlle Senator knows, that was done on a
rather significant scale. It was to head
off the use of education funds that it
seemed wise to make a provision where
by, if a state could not pay any part of
the cost of setting up this program, the
Secretary of Agriculture, if he so de
sired-not by compulsion, not by manda
tory requirement--could, in those cases,
pay the entire cost.

I also want to remind the Senate that
we adopted a provision with regard to
the school lunch program-I believe the
Senate voted for it earlier this after
noon-to provide that the Secretary of
Agriculture could pay for the full cost
in those areas where the States were un
able to do so.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I am

going to make a motion to amend the
amendment of the Senator from South
Dakota. I have not had a chance to write
it all out, but I think it can accomplish
the purpose if I state that it would strike
out lines 9 through 25 on page 2.

I ask unanimous consent that I may
offer that amendment.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection

is heard.
Mr. MAGNUSON. I could wait and do

it afterward.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair

will state to the Senator from Washing
ton that, in the absence of a unanimous
consent, the motion to amend the
amendment of the Senator from South
Dakota would not be in order until all the
time has expired under the unanimous
consent agreement on that amendment.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
would liIee to present this amendment to
the amendment. Will it be in order after
all time has expired on the pending
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. He can do it either at the
expiration of all time or after all time
has been yielded back.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I with
draw my objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob
jection is withdrawn.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, may I ask

the Senator a Question? his
amendment or modification remove
either the segregation part or the means
test?

Mr. MAGNUSON. No; this amendment
would remove the 100-percent provision
and make it an 80-20 program.

Mr. AIKEN. It would still leave the
means test and segregation part in it?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent t<l submit an amendment to the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I move to amend the
amendment by striking lines 9 to 25 on
page 2 and inserting the following lan
guage which appears on page 41 of the
committee's report, section 4 (c) and (d) .
The whole section relates to the State
distribution for schools.

Let me explain it very briefly. It would
provide for financial assistance by the
Federal Government up to 80 percent,
and the other 20 percent would have to
be taken care of by the local govern
ments.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the amendment.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. After the
amendment is stated, the Chair will en
tertain a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. MURPHY. It has to do with the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment must be stated, and then
the Chair will entertain a parliamentary
inquiry.

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The
Senator from Washington proposes an
amendment to the amendment, to strike
out lines 9 through 25 on page 2 and
insert subsections (c) and (d) of the
committee report appearing on page 41.

The amendment to the amendment is
as follows:

In the amendment No. 511, by Mr. Mc
Govern, for himself and other Senators, on
page 2, strike out lines 9 through 25 and
insert:

"STATE DISBURSEMENT TO SCHOOLS

"(c) Funds apportioned and paid to any
State for the purpose of this section shall
be disbursed by the State educatlonai agency
to schools selected by the State educational
agency, to reimburse such schools for the
cost of obtaining agricultural and other
foods for consumption by needy children in
a breakfast program and for the purpose of
subsection (d). Such food costs may inclUde,
in addition to the purchase price, the cost
of processing, distributing, transporting,
storing, and handling. Disbursement to
schools shall be made at such rates per meal
or on such other basis as the Secretary shall
prescribe. In selecting schools, the State ~d

ucational agency shall, to the extent prac
ticable, give first consideration to those
schools drawing attendance from areas in
which poor economic conditions exist and to
those schools to which a substantial pro
portion of the children enrolled must travel
long distances daily.

"(d) In circumstances of severe need Where
the rate per meal established by the Secre
tary is deemed by him insUfficient to carry
on an effective breakfast program in a school,
the Secretary may authorize financial as
sistance up to 80 per centum of the operating
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costs of such a. program, including. cost of
obtaining, preparing, and serving food. In
the selection of schools to receive assistance
under this section, the State educational
agency shall require applicant schools to
provide justification of the need for such as
sistance."

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I would
like to inquire about the amount of time
that may be permitted on the amend
ment. Is it the full length of time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to the Chair's understanding of _the
unanimous-consent agreement, the time
will now be 1 hour--.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I can
explain it in half a minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One
110ur on each amendment to the amend
ment. So it would be 30 minutes to a side.

Mr. MURPHY. One hour on the
amendment to the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that there be a
time limitation of 5 minutes on the pend
ing amendment, the time to be equally
divided between the Senator from Wash
ington (Mr. MAGNUSON) and the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), or whom
ever he designates.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object-and I shall not
object-is my understanding conect
that now there will be 5 minutes on each
side, on the amendment to the amend
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair's understanding of the unanimous
consent request by the majority leader
is that there be a total of 5 minutes,
and I would assume that would be di
vided, 2% minutes to each side.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ob
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. Who yields time?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes on the amendment to the dis
tinguished chairman of our committee.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I have
been chairman of the Agriculture Com
mittee now for quite some time, and
have seldom seen us write a bill on the
floor of the Senate that was not con
sidered by the committee as part of the
whole bill now before the Senate.

