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crowd elements, the Cheyenne Police Depart
ment is prepared for any contingency. We
know from experience that a prescribed plan
of action can mean the difference between
order and unlawful pandemonium. Our ob
jective Is to always be prepared.

FREE LUNCHES-REDUCED PRICE
LUNCHES FOR NEEDY CHILDREN
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The period for the transaction of
routine morning business has expired.
In accordance with the previous unani
mous-consent agreement, following the
conclusion of routine morning business
the unfinished business is temporarily
laid aside, and the Senate will proceed
to the consideration of Senate Joint Res
olution 157, the school lunch measure,
which the clerk will state.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 157) to assure

that every schoo1chUd w111 receive a free
or reduced price lunch as reqUired by section
9 of the National School Lunch Act.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the names of the
distinguished Senator from South Da
kota (Mr. MCGOVERN) the distinguished
Senator from California (Mr. CRANSTON)
and the distinguished Senator from Indi
ana (Mr. BAYH) be added as cosponsors
of Senate Joint Resolution 157.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amendment
of the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry be agreed to and that the text
of the joint resolution as so amended
be considered as original text for the
purpose of further amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

The committee amendment, as agreed
to, is as follows: on page 3, insert the
following new sections:

SEC. 2. Funds made available by this joint
resolution shall be apportioned to the States
in such manner as wlll best enable schools
to meet their obligations With respect to the
service of free and reduced price lunches, and
such funds shall be apportioned and paid as
expeditiously as may be practicable.

SEC. 3. The Secretary of Agriculture shall
immediately upon enactment of this resolu
tion determine and report to Congress the
needs for additional funds to carry out the
school breakfast and nonfood assisoonce pro
grams authorIzed by sections 4 and 5 of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 during the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1972, at levels which
wlll permit expansion of the school breakfast
and school lunch programs to all schools de
siring such programs as rapidly as prac
ticable.

SEC. 4. Section l1(e) of the National School
Lunch Act is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following: "Such maximum per
meal amount shall in no event be less than
40 cents; and the 8ecreoory shall esooblish a
higher maximum per meal amount for espe
cially needy schools based on such schools'
needs for asslstance in prOViding free and re
duced price lunches for all needy children....

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, Sen
ate Joint Resolution 157 will assure that
every needy schoolchild will receive a
free or reduced-price lunch as required
by section 9 of the National School Lunch
Act.

This resolution is an emergency reso
lution, because there is an emergency
situation in school districts all over the
country. This emergency was precipi
tated by regulations proposed by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture on Au
gust 13, 2 weeks before many schools
opened their doors.

The rate of reimbursement which is
provided by these re~ationswill not en
able many school districts to finance a
school lunch program which provides a
free or reduced-price lunch to every
needy child in the school. The schools are
already in operation, but their school
lunch program is in a state of chaos.
Irreparable damage has already been
done because some school districts have
been forced to cut back or eliminate
their free lunch program.

Mr. President, this is tragic.
It is tragic because last year Congress

passed a law which required that every
needy schoolchild in the Nation receive
a free or reduced-price lunch. This law
made it unmistakably clear that if a
schoolchild cannot afford to pay any
thing for lunch, he is to receive that
lunch free.

It is tragic because when President
Nixon signed this bill into law, Public
Law 91-248, he promised to put an end
to hunger among American schoolchil
dren.

It is small wonder that there is a cred
ibility gap in America when the Federal
Government makes a commitment and
passes a law which requires that every
needy schoolchild be fed and then re
fuses to make the money available to
carry out this commitment.

Although irreparable damage has been
done to the school lunch program, al
though many school administrators have
lost confidence in the program, and al
though many schoolchildren are not re
ceiving the lunches they are entitled to
under the law, Congress can undo much
of the damage that has been done by
taking prompt action on this emergency
resolution.

I was the original Senate sponsor Of
the bill which became Public Law 91-248,
the law which mandates the feeding of
every needy schoolchild in America.
When this law was enacted, I did not
regard it as just an empty promise.

I do not intend to stand by and see the
law ignored or subverted by administra
tive regulations and inaction. Therefore,
I introduced on September 20 Senate
Joint Resolution 157. Subsequently, after
conferring with school lunch leaders, I
agreed to offer three amendments to this
resolution. The Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry agreed on September 29 to
report Senate Joint Resolution 157 with
the amendments that I offered in the
committee session.

This amended resolution would:
First, direct the Secretary of Agricul

ture to use section 32 funds to the extent
necessary to assure every needy child of
the free or reduced-price lunches that he
is entitled to under section 9 of the Na
tional School Lunch Act.

Second, require the Secretary to deter
mine and report to Congress the needs
for additional funds to carry out the
school breakfast and nonfood assistance

programs at levels which will permit ex
pansion of the school breakfast and lunch
programs to all schools desiring such
programs as rapidly as practicable.

Third, provide that the maximum per
lunch limitation contained in section
l1<e) of the National School Lunch Act
on the amounts of funds that States may
reimburse schools for special assistance
under section 11 shall not be fixed by the
Secretary at less than 40 cents.

The first two provisions I described
would be applicable only to the current
fiscal year which ends on June 30, 1972.
The use of section 32 funds would be au
thorized only until a supplemental ap
propriation could be enacted, and the
supplemental appropriation would reim
burse the section 32 funds for the amount
spent for school lunches under the au
thority of this resolution.

The third provision which I described,
the provision fixing the maximum per
lunch limitation at not less than 40 cents,
would be permanent legislation.

Mr. President, I became aware of the
current crisis in the school lunch pro
gram during the congressional recess in
August. I spent the recess period making
speeches and visiting constituents in
Georgia. In the week before Congress
ended its recess, I began to get frantic
calls and letters from school lunch ad
ministrators over the State concerning
the school lunch regUlations which had
been published by the Department of
AgriCUlture on August 13.

These school lunch administrators
were frantic because they had planned
their school lunch program for the com
ing school year on the assumption that
they would receive the same rate of re
imbursement for free and reduced-price
lunches that they had received at the
end of the last school year.

During the last few months of the past
school year, schools in Georgia had re
ceived over 42 cents per meal to reim
burse the cost of preparing and serving
free and reduced-price lunches. Now. as
they were opening the doors of their
schools for the new school year, they
were told that they would receive only
35 cents to reimburse the cost of free and
reduced-price lunches.

This, of course, placed the school dis
tricts in an impossible situation. There
are only two sources that local school of
ficials could turn to in order to make up
the funding deficit. They could either in
crease the price of lunches for those chil
dren who are able to pay for lunches, or
they could attempt to raise additional
local tax revenue.

As a practical matter, both solutions
were foreclosed to the school districts.
The President's wage-price freeze pre
vented school districts from increasing
the cost of lunch for the paying pupils.
And everyone knows that it is impossible
to raise additional local tax revenue on
such short notice.

I received a great deal of mail from
all over the country pleading for assist
ance in getting the proposed USDA regu
lations changed. School lunch officials in
Pennsylvania stated that their cost of
preparing a school lunch is more than
60 cents and the proposed USDA regula-
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tions would leave the schools with a defi
cit of 25 cents per meal.

Realizing that immediatp. action must
be taken to alleviate the crisis in the
school lunch program, I wrote to Presi
dent Nixon on September 2 to express
my strong objections to the proposed
USDA regulations and to request that
these regulations be changed. In this let
ter, I stated:

Public Law 91-248 was the product of a bI
partisan effort to provide nutrition for the
needy school children of this country. Since
the regulations promUlgated on August 13
are clearly contrary to the Intent of Public
Law 91-248, and since these regulations wlll
clearly make It Impossible to provide meals
to aU the needy school children In the Nation,
I hope that you will have your Department of
Agriculture reconsider and Issue regUlations
that will conform With the dictates of the law.

Unfortunately, I received only an
acknowledgment of this letter from a
White House aide; I received a further
reply from an aide again today. I never
received any indication from the Presi
dent or from the Secretary of Agriculture
that my request was being taken
seriously.

In view of the mounting fiscal crisis
in the school lunch program around the

country and the administration's refusal
to take action, I called hearings in the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
of which I am chairman, on September
16. In these hearings, the committee
heard testimony from those people who
are directly affected by the school lunch
program, the State and local officials who
are charged with the administration of
this program.

The committee heard from a small
town school superintendent, Mr. B. P.
Taylor of San Diego, Tex. Mr. Taylor
testified that the new USDA regulations
would adversely affect his program and
that he would be required to cut back
on academic programs in order to carry
on his child nutrition program.

The committee also heard from two
big city school officials, Mr. Howard
Briggs of the Detroit, Mich., public
schools, and Dr. Eugene Sampter of the
Buffalo, N.Y., public school system. Both
officials indicated that USDA regulations
would be extremely detrimental to the
school lunch program in their districts.
Dr. Sampter indicated that Buffalo will
,be forced to suspend the feeding of needy
children in the city some time during
the coming winter if the rate of Federal
reimbursement is not increased.

The committee heard from a. witness
who is charged with administering a.
State program, Miss Josephine Martin,
administrator of the school food serv
ice program in Georgia. I have great
faith in Miss Martin, for not only is she
the able administrator of Georgia's pro
gram, but also, she is recognized as one
of the leading authorities in the Nation
on the school lunch program.

Miss Martin testified that at the end
of the last school year, Georgia schools
were receiving a rate of reimbursement
for free and reduced-price meals of 42
cents. Under the new regulations, these
Georgia schools will get less than 36
cents per meal.

Miss Martin also gave us an idea of
the impact of these regulations on other
States and school districts around the
country. She presented a survey con
ducted by the American School Food
Service Association which indicates that
the national deficit in school lunch funds
would be between $150 and $180 million.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con·
sent that this survey be printed in the
RECORD.

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

SUMMARY REPORT, FREE AND REDUCED PRICE LUNCH PROGRAM, FiSCAL YEAR, 1911-72

State or school district

No. type A
lunches
served

1971l-71
(Iree or

reduced)

No. type A
lunches to
be served

1971-72
(Iree or

reduced)

Anticipated
loss in

1971-72
at 35 cents State or school district

No. type A
lunches
served

1970-71
(Iree or

reduced)

No. type A
lunches to
be served

1971-72
(free or

reduced)

Anticipated
loss in

1971-72
at 35 cents

Alabama , .
Birmingham __ __ _ .

Alaska: Anchorage . _. __ .. _ __ .
Arizona __ ..

Phoenix (Isaac DIStrict No.5) .
Phoenix.. _ . __ . __ .. __ __ ..
Tucson.. _.. _ __ .

Arkansas __ .
California __ ..

Oakland ' .
Sacramento _ ..
Palm Springs .. __ .. __ ._ .

Colorado _ .
Liltleton _ .
Denver__ .

COnnecticut. -- ------. -- .
East Haven .. __ _ __ .

Delaware .

Flori'l:iami:: :::: : :: :::: : ::::: :: :::::::: :::::
Broward County _ _. __

~:~e~o~~~~iy::::::::::::: :::: ::::::::::
Hillsborough County __ .. """ .
Palm Beach COunty ..

Geor~i~lumbUS(Muscogee 'County 'S'outher;; Dis:'
Iric!) , ~ __ ' .

Atlanta __ .
De Kalb County __ .

Haw~ia:.o~l.•__.::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::
Idaho: Jerome ""'''' .
JIIinois ..

Chicago (archdiocese 01) __ __ .
Indiana .