There is nothing in the bill or the
hearing record with respect to the
breakfast program. This bill does not
deal with the breakfast program at all.
I fostered the breakfast program on a
pilot basis 3 or 4 years ago, and I know
what I am speaking about.

Mr. TALMADGE. Four years ago, in
1966.

Mr. ELLENDER. Four years ago. That
program, which is a pilot program, has
been working very well, and it strikes me
that before amending it we should have
hearings and use that as a basis for any
desirable changes.

Here we are, trying to take the break
fast program and rewr~te it altogether
on the Senate floor. I tnink that is the
wrong way to legislate. aere we are, Mr.
President, as pointed out by the distin
guished Senator from Kentucky, with

the entire cost of this program to be
borne by the Federal Government.

What made the school lunch program
work well was the fact that we had full
cooperation with the Federal Govern
ment by the people at the local level. But
here we are, considering the breakfast
program, which is now operating on a
cooperative basis, and it is sought to make
it, according to the amendment before
us, totally supported by the Federal Gov
ernment. That means that every State
will have the opportunity to take care of
its poor on the breakfast program, but
the funds may not be sufficient. This
amendment, Mr. President, if adopted
without hearings and due consideration,
I think is wrong. It should be stUdied, and
we should take into consideration all that
we have learned from the pilot program
that has been on the books now for 4
;rears.

To me, it looks as if the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry is being
overlooked. It does not appear that the
committee is being done justice, to have
worked on the pending bill diligently,
and come out unanimouslY with the bill
that is now before the Senate, and for
the Senator from Massachusetts, through
the Senator from South Dakota, to put
in an amendment that totally changes
the breakfast program which was not
even considered by the committee at this
time. The authorization for that pro
gram expires at the end of fiscal 1971.

The point I wish to make, Mr. Presi
dent, is that the matter now being dis
cussed has not been considered at all,
and has not been studied at all, by the
Committee on Agriculture, which is the
permanent committee which has juris
diction over the program. I think it is
out of order for us to try to wlite a new
breakfast program in which the Federal
Government will pay the entire cost.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I have
an amendment pending.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct, and he has 30 minutes
under the unanimous-consent agree
ment.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the
amendment I suggest is to bring the
formUla back to what the committee
recommended, as shown on page 41 of
the committee report, by restoring the
proportions recommended by the com
mittee, 80 Federal and 20 local, for dis
tribution to the schools. That is all it
would amend and it should not indicate
any opposition to the McGovem-Ken
nedy amendment.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield me 1 minute?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.
Mr. McGOVERN. I am perfectly will

ing to accept the Senator's amendment
to my amendment, or the amendment
that is pending.

I do wish to say, however, in all defer
ence to the Senator from Louisiana, that
we have nearly 100 percent Federal
funding-at least 80 percent-of the
breakfast program today. But I am per
fectly willing to accept the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is time
on the amendment yielded back?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield back the re
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Washington has yielded back
his time. The time on the other side is
controlled by the manager of the bill.

Mr. TALMADGE. No; this is an
amendment to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Or by the
majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield back the time.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it.

Mr. COOPER. Is the pending business
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Washington?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pend
ing business is the amendment of the
Senator from Washington to the amend
ment, No. 511, offered by the Senator
from South Dakota. All time having been
yielded back, the question is on agreeing
to the amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion now recurs on the amendment, No.
511, offered by the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN), as amended.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I wish to
offer an amendment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it an amendment
to the amendment?

Mr. COOPER. It is an amendment to
the amendment; yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
advises the Senator from Kentucky that
it will require unanimous consent for him
to offer an amendment to the pending
amendment of the Senator from South
Dakota, as amended.

Mr. COOPER. Before I ask unanimous
consent, perhaps the Senator from South
Dakota would like to know what I am go
ing to offer, so I will state my proposed
amendment. If he will look as his amend
ment, on page 3, line 20, my amendment
would place a period after the word
"meals," and then strike the words
"without cost. The determination of such
income shall be made solely by execution
of an affidavit by the member of such
household,"

I ask unanimous consent to offer the
amendment to the amendment of the
Senator from South Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. COOPER. The explanation of my
amendment is as follows: By striking
the two words on line 20 at the end of
the sentence, "without cost," it would
leave to the r'iscretion of the school au
thorities to determine if recipients were
able to pay a part of the cost. In my
State, some pay 5 cents for their break
fasts, some pay more. Some pay nothing.
The first purpose is leave to the discre
tion of the school authorities to deter
mine whether a child or his parents can
pay any part of the cost of the breakfast.