10w;.~~i.a.n.a.~~I~~:::::::: ::::::::::::: ::::::::
Ames .

Kansas. __ .
Shawnee Mission...• __ .
Dodge City••••...•.•••..................
Wichita __ __ .

Kentucky:

LOui~~~~.~~u.n.t~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
New Orleans _ ..

Maine __ _ .
Maryland __ _.

Montgomery County .. __
Baltimore County "" _ .

Massachusetts ""'" __ .
Boston __ .. __ .. _ __ ....

Michigan:

ri~~~i~:::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
Midland __ .

Footnotes at end of table.

35,789,305
2,606,563

234,000
7, 43( 448

52.220
42,220

930,889
18.873,010
89.000,000

3,455,540
1,285,411

43,246
8.560,387

26,435
3,094,057
4.829,218

71,282
1,724,159

36,674,477
5,370,196
2,658,354

418,890
100,897

3,660.067
2,543.286

44,298,239

1,050.517
7,005,696

756,851
1,311.486
1,945,713

35,688
47,255,707
1,374.559
9,832.652
1,915,468
6,783,989

18,941
4,766,830

90.727
76,188

648,000

78,081
37,346.845

72. 000
4,677,677

14,533,800
475.238
327, 162

11,677,391
988,027

5,800,657
32.585
44,100

40,000,000
2,668.812

277,200
10,000,000

75,000
50.000

1,000.000
22,703,962

133,500,000
4,000,000
1,542.493

57,000
11,000.000

31, 000
3,500.000
5,312, 139

72,000
2,500,000

43.067,674
5,859, 180
3, 000, 000

564.256
101,197

4,323,600
3,000,000

63,859,511

1,075,517
7,461,066

8OC,000
1,861,569
2,288,000

40,000
52,272,000
1,700,000

27,068,940
2,563,730
9,900,000

20,000
6,595,865

95,200
77,688

1,000,000

93,690
48,600.0CO

77,000
6 630,000

15.987.180
I, IlC. 000

500,000
16,200.000
3,554,040

7,000,000
'6.800
50,000

$5,250,000.00 Minnesota __ __ .
373,633.68 Minneapolis __ __ .'" .
85,100.00 Crosby .. .

I, 47~: m: ~~ MissrstSi~~r~~ ~.o.~~t! :::::::::::::::::::: ::::

I~~: ~~g: ~g Miss~~~~~~~~~:::::::::: ::::::::::: ::::::::::
987,622.00 St.louis __ __ .. __ .

9.000,000.00 Kansas City __ .. __ . __ ..
724, 000. 00 HazelWOOd School District. .
116,927,34 Kirkwood __ .
11,400.00 Montana __ .

550,000.00 Great FaIlL ..
29,450.00 Nebraska.. .. .

(1) Omaha.. __ __ ..
700. OCO. 00 Nevada
22,320.00 las Vegas __ .

(I> New Hampshire , .. __ .
6.916,668.00 New Jersey.. __ .. __ ..

412,858.00 Paterson __ __ .. __ ..
222,300.00 Newark ~ __ .. ..
67,710.00 Elizabeth __ __ . __ ..
13,356.00 New Mexico : _.. __ .

~~~: ~~3: g~ ~~~I~~u~r~~e:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
6,002,794.00 Sante Fe __ __ .. __ .

New York _ .
75,286.19 Sweel Home Central Southern OdricL ..

500,000.00 Bulfalo.. __ __ ..
80,000.00 North Carolina __ .

186,156,90 Winston·Salem __ .
457,600.00 North Dakola __ .. __ __ ..

1,600.00 Ohio __ __ __ __ ..
16. oeo, 000. 00 Cleveland __ .. __ .

(1) lima ..

5, m:~~~:~ ~?~~~~~ti: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
352,440.00 Akron ..

65~: ~~~: g~ ~~fe~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
20,000.00 New Philadelphia .

8,500,000.00 Oklahoma __ __ .
, (~ Tulsa __ .

12, 179. 7~ I :::ii~;;~~t?~:~~~~~~~::~~~~~~~~~~:~~~~~
1,326,000,00 Elizabeth .. __ ..
9.996,795.00 Pittsburgh __ __ .. __ .. __ __

388,500.00 Cheltenham Township __ .
100.000.00 Philadelphia _ __ , __

3,240,000.00 Monongahela __ , ..
248,783.00 I Murrysville . __ .. _ , __ __

I East Allegheny School Dist"c!. -- -- -- ..
1.4n·~~~·~0 I Marie!la __ __ .

• .4 llgonler.._ __ _. __ .. ..
6,500.00 I Shaler Area School District ..•. _ _. _.

13, 563, 160
2,683,045

36,058
159,709

34,715,547
709,885

15,449, 143
3, 500,000
2, 114,997

10.648
10,982

1,573,014
170,404

5,165,556
1,602,318

479,935
1.907,254

17,154,000
522,381

5,495,241
738.717

11.187, 023
2, 151,923
1,230,312

500,686
95.000,000

7,000
4,082,758

44,229,463
I. 096,757
2,286,001

24,419.524
3.388,359

201,304
1.327,691
2,866.733
1,467,415
1,268,972

289,857
26,946

12,892.752
927,558

1,654.000
5,926,467
1,473. 112

22,442.315
29,847

4, 188,618
6,790

4,809,661
54, COO
22,832

299,460
14,395
19,800
6, 000

14,919.476 $2, 154,000.00
3,000, 000 750, 000. 00

50.000 6, 500. 00
165,000 21,450.00

38,187,101 1,140,000,00
735, 000 30,000. 00

20, 000, 000 4, 000, 000. 00
6,000,000 750.000.00
2, 326, 496 465, 299. 20

10,648 44,000.00
12, 000 2, 400. 00

1,844,460 (1)
200, 000 60, 000. 00

6. 202, 800 496,224. 00
2, 052,300 420, 000. 00

749,835 64,485.00
2, 155,187 215,518.70

24,300.000 8.019,000. OC
525,341 (1)

64,000,000 1,936.000.00
838.323 159,281. 37

12, 000, 000 I, 200, 000. 00
2, 582, 308 82,375.63
1,275,000 185,000.00

756.000 604, 800. 00
110,000,000 (1)

12,000 3.600. 00
3, 750, 000 950, 000. 00

48.652.409 3,259,711. 00
1,276.757 293,654.00
2.500,000 ll)

26, 500,000 5, 565, 000. 00
5,312,199 1,965,513.63

215, 000 55.000. 00
I, 600, 000 320, 000. CO
3,000,000 210,000. 00
2, DOD, 000 380. 000. 00
2, 000, 000 500, 000. 00

450,000 47,000.00
30.000 5. 658. 45

14, 697, 737 I, 000, 000. 00
I. 159,448 200, 000. 00
2,000,000 317,027.00
8,473,249 1,476, 175. 54
1,732,500 361,471. 56

23, 400, COO 5. 000, 000. 00
39,000 10.000.00

3, 587, 580 748.203.00
10,620 .. _ .

8. 447,400 777. 161. 00
60,000 12.960.00
25,000 10, 000. 00

389, 298 52, 764.94
17.525 6.200.00
30, 000 10. 000. 00
47,840 9. 568.00
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State or school district

Pennsylvania-Continued

~~~:~~r~1!;~::r~~~~~~~~:::~'::~~:::::::::::
Tennessee•• ...;. _~ ~ ~ • __ .

~~~e~i~:::: :::::::::::::::::: .
~ianstsJifl~t:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :

Texas .
Austin .
Dallas. ..
EI Paso : ..
Corpus Christi. .
Houston .
Fort Worth __ .

Utah .
Grant School District.. .
Davis County __ . __ '

I Insufficient data

No. type A
lunches
served

1970-71
(free or

reduced)

31,477
1I.965

31, 794, 679
2,900.000

29.179.653
7,000. COO

656,214
lID, 561

1,617.503
50,930, 126

I,337,71I
3,787.408
1,333.543
1.061, ISO
3.720.979
1,090.532
4,095.241

603.000
318.380

No. type A
lunches to
be served

1971-72
(free or

reduced)

34.624
14.000

52.800.000
5. 525,000

31. 5CO, 000
7.500,000

750,000
135.000

2,644,800
88.500.000

I, 515.960
4.700,000
I, 500, 000
2, 5CO, 000
5.437,440
1.658,432
4,259,050

660. COO
100,000

No. type A NO. type A

I
, lunches lunches to

Anticipated served be served Anticipated
loss in , 1970-71 1971-72 loss in

1971-72 ; (tree or (free or 1971-72
at 35 cents I State or school district reduced) reduced) at 35 cenls

'$I~,~;b'~61 :~:g~~~t!:'~... ..... .::.:::::::~~::::::: ~~:~~~ I, 9~g: ggg $6~~: ~~~: 6&

9,891,200.00 I Newport News__ .. '............... 739.856 813.842 48,000.00
828,750,00 Arlington County. .. , 180,000 230.000 77, 000.00

2,m:6ggJg was~~'~:~~.C~~~~Y" :::::::::::.:::::::::: IOj~U~~ 12.;~t~~~ 2.66U~U~
26.250.00 I Northshore School DistricL............... 85,888 100,000 13.939.40
34,750.00 I WestVirginia __ 19,799,891 28,300,000 2,661,300.00

d~6:&5g:g~ WiSC~~s~~.i~~:::::::::.. :::::::::::::::::: 7,m:m 9,~gU~~ I,4~U6~:5~

~U~U~ I~---·--~---Add:~d~~-Information reviewed too late fO~:b~~--'~-"
m:~~~:~~ i~--_..- ,...'--.-.-----------
331.686.40 \ San Diego, Calif...... 2,147,260 2,301, 000 $345. 150. 00
468.495.00 i Michigan.. __ ,.. 16,440, 549 25,000,000 3,500.000.00

6,600.00 I Caswell County, N.C .. · -- --....... 282,379 300,000 27.900.00
15,000.00 Sanderton,Pa. __ . 1,725 1,743 0

, Lunches diSCOntinued in elementary schools-high schools only.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the
committee heard the testimony of Assist
ant Secretary of AgriCUlture Richard E.
Lyng, who presented the case for the De
partment of AgricUlture. Mr. Lyng pre
sented a carefUlly worded statement at
tempting to show that the USDA reg
ulations were the most equitable method
of distributing available funds. However,
under cross-examination the Assistant
Secretary admitted that many States
would be receiving less money than they
did during the past school year.

Members of the committee attempted
to determine whether the appropriation
of the Congress was adequate to carry
out the school lunch program. Despite
the fact that the administration had re
quested no more funds for the school
lunch program than had been appropri
ated for the previous fiscal year, the Con
gress had appropriated $33.8 million
above the budget request to bring the
total school lunch appropriation up to
$615.2 million.

Committee members were somewhat
dismayed to learn that the present ap
propriation was not sufficient to provide
an adequate rate of reimbursement for
school lunches even though the Congress
had been told repeatedlY by the admin
istration that we have sufficient funds
for an adequate school lunch program.

Under questioning from the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN), Assistant
Secretary Lyng refused to state whether
the administration would spend addi
tional funds even if these funds were pro
vided.

The pending resolution is designed to
provide additional funds and require the

• Secretary of AgricUlture to spend these
funds to provide an adequate rate of re
imbursement.

Mr. President, I would have preferred
to have followed regUlar procedure in re
gard to the school lunch program. Unfor
tunately, regUlar procedure has failed in
this case. Regular procedure has failed
because the Congress has been unable to
get reliable information about the
amount of money that is required to
carry out the law.

The Congress acted in good faith,
thinking that it had appropriated suffi
cient money to provide a free or reduced

price lunch to every needy school child
in the country. Now we are told by the
USDA that there is insufficient money to
provide a rate of reimbursement above
35 cents per meal.

Although this emergency resolution is
not the normal way of dealing with fund
ing problems, there is sufficient precedent
for this procedure. On June 17 of this
year, the SenateCommittee on Agricul
ture and Forestry, by a unanimous vote,
reported to the Senate H.R. 5257. This
legislation, which passed the Senate on
June 18, 1971, authorized the Secretary
of AgriCUlture to use section 32 funds
for the remainder of fiscal year 1971 and
for fiscal year 1972 to pay any amount
necessary to carry out the provisions of
the National School Lunch Act.

This bill was approved by the Senate
by a unanimous vote.

After differences between the House
and the Senate versions of H.R. 5257
were ironed out in conference, the con
ference report was agreed to by both
the House and Senate and the bill was
enacted into law, Public Law 92-32, on
June 30, 1971.

I believe that it is important to em
phasize that in every step toward enact
ment, Public Law 92-32 was plJssed with
out objection in the Senate. The relevant
provision of this law is as follows:

SEC. 15. (a) In addition to funds appro
priated or otherwise avaIlable, the Secretary
is authorized to use, during the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1971, not to exceed $35.
000,000. In funds from Section 32 of the Act
of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c), to carry
out the provisions of this Act, and during
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, not to
exceed $100,000,000 In funds from such sec
tion 32 to carry out the provisions of thIs
Act relating to the sen-Ice of free and reo
duced prIce meals to needy children In schools
and service InstItutions.

Public Law 92-32 was rushed to en
actment because of a funding crisis
which then existed in regard to the sum
mer feeding program of the U.S. Depart
ment of AgriCUlture. Congress must act
promptly now because an even greater
crisis exists in our school lunch program.

I believe it is important to emphasize
that section 32 funds will be used only
until such time as Congress can act on

a supplemental appropriation bill.
Should we wait until action on the sup
plemental appropriation, schools around
the country will be well into their school
year and even more schools will have
been forced to cut back on their child
feeding programs.

I am hopeful that Senate Joint Res
olution 157, which directs the Secre
tary to use section 32 funds to the extent
necessary to assure that every needy
child gets a free or reduced price lunch,
will force an immediate revision of the
disastrous regulations which have been
promulgated.

The committee has heard a great deal
of testimony about the amount of money
that is needed to pay for the cost of a
school lunch. Some authorities peg the
national average cost of preparing and
serving a school lunch at 52.6 cents per
meal. USDA officials themselves in
dicated in the committee hearing on
September 16 that this average cost was
around 60 cents.

Of course, it is impossible for legis
lators to determine precisely the reim
bursement that is needed. I am aware
that the cost of preparing a school meal
varies greatly between States and with
in a State. However, it is clear that 35
cents is not an adequate rate of reim
bursement in any State.

The language of Senate Joint Re
solution 157 expresses the feeling of the
committee that a rate of reimburse
ment of 45 cents is preferable to the
Department of Agriculture's 35-cent
rate. The resolution would amend sec
tion l1(e) of the National School Lunch
Act to provide that the maximum per
lunch limitation on the amount of funds
that States may reimburse their schools
for special assistance shall not be fixed
by the Secretary at less than 40 cents.
When the section 4 reimbursement of 5
cents per meal is added, the schools
would have a t-otal of 45 cents.

Senate Joint Resolution 157 also con
tains language which makes it clear that
the funds made available by the resolu
tion will be apportioned to the States in
a manner that will enable these schools
to best meet their obligations with respect
to the service of free and reduced priCf
lunches.
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$3,815,784,000
2,876,968,000
1,621,912,000
1,201,332,000

908,910,000

The resolution also requires that these
funcl.s be apportioned and paid as expedi
tiously as possible. A number of school
lunch officials have indicated that the
proposed regulations of the USDA would
delay Federal reimbursement to the
States, thus causing even greater fiscal
problems for State governments and local
school districts. While the committee did
not attempt to establish the procedure
whereby the USDA shall make reim
bursement, I hope that this language "ill
be sufficient to insure that school lunch
reimbursements are made as expedi
tiously as practicable.

There is some confusion about the
amount of money that is needed to en
able States to purchase the equipment
that is necessary to comply with the law
which requires that every schoolchild
receive a free and reduced price lunch.
There is also some controversy over the
amount of funding that is needed to per
mit extension of the school breakfast
program to those schools desiring such a
program. Therefore, section 3 of Senate
Joint Resolution 157 requires that the
Secretary of Agriculture shall immedi
ately determine and report to the Con
gress the needs for additional funds to
carry out the school breakfast and non
food assistance programs at levels which
will permit expansion of the school
breakfast and school lunch programs to
all schools desiring such programs as
rapidly as practicable.

Mr. President, the basic issue at stake
on the question of passing Senate Joint
Resolution 157 is whether Congress in
tends to honor its commitment to pro
vide a free or reduced price lunch to
every schoolchild in America. The pend
ing resolution serves notice that the Sen
ate intends to honor its commitment.
With every day's delay, additional ir
reparable harm is done to the school
lunch program of this country. Addi
tional children are forced to go to school
without a decent meal.

I hope that the Senate will approve
this legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield 10 minutes to the
Senator from North Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, it is with
great reluctance that I oppose and will
vote against the pending joint resolu
tion.

The joint resolution reported by the
Committee on AgriCUlture and Forestry
sets up new and more liberal standards
for Federal assistance to the school lunch
program. I am not opposed to this part
of it. As a member of the Senate Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry and
for more than 20 years a member of
the Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture
Appropriations which has always han
dled the funding of the school lunch pro
gram, I have supported both a more lib
eral program and more liberal funding
year after year.

Mr. President, I have no opposition
to that portion of the pending resolution
which would liberalize the school lunch
program. What I am opposed to, and very
strongly, is that this resolution is actu-

ally appropriating additional funds for
the school lunch program which is be
yond and outside of the jurisdiction of
th~ Senate Agriculture Committ~e. The
Subcommittee on Agriculture Appropri
ations holds extensive hearings each year
on the school lunch program and it is
much more knowledgeable on the needs
of this program than is the Senate Agri
culture Committee.

Mr. President, if all the legislative
committees got into the business of ap
propriating funds, much of our checks
and balances would be lost. The legis
lative committees authorize programs
such as the school lunch program, but it
is indeed rare when a legislative com
mittee tries to appropriate funds for any
program.

To follow this procedure would not
only weaken our system of checks and
balances between the authorizing and
appropriating committees, but it would
lessen by far the careful consideration
and scrutiny that Federal expenditures
now receive by both Houses of Congress.

If the Senate followed this procedure,
then the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee could appropriate, as well as au
thorize, all of the funds for the Depart
ment of Defense. The same would be true
of the Public Works Legislative Com
mittee. If they were permitted to follow
this procedure, they could not only au
thorize all public works projects, but
also fund them at the same time.

Mr. President, this joint resolution
makes available an undetermined
amount of money from section 32 funds
for the school lunch program. No one
seems to know how much this joint res
olution will increase the costs of the
schoo! lunch program. There is no speci
fie amount in the joint resolution itself.
Guesses range from $100 to $300 million.
If this increased funding for the school
lunch program were handled by the Ap
propriations Committee, as it should be,
that committee would find out how
much was needed for the liberalized
school lunch program and a specific
amount would be appropriated.
, Presently, appropriations for the De
partment of Agriculture for food assist
ance programs of all kinds for fiscal year
1972 are $3,815,784,000. If this resolution
is approved, :t would push food aid costs
chargeable to the Department of Agri
culture to over $4 billion.

Mr. President, Congress has been very
liberal with food assistance to people.
Practically $4 billion is charged to the
Agriculture bUdget and, unfortunately,
most people think this is a subsidy for
farmers. These appropriations for family
assistance have risen from $908,910,000
only 5 years ago, in the fiscal year 1968,
to $3,815,784,000 this year. I ask unani
mous consent to have this table printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the tabula
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
Appropriations for USDA food assistance

programs, fiscal years 1968-72
Fiscal year:1972 _

1971 _
1970 _
1969 _
1968 _

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, these are