Then, as to striking the words "The
determination of such income shall be
made solely by executioI: of an affidavit
by the member of such household." I
think the purpose is apparent-to do
away with the necessity for these people
to make an affidavit. The determinations
are always made by the school authori
ties, anyway.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would

the Senator from Kentucky send his
amendment to the desk, in order that
the clerk might read it?

Mr. COOPER. I "ill have to write it
out.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it.

Mr. WILLIAlVIS of Delaware. How
much time remains on the McGovern
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty
nine minutes-18 minutes to the Senator
from South Dakota and 21 minutes to
the manager of the bill, the Senator
from Georgia.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If they
have completed debating it, I would sug
gest that they yield back their time, and
then we can consider these amendments
in an orderly procedure. Why not yield
back the time on the McGovern amend
ment? Then we can conclude this matter.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am prepared to
yield back the time I have on the Cooper
amendment to the amendment.

Mr. WilJLIAMS of Delaware. I mean
on the McGovern amendment.

Mr. McGOVERN. I could not agree to
that.

Mr. WilJLIAMS of Dela\vare. I would
object to any unanimous-consent agree-
ment, then. -

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
would first say to the Senator from Dela
ware that his objection is not timely as
to the amendment of the Senator from
Kentucky.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It is as
to limiting the time, though; is it not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. The
Chair would state to the Senator from
Delaware that, pursuant to the existing
unanimous-consent agreement, when an
amendment is offered to an amendment,
it has to have unanimous consent to be
offered; but, if offered, the time is set
by the existing unanimous-consent
agreement, which is 1 hour, to be divided
between the majority leader and the pro
ponent of the amendment. The time for
objection would have been at the time
the Chair asked for it, when the Senator
from Kentucky offered his amendment.

Approximately 28 minutes now remain
to the Senator from Kentucky and 30
minutes to the majority leader, on the
amendment to the McGovern amend
ment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, could
we have the amendment of the Senator
from Kentucky to the amendment read?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
is trying to arrange that.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows: -

In the amendment No. 511, to S. 2548, by
Mr. MCGOVERN, for himself and other Sen
ators, on page 3, line 20, after the word
"meals", insert a period and strike out "With
out cost. The determinations of such income
shall be made solely by execution of an afli
dr-vit by the member of such household."

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, on line
20 I would place a period after the word
"meals." I would strike the words "with
out cost. The determinations of such in-

come shall be made solely by execution
of an afiidavit by the member of such
household." I strike all that language,
inclUding the two words in line 20,
"without cost." By striking the words
"without cost," it is left to the authori
ties to determine whether schoolchildren
are able to pay any part of the cost of
breakfast. The remainder of the lan
guage stricken would remove the condi
tion of making an affidavit.

In practice, the school authorities now
determine by various criteria whether or
not schoolchildren shall be relieved of
any part of the cost of either school
breakfast or school lunch.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield back the re
mainder of my time.

Mr. COOPER. I yield back the re
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment is yielded back. The
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Kentucky to
the amendment of the Senator from
South Dakota.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time on the McGovern amend
ment, as amended?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield me 3 minutes?

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield 3 minutes to
the Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
strongly object to the adoption of the
McGovern amendment, although I com
pletely recognize the good intentions of
the Senator from Washington and the
Senator from Kentucky.

I invite attention to the fact that they
are about to set up a second breakfast
program. We have not knocked out the
breakfast program that is already on the
books, and the breakfast program as in
cluded in this bill, where it has no place
at all-and on which no hearings have
been held-will be a second breakfast
program, different in various particulars
from the ona that is on the books.

If confusion can be worse confounded,
I do not see how that could be done.
So far as I am concerned, I completely
agree with the Senator from Louisiana
that is unsound practice and confusing
practice to consider here, at this time,
a breakfast program which has not been
heard by the committee, which does not
take advantage of the experience we have
had under the pilot program which has
been in effect for 4 years, and which, if
it is adopted, will be a different program
and even a second program from the
one that is already on the books.

I do not think that is good practice.
I think it is the very essence of bad prac
tice to write such a program, such an
additional program, on the fioor of the
Senate.

I hope that the Senate will not ap
prove the second breakfast program,
which is what it will be if adopted, with
out hearings, as a part of this very care
fully prepared bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield myself 2 min
utes.

Mr. President, I agree wholeheartedly

'"', ...:.: ....,..'.,:,":.'

with· the Senator from Florl.dathatwe
have now so completely confused the lan
guage of this· amendment that there is
really no point in taking a .vote on it. I
ask unanimous consent that I· be per
mitted to withdraw the amendment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection

is heard.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am

sorry that we have come to this pass
after being on the job for 6 hours today.
I am hopeful that the straightening out
of the matter can come within the time
left, rather than starting anew andhav
ing to go through another hour and a
half.

I must report to the Senate-I must
reiterate-that we have at least three
other amendments following this; that
we have a bill dealing with the security
of the White House and the embassies in
this city; that we have a bill dealing with
an extension and expansion of the Hill
Burton Hospital Act, which is very im
pOl·tant; that we will have an HEW ap
propriation bill later this week; that we
will have the very important aviation
bill.

I am hopeful that we can get these
matters out of the way this week; be
cause-I must repeat-beginning next
week, with the Voting Rights Act, with
the Carswell nomination, and with other
measures coming up, we are going to be
delayed and will be considering items
longer than I like. But that is the way
things tum out.

So, Mr. President, if there is not fur
ther business-

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. McGOVERN. Let me say to the

Senator that I have been here all after
noon, too, trying to get a good amend
ment considered. I wonder if we could get
an understanding from the chairman
of the committee, the distinguished Sen
ator from Louisiana, that if this amend
ment were withdrawn, hearings might
be held at an early date on this school
breakfast provision.

Mr. ELLENDER. I would be glad to do
it.

Mr. McGOVERN. I do think the
amendment as it now stands has really
lost the purpose, which is to proivde free
breakfast for poor children. We can
not do that, as I see it, under this lan
guage. I think that if we can get an un
derstanding from the Senator from Lou
isiana to hold hearings on the school
breakfast-

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. TALMADGE. I am sure the dis

tinguished chairman already knows this.
The breakfast program has a termina
tion date of fiscal 1971. The entire bill
must be extended at that time. The
whole thing will be under review by the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
not only for the purpose of extending
but also for the purpose of improving,
broadening, and modifying it. I am sure
that the chairman, as is his custom, will
let everyone who desires to testify have
his say.

Mr. ELLENDER. As I tried to point
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out earlier, we are trying to rewrite this
pilot program which has been in effect
for 4 years. It is my hope to take the
pilot program and improve it.

If there is a request to rewrite it now
instead of waiting until 1971, I shall be
willing to proceed and hold hearings;
but trying to write a bill on the floor of
the Senate, without any further stUdy,
or taking into consideration the experi
ence we have gathered from the pilot
program which we have had on the stat
ute books for 4 years, I think-is bad
legislation.

I am hopeful that the Senator will
withdraw his amendment.

Mr. McGOVERN. Could the Senator
give me some indication when hearings
might be scheduled-just generally not
a specific date?

Mr. ELLENDER. As the Senator knows,
we are conducting hearings now, and
have been all last week practically, and
will all of this week, on the extension of
the present farm program. I have been
there every day. I cannot tell at this mo
ment the exact time but, as soon as pos
sible, we will do it. As the Senator knows,
we will start appropriations pretty soon.
I am on the Appropriations Committee
but I can give the Senator assurance
that, as soon as possible, it will receive
consideration from the committee.

Mr. McGOVERN. The school breakfast
program is just as important to the
health of schoolchildren as the school
lunch program. It may turn out to be
even more important. Thus, I am hopeful
that hearings can be held.

On that basis; Mr. President, I again
renew my unanimous-consent request
that I be permitted to withdraw the
amendment, as amended.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, reserving the
right to object-and I shall not object
I just want to make certain that there
will not be a modification of that amend
ment offered on tomorrow.

Mr. McGOVERN. So far as I have any
control over the situation, there would
not be. However, I cannot speak for other
Senators.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, I hope that I
have not been misunderstood in what I
was attempting to do. The amendment of
the Senator from South Dakota, as
amended-or of the Senator from Mas
sachusetts--would provide 100 percent
funding by the Federal Government with
no contribution by local agencies. I do not
think that is the right approach and
neither did the Senator from Georgia.
This amendment if adopted, and I did
not know it would be, would provide an
80-20 program which would make the
States bear part of the responsibility.
That is what I was trying to do. I do not
believe that weakens the amendment and
may in fact add a measure of strength
and support for its passage.

Mr. MANSFIELD. As a matter of fact,
I believe it does strengthen it.

Mr. MAGNUSON. There should be
some local responsibility in the program.
I would like to see such a program in my
area, and I would also Hke to see the
local school board have some financial
responsibility for its operation. I believe
it would be a better program if so
amended.