meritorious expenditures, but when they
reach this magnitude, I think it behooves
Members of Congress to give careful con
sideration to the procedures under which
these funds are increased and further in
formation should be had concerning the
extent of the increase. Undoubtedly, ad
ditional funds are justified for the schOOl
lunch program, but I cannot understand
the great rush to follow this unusual pro
cedure of making additional funds avail
able without any facts or information as
to how much it will cost.

The House and Senate Appropriations
.Committees are now considering a sup
plemental appropriations bill to which
additional funds for the school lunch
program could appropriately be made a
part. I would be very happy to support
the additional funds necessary if it were
handled through regular appropriations
procedures and rules of the senate. The
appropriations bill for these funds might
well pass the Congress long before this
joint resolution. There is serious doubt
whether the House will even consider this
resolution, but they would consider an
amendment to the appropriations bill.

The agriculture appropriations bill
which passed Congress only about 21;2
months ago contained $782.3 million for
the school lunch program. This includes
the breakfast program, administrative
costs and the section 6 appropriation for
commodity purchases. The previous year,
fiscal year 1971, the appropriation was
$696.9 million.

Only about 2 months ago we appro
priated about $85 million more than we
did a year ago for the school lunch pro
gram. Certainly these funds have not all
been spent, partiCUlarly since the school
year just began.

To give some idea of how liberal Con
gress has been with this program, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
th:l RECORD a table prepared by the
Budget and Planning Division of the
Food and Nutrition Service giving the
appropriations for the past 5 years.

There being no objection, the tabula
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
School lunch program funding: Fiscal years

1968-72-Appropriations for school lunch,
school breakfast, administrative costs, non
food assistance, and nonschool food pro
gram

[In milllonsl
Fiscal year:

1972 $782.3
1971 696.9
1970 415.7.
1969 296.8
1968 227.8

SouRcE.-Budget and Planning DiVision,
Food and Nutrition Service, USDA, Sept. 30.
1971.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, it should
be noted from this table that the total
appropriation for fiscal year 1968 was
only $227.8 million as against $782.3 mil
lion this year. This certainly indicates
Congress has not been niggardly with this
program.

When the donated food commodities
provided through th~ Department of Ag
riculture are included, the total available
contribution from the Federal Govern-
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ment to the school lunch program for
this fiscal year is $1,051,300,000.

I ask unanimous consent that this table
be printed in the RECORD giving the
figures for the past 5 years.

There being no objection, the tabula
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
Total program level, child nutrition programs,

fiscal years 1968-72-Appropriated funds
and valUe of donated commodities

[In millions)
Fiscal year:

1972 $1,051.3
1971 865.2
1970 616.8
1969 504.7
1968 448.3

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I wish to
point out again that if this joint resolu
tion only contained the liberalizing provi
sions of the school lunch program and
left to the Appropriations Committee the
funding of the program, I would besup
porting it. It is with great reluctance that
I find it necessary to vote against it in
order to preserve sound fiscal practices.
It would be far better if we were trying
to improve on the manner in which we
dish out hundreds of billions of dollars,
rather than to relax our procedures.

Mr. President, I yield the fioor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 10

minutes to the Senator from Louisiana.
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I

yield to no man in the Senate in my
efforts, past and present, in supporting
the feeding of schoolchildren.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, at

this point I concur wholeheartedly in
support of what the senior Senator from
Louisiana has said. He was one of the
original authors of the school lunch pro
gram, and he has supported it through
out the years.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished senior Senator
from Georgia. I wish I could find myself
in agreement with him in this instance,
but I believe the precedents he is follow
ing to be bad ones. The Senator from Ne
braska (Mr. HRUSKA) will cite the prece
dents which I believe to be controlling
in this case.

This year is the 25th anniversary of
the national school lunch program. It
was 1946, World War II had just ended,
and we were turning to the new priori
ties of peace. High on the list was the
national school lunch program. I remem
ber well because I was a sponsor of that
legislation.

Passage of the National School Lunch
Act on June 4, 1946, provided basic leg
islation authorizing Federal school lunch
assistance in the form of a State grant
in-aid program. Since the midthirties,
the Department of Agriculture had been
providing commodities to States for use
in school feeding programs and in fiscal
1944 and 1945, $50 million in cash was
made available from section 32 funds.
In 1946, this assistance was given a stat
utory basis which has continued to this
day.

The program which we established in
1946 was a cooperative program. Federal,

State, and local governments joined in
providing balanced, nutritious lunches.

During the past 25 years, I have
watched the school lunch program grow,
and I can say with some pride that as a
member and later chairman of the Agri
culture and Forestry Committee, I have
helped it grow.

During 1971, 24.1 million children were
being reached by the school lunch pro
gram and 7.3 million needy children were
receiving free and reduced price lunches
at the end of the school year.

In 1971 for the first time, Federal sup
port for child feeding programs reached
almost a billion dollars. The total was
$981 million up $260 million from the
year before.

Our greatest efforts in recent years
have been directed to being sure that
needy children receive the free and re
duced price lunches to which they are
entitled. Special assistance funds for this
have increased yearly eightyfold in the
last 4 years, from $4.9 million in 1968
to $390 million appropriated for 1972.
But, with all of these additional funds,
the program, even for the needy children,
has continued to function on a coopera
tive basis. Under the amendments to the
School Lunch Act which were passed last
year, each State educational agency must
inform the Secretary of Agriculture of
the manner in which it proposes to use
the funds provided under this act.

During the past year, the pOrtion of the
total lunch program cost which is borne
by the Federal Government has in
creased substantially. In 1968, the Fed
eral share of total expense was 23.2 per
cent. State and local governments con
tributed 23.6 percent and children's pay
ments provided 53.2 percent of total pro
gram cost. By 1970, the Federal share was
up slightly to 25.6 percent, the state and
local share rose to 24.6 percent, and chil
dren's payments were 49.8 percent. Then
last year, there was a 1 year jump in the
level of Federal support to 32.7 percent
of program cost. The State and !ocal
share dropped slightly to 23.1 percent
and children's payments were down to
44.2 percent.

The changes contained in Senate Joint
Resolution 157 minimize the cooperative
concept which has long been at the base
of the school lunch program.

Local government is often more sen
sitive and effective in managing funds
which come at least in part from local
sources.

The resolution before us was precipi
tated by reactions to new school lunch
regulations proposed by the Department
of Agriculture. Those regulations have
been greatly criticized. We should recog
nize, however, that those regulations do
things which each of ·..IS will approve.

The Department of Agriculture's pro
posed regulations will distribute approxi
mately $78 million more in special as
sistance for free and reduced price
lunches than was spent for these lunches
last year. These are moneys available be
cause of action by the Congress.

Under the proposed regulations, funds
will be distributed to States in better rela
tion to program growth and size. This will
avoid the midyear funding uncertain
ties of last year when fund shortage in
some States were threatening the con-

tinuation of programs while other States
had millions of dollars in excess funds.

For the first time in the history of the
program, a state needing to expand its
program to substantially more schools
and substantially more children can do
so within its available funds, without the
fear that such expansion will be at the
expense of an unwarranted reduction in
levels of assistance to already participat
ing schools and children.

The Department's proposed regula
tions are designed to place a fioor under
school lunch funding so that States and
localities can count on a predictable level
of program support. In the past. some
States have had reimbursement rates far
above the national average while other
States with large and expanding partici
pation have had rates which are far
lower.

The resolution which is before us to
day will provide a more generous level
of Federal support for free and reduced
price school lunches. But, it violates the
regular procedure.

Therefore, I urge you to join me in op
posing the passage of Senate Joint
Resolution 157. If additional funds are
needed for this program this year, the
Appropriations Committee will do all
within its power to see that such funds
are made available.

The point I wish to emphasize is
simply this. In the past the appropria
tions for this program have been han
dled by the Committee on Appropria
tions. But here is an effort made to per
mit the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry to direct how much money shall
be spent from the so-called 32 funds in
order to carry out this work. I believe
that the establishment vf this precedent
is wrong, although there was evidence
to show that in one or two cases the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
in the early days did suggest that funds
be taken from the 32 funds in order to
supplement appropriations made by
Congress.

The distinguished Senator from North
Dakota stated a moment ago that 2
days ago the President sent us a supple
mental bill. This supplemental bill
amounts to about $1.25 billion, although
there is nothing mentioned in that bill
pertaining to the school lunch program,
as I understand it. It is my intention
that when the supplemental bill comes
from the House we will hold hearings
on this specific point. I have already
notified the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
MCGEE) to bring before his subcommit
tee people from the Department of Ag
riculture who will testify as to what is
needed in order to carry out what the
President stated earlier this year. That
is, to provide sufficient funds so that
every needy child in school will have the
opportunity to have a free or reduced
price lunch and an adequate diet.

Mr. President, I do not like this back
door funding. Of course, that is what
this amounts to. We are taking from a
special fund, the section 32 fund,
money~ash-inorder to carry on this
program. I admit it has been done in the
past. The Department of Agriculture has
submitted figures to us indicating that
the sums raised through section 32 of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act could
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be used in order to carry out the pro
gram. That has been done but section
32 was enacted by Congress for a purpose
different than that for which it is now
being used. It was placed on the statute
books in order to assist in the adminis
tration of some commodity programs
wherein we do not have price supports.

Section 32 funds are used mostly for
the purcha.:;e of commodities for distribu
tion to needy persons and for distribution
through the school lunch and other feed
ing programs.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.
Mr. AIKEN. The Senator pointed out

the precedent for an act of this kind
which occurred last June, but it is my
recollection that that bill was passed by
the unanimous vote of the Senate.

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.
Mr. AIKEN. The Senate can take most

any action by unanimous consent, but on
the other hand, the rules of the Senate
state that the Committee on Appropria
tions cannot be bypassed.

If a person breaks the law once and
gets away with it, does that give him a
license to violate that same law forever
afterward without running the risk of
being called to account for it?

Mr. ELLENDER. Of course it does not.
Mr. AIKEN. We violated the rules once

by unanimous consent, and we can do
almost anything by unanimous consent in
the Senate, but that does not give Us
authority to continue with the violations.

Mr. ELLENDER. I agree with the Sen
ator.

When we did that. we established a bad
precedent. The Senator knows that I
have always suppO'·ted the school lunch
pragram, but I also believe that the com
mittee of the Senate which has charge of
this, the Committee on Appropriations,
should provide the necessary funds. That
is all I am pleading for. I am as much for
this program as the distinguished Sena
tor from Georgia or any other Senator in
this body. But let us provide the funds
necessary through the proper channels,
and the proper channels would be the
Committee on Appropriations.

As I said, the Committee on Appropri
ations is going to take up the matter in
a few weeks. There is now ample money
on hand to proceed with the operation
until well beyond that time. The purpose
of the USDA regulations is more or less to
equalize the money at hand so that some
States would not have excess funds, as
has been the case in the past, while oth
ers have an insufficient amount.

Last year the department had to take
States that could not spend them, and
transfer that money to States that
needed it.

The purpose of the rules and regula
tion placed into effect by the Department
of Agriculture is also to divide the money
more equitably. I state to the Senate that
whatever is necessary should be provided
by the Committee on Appropriations. Let
us proceed in an orderly manner, as it
should be done. Let us not take more
from the section 32 funds than may be
necessary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 10 minutes have expired.

Mr. YOUNG. I yield an additional 5
minutes to the Senator.

Mr. ELLENDER. If we permit all the
moneys necessary to operate the lunch
program be taken from section 32
receipts as is provided in this resolution,
then it may be that some other pro
grams may suffer. I would much prefer
that we continue to use the appropria
tions process.

I want to assure the Senate that hear
ings will be held, probably beginning next
week. even before the bill reaches the
Senate. If the distinguished Senator
from Georgia will obtain from the De
partment of Agriculture an estimate of
the amounts necessary in order to carry
out the program as he v.ishes, I can give
him assurance that the committee will
consider these figures.

It is our intention to call on the De
partment to make its case before us. And
believe me, they will be questioned
closely.

And last, I want to assure the Senate
that I will do all in my power to see that
such additional funds as are necessary
will be provided by that committee.

I have always had a deep and abiding
,interest in the success of the school lunch
program. I have always had a deep and
abiding interest in seeing that all needy
children receive free or reduced price
lunches. I still do.

I ask unanimous consent that a brief
history of the national school lunch pro
gram be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
A BRIEF HISTORY OF .iIE NATIONAL SCHOOL

LUNCH PROGRAM

The National School Lunch Program Is
currently operated under PUblic Law 396,
79th Congress, as amended by PublIc Law
518, 82nd Congress; Public Law 823, 87th
Congress; PublIc Law 302, 90th Congress;
and PublIc Law 248, 91st Congress, and is a
grant-In-aId program of Federal assIstance
to the fifty States, the DistrIct of Columbia,
Puerto Rico, Guam, AmerIcan Samoa and
the VIrgin Islands.

Federal assIstance to school lunch opera
tions began in 1933. In that year, the Recon
struction Finance Corporation provided
loans to several communIties in MissourI to
pay labor costs of preparIng and servIng
school lunches. By the end of 1934, assistance
was being prOVided In 39 States through the
CIvil Works AdmInistratIon and the Federal
Emergency RelIef AdmInistration. Later the
Works Projects Administration and National
Youth Administration furnished both labor
and trained management personnel for
lunchroom operatIons.

The enactment of Public Law 320, 74th
Congress, in August 1935, made It possible
for the Federal Government to provIde ad
ditional assistance In the form of donated
commodities. Section 32 of that Law appro
priated annually an amount equal to 30
percent of all customs receIpts for the gen
eral purpose of encouragIng the exporta
tion and domestIc consumptIon of agricul
tural commoditIes.

One of the activIties financed with Section
32 funds was the program for purchase of
surplUS food commodIties and their dIstribu
tion to elIgIble recipIents. The Federal Sur
plus Commodities CorporatIon purchased
the commodities and turned them over to
State welfare agencIes for dIstrIbution to
nonprofit school lunch programs, charItable
institutIons, and welfare recipients. By
March 1942, six million chIldren were par
ticipating in lunch programs receiving sur
plus commodIties.

Our entry Into World War II brought an
unprecedented demand for food which, in

turn, resulted in the production of a large
volume of foods suItable for local purchase
for school lunch programs. In March 1948,
therefore, the Department of Agriculture an
nounced that assIstance would be granted in
the form of cash reImbursement.

Under thIs program, any nonprofit publIc
or private school was elIgible. Local sponsor
ing groups entered Into agreements wIth the
Department to operate lunch programs in
accordance with certain standards and regu
lations, and were reimbursed dIrectly for a
portion of their food expendItures. The most
important of these operating standards were
as follows:

1. Lunches served should meet nutritional
standards establIshed by the Department of
AgrICUlture.

2. The lunch program should be operated
on a nonprofit basIs.

3. ChIldren unable to pay the full prIce
of the lunch should be served at a reduced
cost or free.

DIrect distrIbution of surplus foods ac
quired by the Department continued, al
though the quantities avallable were sub
stantIally smaller than in prewar years. Dur
ing fiscal years 1944 and 1945, Congress au
thorized the use of $50 mlIlion of SectIon
32 funds for the operatIon of the school lunch
program. In fiscal year 1946, Congress ap
proprIated $50 million of SectIon 32 funds
and later voted a deficiency appropriation of
$7Y2 mlll1on.

Passage of the National SChool Lunch Act,
on June 4, 1946, provIded basic legislation
authorizing Federal school lunch assIstance,
in the form of a State grant-in-aId program.
SpecIfically, the Congress declared that the
objective of the 1946 NatIonal School Lunch
Act is " ... to safeguard the health and well
beIng of the Nation's children and to en
courage the domestIc consumptIon of nu
tritIous agrIcultural commodities and other
food." The Act authorIzed the continuance
of food assIstance in the form of cash reIm
bursements for a portion of the food costs
and dIrect dIstributIon of suItable foods ac
quIred by the Department of AgrIculture in
Its purchase operations. In addition, Section
6 of the Act authorIzed the expendIture of
part of the food assistance funds for the
direot purchase and distrIbution by the De
partment of certain foods whIch would Im
prove the nutritIonal qualIty of the lunches.

PublIc Law 518, 82nd Congress, was ap
proved on July 12, 1952, and amended the
Act to Include Guam as an eligIble TerrItory.
Also, this law amended the Act wIth respect
to the apportIonment of funds to Hawall,
Alaska, Puerto Rico, Guam and the VirgIn
Islands.

On October 15, 1962, the Act was amended
by Public Law 87-823, whIch provided for
several major changes. First, the formula for
apportioning Federal funds to the States
(SectIon 4) whIch had been based on (1)
the number of school children In the State
and (2) the need for assIstance In the State
as IndIcated by the relation of the per capIta
income In the UnIted States to the per capita
Income In the State, was changed to ut1l1ze
the factors of (1) the partIcipatIon rate
for the State and (2) the assIstance need rate
of the State. The assIstance need· rate is
based on relatIve per capita income of each
State. but gIves lesser weIght to It than the
initial apportionment formula. The partIc
IpatIon rate Is the actual number of lunches
served in each State the preceding year.
Another major change Involved the addition
of a new sectIon 11 (Special Assistance). ThIs
Section authorIzed the appropriation of
funds to provIde special assIstance in the
form of higher rates of cash reimbursement
to schools drawIng attendance from areas
In which poor economIc conditIons .exlst for
the purpose of assIstIng these schools In
meeting the program requirement concern
Ing the servIce of lunches to chIldren unable
to pay the full cost of such lunches.

On May 14, 1970, PublIc Law 91-248 was
enacted to amend the Act to ClarIfy respon-
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sibUlties related to providing free and
reduced price meals and preventing discrim
inatIon against children, to revise program
matching requirements, to strengthen the
nutrition training and education benefits of
the programs, and otherwise to strengthen
the food service programs for children. State
revenue appropriated or utilized specifically
for program purposes are to be used to con
stitute part of the State matching reqUire
ment. For the first time the Secretary is au
thorized to set minimum national income
poverty guidelines for eligiblllty for free and
reduced price lunches. Section 11 (Special
Assistance) was amended to make the needy
child, rather than the school, the eligible
entity for special assistance reimbursement
payments. This legislation also requires each
State educational agency to submit each year
a State Plan of Child Nutrition Operations
which outlines how the State plans to extend
the Child Nutrition Programs to reach more
children.

Today, nearly 23 million children in about
78,000 schools are participating in the Na
tional School Lunch Program dally. The
increase in program participation in recent
years has been apprOXimately one mUlion
children a year.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
RECORD a statement by Assistant Secre
tary of Agriculture Richard Lyng.

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD. as follows:
STATEMENT OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY RICHARD

LYNG BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON
AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY, SEPTEMBER 16,
1971
We are pleased to meet With the Com

mittee this morning to discuss the amend
ments to the school lunch regulations we
issued for public comment on August 13.

Those proposed amendments deal with the
program's funding structure for 1972-spe
cifically, With the method to be used to dis
tribute the special sectlon 32 funds to States.
They represent our judgment as to the most
effective and equitable way to distribute the
school lunch funds made available In the
Department's appropriation act for fiscal
1972.

Last year-the initial year of operation
under Public Law 91-248-resulted in sub
stantial program progress. In September of
1970, a total of 22.1 mlllion children were
being reached with a school 'lunch. Four mll
lion of these children were being reached
with a free or reduced-price lunch. By April
1971, 24.1 million children were being
reached-up 9 percent over September. A
total of 7.3 Inllllon children were being
reached with a free or reduced-price lunch
up 82 percent over September.

The total number of school lunches served
last year increased by 7.7 percent--from just
over 3.5 bllllon in fiscal 1970 to just over
3.8 billion in 1972. But, there were substan
tial differences in growth rates among the
States. In eight of the State agencies, the
rate of increase was more than double the
national rate. The growth rate was less than
5 percent in 23 States.

The number of free and reduced-price
lunches served increased 35.6 percent last
year-from 852 mlllion in fiscal 1970 to one
billion in fiscal 1971. Again, the growth rate
varied among the StateS. In 10 of the State
agencies, the growth rate was more than
double the national average. In contrast, 14
State agencies had a growth rate of less than
25 percent.

Last year's progress represented the com
bined work of local. State, and Federal gov
ernmental units, thousands oT dedicated
school omcials, and concerned citizens-
backed by the traditional combination of
Federal, State. and local financial support.

There has been a sharp increase in Federal
funding. for cash assistance payments to

schools. Between 1970 and 1971, direct ap
propriations under sections 4 and 11 of the
Act more than dOUbled. In addition, In 1971,
these direct appropriations were augmented
by over $150 mlllion in special section 32
funds--most of which was intended for free
and reduced-price lunches. In three years,
the amounts made available under section 4,
section 11, and In special section 32 funds
Increased from $204 mlllion in fiscal 1969
to just over $300 mlllion in fiscal 1970, and
to over double that amount in fiscal 1971.

States have raised a question as to whether
past progress in the program can be main
tained In 1972-much less additional prog
ress obtained-under the funds requested
and appropriated 'for 1972 and the funding
structure outlined in the proposed regula
tions the Department issued on August 13.
We believe that significant additional prog
ress is possible.

First, there is an increase in the amount
of Federal funds available to provide speCial
assistance for free and reduced-price lunches
in 1972-about $78.8 million more than was
spent In 1971.

Second, available funds will be distributed
to States in better relationship to program
growth in the various States. ThUS, we can
a.void the mid-year funding uncertainties of
last year. At that time, fund shortages in
some States were threatening the continua
tion of their programs while other States
ha.d millions of dollars in excess funds.

Third, for the first time in the history of
the program-a State needing to expand its
program to substantially more schools and
SUbstantially more children can do so with
In its available funds, without fear that such
expansion will be at the expense of an un
warranted reduction in levels of assistance
to already participating schools and children.

It is clear, Mr. Chairman, that some States
do not understand the method we are pro
posing to use to distribute the available
funds in 1972. We hope to clear up that mis
understanding in the course of this hearing.

THE BASIC FUNDING STRUCTURE

The National School Lunch Act authorizes
two annual appropriations for the program
one under section 4 of the Act and one under
section 11. The Act also specifies exactly how
each of these annual appropriations Is to be
apportioned among the States.

Section 4 funds are apportioned among the
States on the basis of the number of Type
A lunches preViously served by each State
and the relationship between each State's
per capita income and the per capHa in
come of the United States. For fiscal 1972.
the apportionment formula uses the num
ber of Type A lunches served by each State
two years ago--in fiscal 1970. Section 11 funds
are apportioned on the basis of the relative
number of school-age children in households
with annual incomes below $4,000 that reside
in each of the States.

The section 4 funds are used to help schools
bUy food for the lunches served to all chil
dren-to both children who pay the full
price of the lunch and the children who re
eehe free and reduced-price lunches. The
section 11 funds are used to prOVide addi
tional special assistance for lunches served
free or at a reduced price to children who
meet a school's eligibility standards for such