Mr. ELLENDER. Under the present

program, the Federal Government fur
nishes the food, but the administration
of it is in the hands of the local com
munities-

Mr. MAGNUSON. Is it not, as a prac
tical matter, an 80-20 split?

Mr. ELLENDER. Not the entire
amount. In extreme cases, then it would
be 80-20, but the amendment offered by
the Senator from South Dakota would
make the entire program a Federal one.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I was trying to tem
per that aspect of the McGovern amend
ment. That figure may not be exactly
equitable, but I am perfectly willing to
see it reviewed at a future date-as sug
gested by the Senator from South
Dakota. I suppose this will be taken up
in future hearings, because this is a very
good program. I just want to leave the
record straight that I favor this program
for needy children. The committee has
got a good program here. We have got to
look at it again and review it when its
authorization expires. I just want the
record to be clear that I support this
effort. I appreciate also that the Senator
from Louisiana was correct in his in
terpretation of the legal technicalities of
the amendment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, may
I say that what the distinguished Sen
ator from Washington did was to
strengthen the bill, as I think the dis
tinguished senator from Kentucky did
likewise. So, what we are laying aside
now, if agreed to, is a far stronger prop
osition than was originally introduced.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from South Dakota?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, reserving the right to object,
I notice that the Senator from South
Dakota has just held a conference with
his associates. I should like to ask him,
does this pledge that the amendment
will not be reoffered tomorrow; does this
meet with the agreement he just held
with his associates with whom he has
just conferred?

Mr. McGOVERN. Let me say to the
Senator from Delaware, before I reply to
that, that the amendment as originally
propOsed carried the names of several
other Members of the Senate.

As the Senator knows, we did not an
ticipate the amendment offered by the
Senator from Kentucky. It has been dif
ficult merely to know what impact it
would have. It seemed to me better to
hold off, rather than to try to move to
a decision on this tonight.

Other Senators who have spoken to
me in the last few minutes indicate that
they would prefer we go ahead and get
a vote tonight on this amendment, as
amended by the Senator from Kentucky.

The Senator knows that I have been
handling this myself, In the absence of
the Senator from Massachusetts. It has
been difficult for me to know what judg
ment the other cospOnsors wish; but,
perhaps, under the circumstances, the
best thing to do is go ahead and vote
on the one amendment as modified by
the Senator from Kentucky.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has the
Senator from South Dakota withdrawn
his unanimous consent request?

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes, sir, Mr. Pl'esi-

dent. I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, let
me make this brief comment, and then
I shall be ready to vote.

The amendment of the Senator from
Washington and the Senator from Ken
tucky has greatly improved what I think
was a most untenable amendment. The
amendment of the Senator from South
Dakota would still restrict the program
to needy children. No other children that
were not needy would buy or could buy
the breakfast at the schoolhouse. It
would be restricted purely to needy
children.

It would provide for using a different
formula for the apportioning of the
breakfast program. In addition. it would
make that child, a member ofa family
which is eligible to participate in the
food stamp or commodity program, a
family which has an annual income
equivalent to or less than $4,000 for a
household of four, eligible for a break
fast.

Mr. President, I think that is going too
far, to try to write a bill on the floor of
the Senate and set up national uniform
standards here, that any child from any
family, anywhere in the United states
of America, is entitled to go to the
schoolhouse and buy a breakfast.

There are many families in this C,1un
try who reside in rural areas and have
gardens and can raise vegetables. They
have cattle, chickens, and they have an
adequate diet. They are considered in
their community to be affluent if they
have income 01 $4,000 or less.

On the other hand, we could have a
family that lived in Hartford, Conn.,
Philadelphia, Pa., or New York, N.Y., or
Chicago, Ill., where food, wages, and
taxes are very high, where $6,000 a year
income would be very low.

I object to trying to set up standards
on that basis. I object to trying to write
a breakfast program here on the floor of
the Senate, when the Committee on Ag
riculture and Forestry, which has juris
diction, has not even seen or heard of
the amendment before.

I therefore hope that the Senate will
postpone consideration of the amend
ment, by killing it, and giving the com
mittee tinle, in due course, as the chair
man of the committee has already prom
ised the distinguished Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN), to hold
hearings on it. when we can take a look
at the situation and find out what the
facts are, to the end of trying to improve
a program which was begun 4 years ago,
and which all of us think is a very de
sirable program.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, if the
amendment offered by the Senator from
South Dakota is voted on and defeated
now, do I correctly understand that the
committee will still consider the identi
cal provisions at the end of the farm
program hearings?