lunches.

Both the section 4 and 11 funds are actuallv
disbursed to schools by the State on the basis
of an assigned per-lunch reimbursement
rate. The section 4 rate is applied to all the
lunches; the section 11 rate applies only to
the free and reduced-price lunches. In the
program regUlations, the Department of
Agriculture establishes maximum reimburse
ment rates that a State may pay under sec
tion 4 and section 11. Thus, the actual rates
of assistance a State pays an individual school
under section 4 or section 11 depend upon
three factors: (1) The amount of funds made
available to the State for section 4 and 11
purposes each fiscal year-the Statewide

average rate that can be financed; (2) the
maximum per-lunch rates of assistance au
thorized by the Department; and (3) how
the Stat.e varies rates of assistance in ac
cordance with the relative need of the indi
vidual schools, within that Statewide m'erage
rate.

MAXIMUl\1 RATES OF ASSISTANCE

Many people fir!>t Interpreted our pro
posed regUlations as requiring a rednction
in the maximum rates of assistance that
were In effect during the last school year. This
is not the case.

In the regulations we issued last september
for the 1970-71 school year, the follOWing
maximum rates were authorized:

12 cents per lunch under section 4;
30 cents in addition for each free and

reduced-price lunch under section 11, with
a proviso that the neediest schools could
receive up to 60 cents for each free and
reduced-price lunch.

If a State determined that a school needed
In excess of 30 cents for a free and reduced
price lunch, our regUlations reqUired that
such a school receive section 4 assistance at
the maximum rate of 12 cents. The section 11
rate could then exceed 30 cents-up to a
maximum of 48 cents--or a total of 60 cents
in combined funds.

This latter prOViso-called the "12-cent
rule"-met opposition among the States.
They felt It endangered the total program be
cause section 4 funds had to be diverted from
the more amuent schools in order to pay 12
cents in section 4 funds to the neediest
schools. They felt all the extra assistance for
free and reduced-price lunches reqUired by
the neediest schools should be financed out
of funds available for section 11 purposes.

Effective in February, we did, in effect,
suspend the 12-cent rule. We allowed States
to finance the required increase in section 4
rates for the neediest schools out of funds
available for section 11 purposes.

The maximum rates of assistance we have
authorized In the proposed regulations re
main essentially unchanged from the 1970
71 rates. A State is still authorized to pay Its
neediest schools up to 60 cents for a free or
reduced-price lunch. (A maximum rate of 50
cents is proposed if the school is serving a
significant number of reduced-price lunches
because It would be receiving revenues from
the reduced-price payments.)

Our proposed amendments are concerned
with the distribution of available funds
among the States--wlth the average reim
bursement to be paid on a Statewide basls
not with the rna.ximum rates.

1971 PROGRAM FUNDING

The 1971 appropriation act contemplated
a national average section 4 rate of 5 cents
and a national average reimbursement rate
of 30 cents in additional assistance for free
and reduced-price lunches.

The following amounts were prOVided In
the 1971 appropriation act to finance those
contemplated rates: A direct appropriation
of $225 mUlion in section 4 funds and a di
rect appropriation of $204.7 mlllion in sec
tion 11 funds. The use of $154.7 million in
special section 32 funds also was authorized
in our appropriation act.

As I Indicated earlier, the National School
Lunch Act speclfied how the section 4 and
section 11 funds are to be divided among the
States. The use of the speclal section 32
funds is at the dlsm'etion of the Department
but the appropriation act contemplated that
most of the special section 32 funds would be
used to supplement the section 11 appropria
tion for free and reduced-price lunches.

Without any experience on which to judge
the impact of Public Law 91-248, the Depart
ment decided to use the special section 32
funds as follows:

The entire amount--$154.7 mlllion-was
apportioned to States under section 11 ap
portionment formula. The section 11 formula
was selected because most of these section
32 funds were expected to be used for section
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(In millions of dollarsl

Number of States.
1972

Number of States
1972

Withou I With
1971 revision revision

If we had continued last year's method at
distributIng the $153.2 mUlIon In special sec
tion 32 funds, and every State used all of its
section 32 money for free and reduced~price

lunches, the average rate in seven States
would have been between 25 and 29.9 cents.
In an additional 12 States, the average rate
could have been below 25 cents, and 3 of the
12 could have faced an average Statewide
rate of less than 20 cents for each free and
reduced-price lunch. OUr proposal guarantees
every State at least a minimum StateWide
rate of 30 cents for each free or reduced-price
lunch.

It is true that a few fortunate States would
have been able to pay higher rates of assist
ance under section 11 in 1972. if we had con
tinued last year's method of distributing sec
tion 32 funds. But, these higher rates would
have meant that up to 19 States would have
a Statewide average rate of less than 30 cents
in 1972.

EQUIPMENT ASSISTANCE

Before summarizing these proposals on the
distribution of available funds, I want to
comment on a second part of our August 13th
proposals-those that affect the equipment
assistance funds.

Section 5 of the Chlld Nutrition Act au
thorl2es Federal equipment assistance for
schools which draw their attendance from
areas in which poor economic conditions ex
ist-in Short, needy schools. The funds can
be used to help needy schools which
have "no. or grossly inadequate" food service
equipment.

In 1971. a total of $15 mUllon was appropri
ated for this equipment assistance. But
States elected to use substantial amounts of
their special section 32 apportionment for
equipment assistance last year. In total, re
ports from the States now show that a total
of $36.7 mill10n was used for equipment as
sistance last year.

Our fourth chart shows the amount used
for equipment assistance for needy schools
in 1970 and 1971. You wlll note that most of
these funds went to schools that were al
ready operating a food service.

There is no doubt that some already par
ticipating schools did have "grossly inade
quate" eqUipment. But, we now believe
greater emphasis should be placed on the use
of these funds to bring needy "no-program"
schools into the Type A program.

We are holding equipment funds in 1972
to the $16.1 million authorl2ed in our appro
priation act. We have amended our regula
tions to place a positive obligation on States
to seek out-and work with-needy "no
program" schools.

And. we are proposing that at least half of
each State's equipment funds be held in re
serve for "no-program" schools untn March
I-unless the' State can demonstrate that
the funds should be released for already par
ticipating schools at an earlier date.

SUMMARY

Returning to our August 13th proposals
on the distribution of cash assistance funds
to the States, we would want to emphasize
these points:

First. our proposals are not designed to
save funds. We expect to spend all the funds
authorized in our 1972 appropriation act.

Second, we have not reduced the maximum
rates of assistance that were authorized for
last year.

Third. we wUl be placing a fioor under sec
tion 4 and section 11 rates on a Statewide
basis for the first time-a fioor that is guar
anteed no matter how much expansion a
State is able to achieve.

Fourth, we do not believe that we should
have continued a method of distributing
avallable funds among the States wh1ch
because of the vagaries of statistical appor
tionment formulas-allowed some States a
"funding feast" whUe other States suffered
from a "funding famine".

Finally, we want to re-emphasize that the
National School Lunch Act contemplated that

237.0

153.2

1971 1972

203.8

20.8 .
86.8

.. 225.0 225.0

Statewide rate-Sec. 11:
40 cents and above..... 11 15 0
35 to 39.9 cents.. ....... 9 8 I
301.034.9 cents......... 15 9 50
25 to 29.9 cents ......... 12 7 0
20 to 24.9 cents.. ...... 2 9 0
Below 20 cents......... 2 3 0

Tota!.. ......... _.... 51 51 51

Statewide rate-·Sec. 4:
7 oents and above...... 6 2 2
6 to 6.9 cents........... 9 II 11
5 to 5.9 cenls.. 22 21 38
4to 4.9 cents .. ::::::. 12 12 0
Below 4 cents.......... 2 5 0

TotaL. ....... __ ..... 51 51 51

Needy schools and children:
Sec. 11 apportionment.
Special Sec. 32·-

To 'lOa nee the 12·cent rule .
Free and reduced·price lunr.hes .

-----

Sec. 4 apportionment

In the absence of our proposed change, 17
States were faced with an average StateWide
section 4 rate of less than 5 cents and five
of these were faced with an average rate of
less than 4 cents. We are proposing to guar
antee these States a Statewide average rate
of 5 cents.

The third chart shows the same informa
tion for the section 11 rates-the special as
sistance for free and reduced-price lunches:
The average Statewide payments out of the
$311.4 milllon expended for this purpose in
1971; the projected rates that would have pre
vailed in 1972 if we had not proposed a
change in the distribution of special section
32 funds; and the projected rates under our
proposal.

Subtotal.. , 311. 4 390.2

Grand tola!..................... 536.4 615. 2

Without With
1971 revision revision

, As this chart indicates, the amount of
money available for section 4 purposes in
1972 is the same as was appropriated in
1971-$225 mlllion.

There is $78.8 mlllion more available for
special assistance for free and reduced-price
lunches than was spent in 1971-$390.2 mil
lion compared to $311.4 mlllion.

The second chart shows the Statewide av
erage section 4 rates that were paid out of
the $225 mlllion in 1971 by the 50 States
and the District of Columbia; the projected
average rates that those States could have
paId in 1972 Without our proposed change
In the use of the special section 32 funds;
and the projected average rates under our
proposal:

more than 35 cents for a free or reduced
price lunch. That, too, is not the case. States
can continue their past authority to vary
rates among schools--paylng above the
Statewide average rate to the needier schools
and less than the Statewide average rate to
the more afiluent schools.

THE IMPACT OF OUR PROPOSALS

We have a series of charts that summarize
the impact of our proposed regulations on
section 4 and section 11 funding.

TillS first chart shows the 1971 expendi
tures for section 4 and section 11 purposes
and the amounts prOVided under our annual
appropriation act for 1972 for these same
purposes:

11 purposes for free and reduced-price
lunches.

We did give States flexibility in the use of
these section 32 funds. In addItion to using
them for free and reduced-price lunches.
they were authorized to use the funds to
augment funds appropriated for the school
breakfast program and the funds for equip
ment assistance for needy schools, especIally
for "no-program" needy schools.

However. as we gained operating experience
under Public Law 91-248. it was apparent
that the method of dIstributing the special
section 32 funds was creating a problem. It
did not put the funds in the States where
they were needed. By January. some States
were reporting that they would soon exhaust
their funds; other States reported they had
a surplus in funds. By mid-Aprll-under the
cumbersome and time-consuming reappor
tionment method-we were able to transfer
I)ver $30 mlllion from states with a surplus
to States with a deficIt. But, dUring the pe
riod we were effecting those fund transfers.
the deficit States had to operate upon our
assurance that we could obtain the release
of funds from other States.

THE 1972 PROPOSAL

After this experience, we concluded that it
would be in the best interest of all of the
states if a method for distributing the avail
able funds could be found that would better
distribute the funds among the States in
accordance with expected participation at the
beginning of the school year.

This exploration led us to another conclu
sion; one that-in our view-represents a real
breakthrough in school lunch financing. We
concluded that we needed to go beyond the
funding level planned in the 1972 appropria
tion-a national average reimbursement rate
of 5 cents under section 4 and a national av
erage rate of 30 cents under section 11. We
felt the avallable section 32 funds shOUld be
used to guarantee each State that--no matter
how much expanded its program-it could be
assured that it would be able to maintain a
Statewide average rate of 5 cents under sec
tion 4 and a Statewide average rate of 30
cents under section 11.

This is the essence of our August 13th pro
posal.

Some States have interpreted our proposed
regUlations to require them to initially estab
lish rates of assistance Within the funds ap
portioned to them under sections 4 and 11
of the Act. That is not the case. That would,
in effect, cancel out our announced guaran
tee that no State will have to establish State
wide average rates at less than 5 and 30 cents.

The regulations, as amended by our pro
posal, instruct States to establish rates
"within the funds available" to the State
agency. The funds available to a State agency
In 1972 under the regulations are:

Its apportioned share of the $225 m1llion
appropriated for section 4, plus such amounts
of special section 32 funds as the State needs
to maintain a Statewide average section 4
rate of 5 cents; and

Its apportioned share of the $237 mill10n
appropriated for section II, plus such
amounts of special section 32 funds as the
State needs to maintain a Statewide section
11 rate of 30 cents.

With program expansion in 1972. these
5-cent and 30-cent guarantees Will use all of
the special section 32 funds made avallable
under our 1972 appropriation act.

Under our proposal, some States would be
able to maintain Statewide average rates in
excess of 6 cents or 30 cents in 1972--{)ut of
their apportioned share of the direct appro
priations for section 4 and section 11. They
would be able to pay those higher rates. They