Mr. ELLENDER. Oh, yes. I have al
ready pledged that to the Senator.

Mr. AIKEN. It would seem to me, in
the interest of saving time, that we
should have a vote on the amendment
right now.

Mr. TALMADGE. I agree fully.
Mr. President, I yield back the remain

der of my time.
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AMENDMENT NO. S14

"(e) Section 4(e) of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966 (42 USC 1771) is amended by
adding at the end thereof a new sentence as
follows: "Whenever the amount of annual
income of a famlly is prescribed as part of
the criteria for determining eligibility of a
chUd of such household to receive free or
reduced price meals, the amount of annual
income prescribed by such criteria shall be
increased by 25 per centum in the case of
Hawall and Alaska and the amount ap
portioned to each State shall be Increased
accordingly."

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from Vir
ginia on the bill.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I am
pleased to support the National School
Lunch Act Amendments of 1969.

For more than 20 years, the Federal
Government has been involved in school
nutrition programs. Thousands upon
thousands of our schoolchildren are in
debted to Senator RICHARD S. RUSSELL
and Senator ALLEN ELLENDER for their
foresight in securing passage of the
school lunch program in 1946.

In the 20 years since enactment of the
legislation many changes have taken
place in our lives and in areas related to
the lunch program. The number of hot
meals served to schoolchildren has in
creased dramatically. Kitchens and
cafeterias have become a fixture in new
school facilities. Mass purchasing and
preparation of foods have become the
rule rather than the exception in many
areas.

Yet, other changes-changes which
have not served to benefit the lunch
program-have also taken place. Food
costs have risen continuously. Opera
tional expenses have forced school lunch
programs to increase lunch prices. To
meet rising expenses some school districts
have curtailed the quality and quantity
of meals served.

At the same time, medical evidence
indicating a relationship between proper
nutrition and normal growth and devel
opment has accumulated. And, statistics
have been gathered to demonstrate the
failure of many low-income pupils to re
ceive lunches.

Of the more than 50 million school
children in the Nation, less than 20 mil
lion participate in the school lunch pro
gram. Of the more than 1 million Vir
ginia schoolchildren, slightly more than
57 percent participate.

On a national and State basis, there
are many needy pupils who do not or
calillot participate.

Of the 6 million school-age children
in our Nation from families earning less
than $2,000 a year and/or receiving aid
to families with dependent children,
fewer than 2 million participate in the
school lunch program. Of the 186,000
Virginia school-age children from fami
lies earning less than $2,000 a year and/
or receiving aid to families with depend
ent children, only about 45 percent
participate.

The bill under consideration would
help local school systems serve better
meals and serve meals to more children.
The bill is a ,logical step forward.

Our children are our Nation's greatest
asset. They are tomorrow's leaders and
producers. The future of our Nation de
pends upon them-their education, their
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Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 514.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUGHES in the chair). The amendment
will be stated.

The bill clerk proceeded to read the
amendment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with and
that the amendment be printed in the
RECORD. I do so because I wish to an
nounce to the Senate there will be no
further votes tonight.

TIle PRESIDING OFFICER Without
objection, it is so ordered; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment, ordered to be printed
in tIle RECORD, is as follows:

AMENDMENT 514
On page 22, lines 13 and 14, strike out "8

new sentence as follows" and inserting in
lieu thereof "the following".

On page 22. Hne 20, immediately after
the period, insert the following: "Whenever
the amount of annual income of a famUy Is
prescribed as part of the criterIa for deter
mining the eligibility of a child of such
household to receive free or reduced price
lunches, the amount of annual Income pre
scribed by such criteria shall be increased
by 25 per centum in the case of Hawaii and
Alaska and the amount apportioned to each
state shall be increased accordingly.

On page 22, between Hnes 20 and 21, in
sert a new subsection as follows:

So Mr. McGOVERN'S amendment, as
amended, was agreed to.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
move t{) reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MONDALE. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

New York would vote "yea" and the
Senator from Dlinois would vote "nay,"

The result was announced-yeas 37,
nays 33, as follows:

[NO. 54 Leg.]
YEA5-37

Brooke Hatfield Muskle
Burdick Hollings Nelson
Byrd. W. Va. Hughes Pastore
Cannon Inouye Pell
Case Jackson Percy
Cook ~'Iagnuson Prouty
Cooper Mansfield Ribicolf
Eagleton Mathias Schweiker
Fang McCarthy Spong
Goodell McGovern Stevens
Gravel Mondale S~'ll1lngton

Harris Montoya
Hart Moss

NAY5-33
Eastland McClellan
Ellender Murphy
Ervin Proxmlre
Fannin Randolph
Gore Scott
Gurney Smith, Maine
Hansen Stennis
Holland Talmadge
Hruska Thunnond
Jordan, N.C. WUliams, Del.
Jordan, Idaho Young, N. Dak.

NOT VOTING-30
Hartke Pearson
Javits Russell
Kennedy Saxbe
Long Smith, Ill.
McGee Sparkman
McIntyre Tower
Metcalf Tydings
MUler Wllliams, N.J.
Mundt Yarborough
Packwood Young, Ohio

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has now been yielded back on the
amendment.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment, as modified, of the Sena
tor' from South Dakota.

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The lelrtslative clerk called the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an

nounce that the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. ALLEN), the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. BAYH) , the Senator from Califor
nia (Mr. CRANSTON), the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. DODD), the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. FuLBRIGHT), the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN
NEDY) , the Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
LONG), the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
MCGEE), the Senator from New Hamp
shire (Mr. McINTYRE), the Senator from
Montana (Mr. METCALF), tile Senator
from Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL), the Sena
ator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMb,N) , the
senator from Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS),
the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. WIL
LIAMS) , and the Senator from Texas (Mr.
YARBOROUGH) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) and the Sen
ator from Ohio (Mr. YOUNG) are absent
on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from New
Jersey (Mr. WILLIAMS) is paired with
the Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARK
MAN). If present and voting, the Sena
tor from New Jersey would vote "yea"
and the Senator from Alabama would
vote "nay."

Onthis vote, the Senator from Texas
(Mr. YARBOROUGH) is paired with the
Senator fr{)m Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL).
[f present and voting, the Senator from
Texas would vote "yea" and the Senator
from Georgia would vote "nay."

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Calif{)rnia
(Mr. CRANSTON), the Senator from Mas
sachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. McGEE), and the
Senator from Montana (Mr. METCALF)
would each vote "yea."

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen
ator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER), the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. COT
TON), the Senator from New York (Mr.
JAVITS), the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
GRIF:FIN), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
MILLER), the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
PEARSON), the Senator from nIinois (Mr.
SMITH), and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) are necessanly absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE)
is absent on official business.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD
WATER) and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. PACKWOOD) are detained on official
business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. MILLER), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT), the
Senator from Kansas (Mr. PEARSON) , and
the 'Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER)
would each vote "nay,"

On this vote, the Senator from New
York (Mr. JAVITS) is paired with the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. SMITH). If
present and voting, the Senator from
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development, and the opportunities they
are afforded today.

The properly nourished child presents
a marked contrast to the malnourished
child. He is more active, more alert, more
interested in his environment. According
to school officials, he is often less of a dis
cipline problem and is a better student.
These are compelling reasons to support
the school lunch program.

I am pleased with the participation
which Virginia pupils have registered in
the past. Less than one-fifth of the states
have recorded higher participation rates.
But, much remains to be done in the
State and much remains to be done in
the Nation.

While the committee has been consid
ering school lunch legislation, I have
been polling Virginia school districts to
determine what their needs in the school
lunch program are and how these needs
can be met. Over 70 percent of the school
districts in Virginia replied. I believe it

is significant that many of the needs
mentioned will be met by the pending
bill. The greatest need, according to the
poll, is more financial support, followed
by the need for more trained workers and
supervisors in the program. The pending
bill will assist in these areas.

It will also help meet the following
problems which were mentioned in the
poll: It will provide additional assistance
for the purchase of equipment; it will
permit advance funding of the program
and it will help the needy child no matter
what school he may attend.

The poll also suggested several prob
lems which could be overcome through
administrative action, including the
elimination of redtape, the provision of
more meat and protein and the develop
ment of better delivery procedures for
commodities. I have written to Secretary
of Agriculture Hardin about these mat
ters, since the Department of Agriculture
administers the program.

The school lunch program is an im
portant part of our educational endeav
ors. It can be a more important one.

I believe the pending bill will greatly
assist us in doing whitt remains to be
done. I commend the able Senator from
Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE), for introducing
the bilL I thank him for permitting me
to cosponsor it. I was presiding 0~1 Friday
when the able Senator from Georgia pre
sented the bill to the Senate. His ex
planation was both lucid and effective. I
recommend it to all who are interested in
the problems and potentialities of the
school lunch program.

I ask unanimous consent to insert into
the RECORD charts indicating participa
tion in the program by locality in Vir
ginia and the funds committed to the
program in Virginia in 1969.