\'I'ould not, of course, receive any section 32
funds to enable them to pay stUl higher
rates. On the other hand. they would not be
asked to release any of their apportioned
funds for use by other States.

Some have interpreted our proposed regu
lations to mean that no school can receive
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Source: U.S. Department of Agricullure. Food and Nulrilion
Service.

the funding of the program would be a joint.
Federal, State, and local responslb1l1ty. This
principle was reaJfirmed in the Publlc Law 91
248 amendments. One of those amendments
required, beginning this fiscal year that all
States put State tax revenues Into the pro
gram. State matching Is required only for
the funds made avaUable under section 4
of the Act. But, PUbllc Law 91-248 requires
states to distribute the matching State
revenues they put into the program in a
manner· that concentrates their use on the
financing of free and reduced-price lunches.

FEDERAL FUNDING-NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM
FISCAL YEARS 1971 AND 1972

!In millions of dollar.J

Fiscal year 1972
237.0 Fiscal year Without

Average statewide 1971 (pre· USDA With USDA
rale per tunch liminary) proposal proposa

153.2 40.0 cents and above........ 11 15 1
35.0 to 39.9 cents•.•. __ ..... 9 R 0

390. 2
30.0 to 34.9 cents....... _.•. 15 9 50
25.0 to 29.9 cents........... 12 7 0
20.0 to 24.9 cents_____ ••••.. 2 9 0

615.2 Below 20 cents...... _..• __ . 2 3 0

TotaL _.. ___ •••••• _. 51 51 51

1971 (pre· 1972 (appro.
Iiminary) pria"on)

Fiscal mr
Fiscal year (prelimi.

1970 nary)

EQUIPMENT ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY SCHOOLS

Mr. ELLENDER. I ask unanimous con
sent to place in the RECORD tables from
the Department of Agriculture indicating
how the section 32 funds are and have
been used over the last few years.

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

NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM
PROGRAM SuppoaT

The table below Indicates, on a per meal
basis, the amount of program support and
the proportion of the total from each source.

The Fiscal Year 1972 data are projected
assuming: (1) a 5 percent Increase In total
program support to meet Increased living
costs; and (2) the 1972 Federal proportion
of support at the 1971 level.

Source: U.S. Department 01 Agriculture, Food and Nutrition
Service.

Schools:
Total schools assisted••.••.•• _ 7,974 15.500
No·program schools assisted •• _ 524 I. 402

Dollars:
Total lor nonfood assislance.... 16,705, 170 36,697,000
Total for no·program schools... 2,799,569 9.242,966

Number of States

Fiscal year 1972

Number of States

Source: U.S. Department ot Agriculture, Food and Nutrition
Service.

AVERAGE REIMBURSEMENT PAYMENTS FOR FREE AND
REDUCED·PRtCE LUNCHES. 50 srATE AGENCIES AND
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Source: U.S. Department 01 Agriculture, Food and Nutrition
Service.

Fiscal year Without With
Average statewide 1971 (pre· USDA USDA
rate per lunch Iiminary) propossl proposal

7.0 cents and above..• 6 2 2
6.0 to 6.9 cents•._.... 9 11 11
5.0 to 5.9 cents___ .. __ 22 21 38
4.0 to 4.9 cents•.•••• _ 12 12 0
Below 4 cents•.• ____ 2 5 0

TotaL ___ ..... 51 51 51

AVERAGE SECTION 4 REIMBURSEMENT RATES FROM $225
MILLION APPORTIONMENT. ~O STATE AGENCIES AND'
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

225.0

20.8 .....

86.8

311.4

225.0

536.4

203.8

Grand total.. •.• _. _.

SubtotaL .•.••••.•.

Needy schools and children:
Sec. 11 apportiomenL •. _.
Special sec. 32:

To finance 12·cent
rule .••.•••.••. _•..

Free and reduced
price lunches_ ••..••

Re~ularsec. 4 apportionmenL•.

Amount per meal (cents) Proportion ot support (percent)

Fiscal year

1968. __ __ . __ _._. __ . _ __ _ __ ._. . _. _
1969••• _._ •••• __ •• _•. _.. _._ ••••• _' _•••• _"'_ •• , __ • _••• __ ._ •••• _
1970..... •• ... _. _",,,._ ••••• _..._.... _..... _... _....
1971 estimate.. _. __ ._._ .. _._ •••• _.. ••••• _••••• __ ••_.._•••••••
1972 projected ' ••••••••••••_•••• __ • _._ •__ •• __ •••••••••••••••••••

Federal I

13.5
14.1
15.9
21.5
22.6

State and Children's State and Children's
local payments Total Federal local payments Tolal

13.7 30.9 58.1 23.2 23.6 53.2 100.0
14.1 30.9 59.1 23.8 23.9 52.3 100.0
15.3 31.0 62.2 25.6 24.6 49.8 100.0
15.2 29.1 65.8 32.7 23.1 44.2 100.0
46.5 69.1 32.7 67.3 100.0

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

I Federal support includes cash and donated commodities. 'The projected 1972 rales are based on the assumptions that increased costs of 5 percent in
1972 over 1971 will be reflecled in the program support and the proportion ot Federal support would
continue at the 1971 level of 32.7 percent.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, SEC. 32-SUMMARY OF USE OF FUNDS

lin thousandsl

Fiscal year-

197219711970

Fiscal year-
-~---

1960Item1972197119701960Item

Commodity purchases and export payments. .. ' $104, 720 $331, 843 ~288, 666 $295,674
Financial assistance to States _.. •• _.. _._ .. .. __ . 5,801 13,655 19,700
Special feedingrrogram.... _.. _ _.... _.... _... 127,161 152,609 181,758
Surplus remova operating expenses•.•_._ .. _.... 2,449 7,186 7,046 7,669
Marketing agreements and orders ... __ ... __ 1,776 2,576 2,682 3,374
Food and nutrition aids. __ •• _... •• ._ .• • __ • __ • 34 .. __ ... _..._._ .. _._._

Tolal obligations.... __ " _... .• _. ... 108, 945 474, 601 464, 658 508, 175
Unobligated balance returned to the Treasury. __ .• 91,222 3,894 _. _"'" ... __ .
Unobligated balance carried forward to subsequent

years . ._ .. _ '300,802 300,000 300,000 300,000

232,043
15,000
3,117
7,552

257,712

238,358
15,000
3,117
7,627

264,102

194,266
15,000
3,117
7,636

220,019

$299,921 $300, 000 $300,000
130. ._._ ..... ..

698, 463 728, 760 765, 887

998,514 1,028,760 1,065,887

Carryover from prior year_ •• __ • __ • • $300,000
Recover~ of prior year obligations _. __ .. • 667
Approprlation. __ _• 251,446--_._--------,--

Total available_•••••_. ._._ ••_.... _••• 552,113
=============

Transfers to-
Child nutrition program_ ..... __ ..... ... 43,657
Agricultural Research Service . __ .. _.. __ . __ ... _.... _
Foreign Agricultural Service•• __ ••••• ••• 2,493
Interior Department '... _. . _'" __ . __ .... 4,994

-----------,---::--:
Tolal transfers _ _ _... 51,144

=========

I Department of Commerce in fiscal year 1972.
• Included production payments on cranberries of $7,500,000.

3 Includes a recovery 01 prior years obligations of $802.000 available in fiscal year 1961.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the
senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time

of the Senator has expired.
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 1

more minute to the Senator.
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield

to the senator from North Dakota.
Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I suspect

that .the Senator from Louisiana and
some others, especially those of US on
the Appropriations Committee, who will

vote against the joint resolution will be
labeled as being against the school lunch
program. I would like to point out again
that the Senator from Louisiana was
coauthor of the present School Lunch
Act, and he led the fight 5 years ago to
put the breakfast program in the school
lunch program.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield my
self 2 minutes at this time, because I
would like tQ comment on what the Sen
ator from North Dakota said.

When we had our executive committee

meeting 2 days ago, at which this joint
resolution was ordered to be reported
to the Senate, there was a generous sup
ply of public relations men in the com
mittee room-three to be exact, two em
ployed by the committee and one besides.
I was surprised when shortly after the
meeting a reporter came to me and told
me he had heard that anyone who voted
against this measure was against the
school lunch bill.

I was further amazed to find in the
report the names of Senators ELLENDER,
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AIKEN, YOUNG, CURTIS, and DoLE in big
letters, as voting against this bill. Cou
pled with what the reporter was told, it
means that these five Senators were
against the bill.

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

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.
Mr. TALMADGE. The Reorganization

Act requires the report to state how the
Senators voted. It was done for that pur
pose alone, in compliance with the Re
organization Act, which I voted against,
may I say. I thought it was unwise. I
certainly would not want this RECORD to
indicate that the distinguished Senator
has been dilatory or negligent in his sup
port of nutrition programs, because that
is not true.

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator from
Georgia for I was not aware of this
change in the rules, but I had never seen
the names listed in that manner before
in a report of the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry.

Mr. HRUSKA. It is required.
Mr. AIKEN. If it is required by law.

I am for it, but I do want to say that the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER)
is the father of the school lunch bill and
he was assisted in that effort by the Sen
ator from North Dakota and myself, and
I will say that no one has worked harder
for a good school lunch program than
those who are recorded as voting against
this resolution, which would bypass the
Appropriations Committee.

What we insist on is an adequate
school lunch program and we will, I am
sure, vote for every dollar necessary to
feed every child in this country who is
entitled to a school lunch, and possibly
some who are well able to pay for their
own.

We ask for efficient management of
the school lunch program, and above all,
we want honest and above board man
agement.

I will yield myself a few minutes later
to give an example of what I mean by
that latter statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require. I dis
like finding myself in the role of being
in disagreement with the distinguished
former chairman of the committee, the
able and distinguished Senator from
North Dakota, the able and distinguished
Senator from Nebraska, and the able and
distinguished senior Senator from Ver
mont, former chairman of this commit
tee himself. We find ourselves fighting
together for the same objective the over
whelming majority of the time, but in
this instance we disagree. All of these
gentlemen have said they are, and know
ing their records, I know they are ready,
willing, and prepared to vote for every
dime in a supplemental appropriation
bill which may be necessary to carry out
the program. Knowing of their dedica
tion and their conviction and their loy
alty to this program. I know that to be
correct, but they make the argument
that we are bypassing the Appropria
tions Committee.

I want to read from page 2, beginning
on line 3, of the joint resolution:

... the Secretary of Agriculture shall
until such time as a supplemental appropri
ation may provide additional funds for such
purpose use so much of the funds appropri
ated by section 32 ... as may be necessary

That does not bypass the appropria
tions process. As a matter of fact, it is
a stopgap measure, waiting until the Ap
propriations Committee can act. It i8im
portant to do so because the regulations
that have been promulgated by the De
partment of Agriculture have created
chaos and consternation and confusion
in our school lunch programs through
out the length and breadth of this coun
try. Those regulations have provided for
payments per meal less than were made
available last year and detained and de
layed carrying out the program. The law
mandates, on the one hand, that it be
caiTied out; the Department of Agricul
ture regUlations, on the other hand,
would provide inadequate funds for the
purpose of carrying it out.

So it is imperative that the Senate act,
and act now. This is not new or novel.
The Senate, in 1968, did exactly the
sjime thing in Public Law 90-328, a joint
resolution approved June 4, 1968, which
originated in the Senate Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD.

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

Resolved by the Senate and House 01 Rep
resentatives 01 the United States 0/ America
in Congress assembled. That the Commodity
Credit Corporation is hereby authorized and
directed to make advances to the Emergency
Credit Revolving Fund (7 U.S.C. 1966) In a
total amount not to exceed $30,000,000. Such
advances together with Interest at a rate
which will compensate Commodity Credit
Corporation for its cost of money during
the period in Which the advance was out
standing shall be reimbursed out of appro
priations to the fund hereafter made.

Approved June 4, 1968.

Mr. TALMADGE. And on June 30 of
this year, 1971, an act originating in the
Committee on Labor and Education of
the House of Representatives came over
here, went to our committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry, was reported by the
committee by unanimous vote, and was
passed by a unanimous vote of the Sen
ate. I ask unanimous consent that that
act, Public Law 92-32, be printed in the
RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the statute
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
AN ACT To EXTEND THE SCHOOL BREAKFAST

AND SPECIAL FOOD PROGRAMS
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 0/

Representatives 01 the United States 0/
America in Congress assembled, That the
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1752)
is amended by adding at the end of the Act
the following new section:

"SEC. 15. (a) In addition to funds appro
priated or otherwise avallable, the Secretary
is authorized to use, during the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1971, not to exceed
$35,000.000 in funds from section 32 of the
Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c). to
carry out the provisions of this Act, and dur
ing the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972. not
to exceed $100,000,000 In funds from such
section 32 to carry out the provisions of this

Act relating to the service of free and re
duced-price meals to needy children in
schools and service Institutions.

" (b) Any funds unexpended under this
section at the end of the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1971, or at the end of the fiscal