There being no objection, the charts
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

SUMMARY OF SCHOOL fOOD SERVICE PROGRAMS-fiSCAL 1969

local
operating

cost

federal
reimburse

ment

Total
meals

servedTolalPaid

Average number of pupils served daily

free or
partially

paid

Number of
schools wilh

programsPrograms

Tofal rei"'bursemenL • ... ..... __ -__ . - - -- - - . .. •__ . • . ._ - - - ---' - ---

Breakfast••.. _... __ • .._._. ._. .. _. __ • ._. ... __ -- __ .
Lunch._ ... . • .. _. _. • .. _. __ . _. . - __
Milk • . _.. . _. -_
Nonfood (equipment). " ._._ • • . -- - -.. --

54 4.965 3,894 8.859 885.910
1,763 86,541 466,196 574,666 100,383.500
1,801 ._. __ 149.424,367 1\49,807,867

264 __ ._. _.. • __ . . __ .. _. ... _

$129.370.10 • ... _.
5,928,207.58 . • _
1,811.560.55 • _

549,970.85 _

8,415,248.64 $47,077,639.26

I Y, pints milk.

Source: State Department of Education, Commonwealth of Virginia school lunch division.

The chart below reveals the rank in per
cent of participation in the counties, cities,
and towns of the State.

(Percent of participation]
County division:F10yd 90.9

Highland 88. 1
Rockingham 85.8
Augusta 84.9
Carroll 84.8
Smyth 82.2
Frederick 79.8
Westmoreland' 79.7
Grayson 79.4
Wythe 78.5
Cumberland 77.9
1'ulaski 77.7
Dickenson 76.3
Scott 76.3
Washington 76.3
Henry 75.6
Shenandoah ~ __ 74.9
Bland " 74.8
Lee 74.7
Buckingham 74.3
Wise 74.2
Charlotte 73.7
Caroline 72.8
Page 72.3
Rockbridge ~ __ 72.1
Clarke 72.0
~iontgomery 72.0
Northumberland 71. 8
Fluvanna 71. 6
Patrick ~ __ ~ ~~ __ 71. 6
F,'dnkUn 71. 5
Ra?pallannock 71.5
Nottoway 71. 3
York ~ 70.9
Halifax .70.7
Greene _. 70.6
~tW Kent 70.3
A'!lella 69.2
Appomattox 69.0
Giles 68.9
Russell ;.. 68.8

Richmond " 68.2
Pittsylvania ~-~------- 67.3
Louisa 66.8
King and Queen 66.7
Essex 66.0
Spotsylvania 65.9
Tazewell 65.8
Bath 65.0
Orange - 65.0
Buchanan 64.8
Craig 64.7
Alleghany 64.4
Acconaak ~ 64.0
Lancaster 63.9
Prince Edward 63.2
~Iddlesex ~ 62.5
Sussex ~ 62.5
~adison 62. 1
~ecklenburg 61. 9
Hanover 60.6
Albenaarle 60.0
Botetourt • 59.7
Greensville 59.7
DinWiddie 59.4
Brunswick 58. 8
Campbell 58.0
Gloucester 58.6
Loudoun 58.5
\Varren 58. 1
Mathews , 57. 0
Bedford 56.9
Chesterfield 5G.6
Goochland 56.3
Fauquier " 55.8
Southampton 55. 5
Stafford 55.5
Nansemond 55.4
Prince WIlHam 55.3
Surry 55.1
Nelson 54.3
Fairfax 53.4
Lunenburg 53.2
Culpeper 51.7
Northampton 51.5
Roanoke 51.5
AInherst 50.9
King William 50.3

Powhatan 50.2
JIenrico 48.4
Prince George 48.3

Isle o! Wight---------------------- 45.8
Charles City 45.5
Arlington 43.0
King George 40.0

Cities Division:Staunton 79.8
Radford 76.6
Suffolk 74.0
Danville 72.6
Norton 72.6
South Boston 70.6
JIarrisonburg 71. 5
Galax 70.1
Waynesboro 68.2
~artinsvil1e • 67.3
Newport News 66.1
Bristol 62.4
Lexington 61.5
Rlchlllond 60.6

Williamsburg-James City 58.4
JIanapton 58.0
Covington 57.6
Clifton Forge 54.0
Charlott.esville 53. (;
JIopewell fj1-:
Petersburg 49.9
Fredericksburg ~[). 2
Virginia Beach . 48.1
Portsmcuth 47. 9
Alexandria 47. 5
Roanoke 47.5
Norfolk. .4G. 4
Lnchburg 45.4
FrankHn 44.0
Colonial Heights 43.7
Falls Church 42.1
Chesapeake 42.0
Buena Vista 39.2
Winchester 13.1

Towns:
\Vest Polnt 71.5
Colonial Beach 44.1

1 State average dally p3.rticipatloll.
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