year ending June 30. 1972. shall remain
available to the Secretary in accordance with
the last sentence of section 3 of this Act, as
amended."

SEC. 2. The first sentence of section 4(a)
of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C.
1773 (a») is amended to read as follows:
"There is hereby authorized to be appropri
ated for each of the fiscal years 1972 and
1973 not to exceed $25,000,000 to carry out a
program to assist the States through grants
in-aid and other means to initiate, maintain,
or expand nonprofit breakfast programs In
schools."

SEC. 3. (a) The first sentence of section
4(c) of such Act (42 U.S.O. 1773(c» is
amended by striking out "to reimburse such
schools for the" and inserting "to assist such
schools In financing the".

(b) The last sentence of such section 4(c)
Is amended to read as follows: "In selecting
schools for participation, the State educa
tional agency shall, to the extent practicable.
give first consideration to those schools
drawing attendance from areas in which
poor economic conditions eXist, to those
schools In which a substantial proportion of
the children enrolled must travel long dis
tances dally, and to those schools in which
there Is a special need for imprOVing the nu
trition and dietary practices of chlldren of
working mothers and children from l()w
Income famllles.".

SEC. 4. Sectl()n 4(d) of the Ohlld Nutrition
Act of 1966, is amended by striking out "80
per centum" and inserting "100 per cen
tum."

SEC. 6. Section 4(e) of the Ohlld Nutrition
Act of 1966 is amended by striking out the
sentence reading "In making such determi
nations, such localauthorities should, to the
extent practicable, consult with public wel
fare and health agencies." and inserting the
following: "Such determinations shall be
made by local school authorities In acco1'd
ance with a publlcly announced pollcy and
plan applied equitably on the basis of cri
teria which. as a minimum, shall Include
the level of famlly Income, InclUding wel
fare grants, the number in the family unit,
and the number of children In the famlly
unit attending school or service Institutions;
but any child who is a member of a house
hold which has an annual income not above
the applicable famlly size Income level set
forth in the Income poverty guldellnes shall
be served meals free or at reduced coot. The
income poverty guidelines to be used for any
fiscal year shall be those prescribed by the
Secretary as of July 1 ()f such year. In pro
viding meals free or at reduced cost to needy
children, first priority shall be given to pro
viding free meals to the neediest chlldren.
Determination with respect to the annual
Income of any household shall be made sole
lyon the basis of an affidavit executed in
such form as the Secretary may prescribe
by an adult member of such household. None
of the requirements of this section In respect
to eliglbllity for meals without cost shall
apply to nonprofit private schools which
participate in the school breakfll5t program
under the provisions of subsection (f) until
such time as the Secretary certifies that suf
ficient funds from sources other than chll
dren's payments are avallable to enable such
schools to meet these requirements."

SEC. 6. In addition to funds appropriated
or otherwise avallable. the Secretary of Agri
culture Is authorized to use. during the fis
cal year ending June 30. 1972. not to exceed
$20,000.000 in funds from section 32 of the
Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c). for
the purpose of carrying out In any area of
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the United States direct distribution or other
programs, without regard to whether such
area is under the food stamp program or a
system of direct distribution, to provide, iI>
the immediate vicinity of their place of per
manent residence, either directly or through
a. State or local welfare agency, an adequate
diet to needy chlldren and low-income per
sons determined by the Secretary of Agricul
ture to be suffering, through no fault of their
own, from general and continued hunger
resulting from. insufficient food. Food made
available to needy children under this sec
tion shail be in addition to any food made
available to them under the National School
Lunch Act or the Child Nutrition Act of 1966.
Whenever any program is carried out by the
Secretary under authority of the preceding
sentence through any State or local welfare
agency, he is authorized to pay the adminis
trative costs incurred by such State or local
agency in carrying out such program.

SEC. 7. (a) The first sentence of section
13(a) (1) of the National School Lunch Act
(42 U.S.C. 1761(a) (1» is amended to read as
follows: "There is authorized to be appropri
ated $32,000,000 for each of the fiscal years
ending June 30, 1972, and June 30, 1973, to
enable the Secretary to formulate and carry
out a program to assist States through
grants-in-aid and other means, to initiate,
maintain, or expand nonprofit food service
programs for children in service institu
tions.".

(b) In section 13 (c) (2) of the National
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1761(c) (2»
after the first sentence insert: "Non-Federal
contributions may be in cash or kind, fairly
evaluated, including but not limited to
equipment and services:'.

Approved June 30, 1971.

Mr. TALMADGE. I now yield 5 min
utes to the distinguished Senator from
California.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Georgia for Yielding. I wish to pay
tribute to the very effective and vigorous
leadership he has been providing in this
very important matter.

Mr. President, I rise in support of
Senate Joint Resolution 157, the Emer
gency resolution for full Federal funding
of the free and reduced price school
lUnch program.

California has a special stake in the
resolution of this latest school lunch
crisis. We have almost 5 million school
children from kindergarten through the
12th grade in California, and 1 mil
lion of these have been identified by the
State education department as "needy"
stUdents. That is, one-fifth of the total
elementary and secondary school popu
lation in my State is eligible for the free
and reduced price lunches available
under section 11 of the National School
Lunch Act, as amended.

The principal purpose of Public Law
91-248, enacted by Congress in May,
1970, was to facilitate the provision of
free and reduced price lunches for all
needy children. In fact, the mandate of
Congress in Public Law 91-248 is quite
clear: all needy children sha}l be served
meals free or at a reduced cost,

Tlie regulations proposed by the De
partment of Agriculture on August 13
reduce the Federal reimbursement rate
per lunch under section 11 to 30 cents,
although the actual cost per meal aver
ages around 50 cents-after deducting
about 10 cents worth of donated Federal
commodities. Unless these regulations
are revised to provide a more adequate

Federal reimbursement level, the entire
school lunch program in California will
be jeopardized. In their present form, the
regulations simply do not carry out the
intent of Congress that every needy child
shall be served a free or reduced price
lunch.

The resolution before us today would
direct that the Federal reimbursement
level be raised to 40 cents for free and
reduced price lunches, Dr. Wilson Riles,
California's superintendent of Public
Instruction, informs me that 40 cents is
the minimum Federal reimbursement
needed to maintain the gains made in
the California school lunch program un
der his able leadership.

Dr. Riles office has identified 1 million
children as meeting the income criteria
for the free and reduced price lunches.
Last year, 500,000 needy children in some
800 school districts in California were
served free or reduced price lunches
400,000 of these received free lunches.
This year, the State set a goal of pro
viding 750,000 free and reduced price
lunches, and next year California hopes
to have reached alII million needy chil
dren. Dr. Riles, who has taken the con
gressional mandate to heart and has
endeavored to provide free and reduced
price lunches to every needy child, is
extremely concerned about the effect of
these regulations on California's lunch
program-30 cents is just not adequate
to do the job.

With unemployment climbing, school
districts in California have no means to
raise the additional revenue to continue
their lunch programs. GOVeInor Reagan
vetoed $6 million from the State budget
that was to have provided 10 cents in
state funds to assist school districts.
Without an increase in the Federal re
imbursement, districts may be forced to
terminate their school lunch programs.

The East Whittier School District has
already dropped out of the program. At
least a dozen other school districts have
expressed concern to Dr. Riles office that
they, too, may be forced to terminate
their lunch programs. '

I submit, Mr. President, that it is ap
pallingly callous to deny lunches to hun
gry schoolchildren because of this ad
ministration's policies in fighting infla
tion. Surely our underprivileged under
nourished hungry children need not be
.sacrificed for those policies. Just what
are our priorities? Adequate funds must
be made available immediately if the
people of this Nation are to maint,ain any
faith in the promises of their elected rep
resentatives, It has been more than 2
years since President Nixon dec1ared-

The moment is at hand to put an end to
hunger in America itseU for all time.

The moment is still at hand. For the
sake of the schoolchildren in California
and across the Nation. I urge the Senate
to approve this resolution,

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
senator yield me 2 minutes?

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield 2 minutes to
the distinguished Senator from Rhode
Island.

Mr. PAST''>R.';;. Mr. President, I be
lieve that one <;1 the finest things we do
for the nutritional care of our children
is this school lunch program, especially

as it affects needy children who cannot
afford to buy the kind of food to give
them the sustenance that is necessary
to allow them to grow into healthy wom
anhood or manhood.

I have received an abundance of mail
from my state. I realize that arguments
can be made pro and arguments can be
made con, but I think that of all the
programs that we have, this is one pro
gram where there has been less abuse
and where there has been less waste
than in any other program that I know
of.

As I say, I have received an abundance
of mail from most of our cities and
towns--stating that unless we do some
thing, and do it rather quickly, they will
have to abandon or curtail their par
ticipation in this program. I am afraid
that unless we do something as a stop
gap until such time we appropliate the
proper amount of money the ones who
are going to be the losers in all this
will be the young children of America.

I say that even if we make a mistake
here today, which I strongly doubt, we
are making it on the side of our chil
dren, to see that they are fed well, and
I hope we will move along with the
resolution,

I know there are no more dedicated
Members of this body than the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER) , my good
friend the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr. YOUNG), my good friend the Sen
ator from Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA), and
my good friend the Senator from Ver
mont (Mr, AIKEN), who has been here
fighting time and time again for the
needy-I remember the great fight he
put up on the fioor of the Senate on pre
natal care. There is no greater humani
tarian in the Senate than Senator AIKEN,
my good friend from Vermont.

I hope if a mistake is made here today,
we make it on the side of the children.
So let us get on with it, and pass this
resolution.

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield 5 minutes to
the senator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
chairman's (Mr. TALMADGE) statement
was most informative and conclu
sive, and in my judgment made the case
for the resolution.

I call the attention of the Senate to
the provision in section 9 of the School
Lunch Act which refers to the needy
children. It says:

Such meals shall be served without cost or
at a reduced cost not exceeding 20 cents per
meal to children who are determined by local
school authorities to be unable to pay the
fUll cost of the lunch,

'l'he point that is made there is that
they shall be served. It is mandated. In
fact, the Department of Agriculture man
dated the school authorities to prepare a
program to feed needy children.

When you do that, it means that you
expand the program, and when you ex
pand the program it costs more. You do
not expand the program by reducing the
amount of funds that goes for each meal.
You may be able to expand the total
coverage, but you make it impossible for
some of the schools to participate.

The other point I should like to make
is that where there is State participa-
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tion, many state legislatures are already
out of session. They cannot make the ad
justments that would be required by the
present rules and regulations of the De
partment of Agriculture for the coming
school year.

The point has been well made that we
are not advancing anything here from
the committee that is new. The chairman
of the committee has presented two reso
lutions previously adopted by Congress,
one by this Congress and one by a pre
vious Congress, that extended the use of
section 32 funds on the principle of
reimbursement.

That is one of the reasons for section
32 funds, that it gives some fiexibility in
emergency situations. Sometimes it was
for citrus fruits, sometimes it was for
meat. This time it is for school lunches.
But the resolution requires the appro
priation process to make the reimburse
ment.

I think it also should be noted that in
the last school year the payments were
running about 42 cents per lunch for the
lunch program. This year, it is 30 cents
out of section 11, 5 cents out of section
4, which means 35 cents. This resolutiOiIl
would provide not less than 40 cents
Which, by the way, would be 2 cents less
than last year, at the end of the year,
when new programs were offered and
advanCed.

So, under the existing rules and regu
lations, section 32 would provide the ad
ditional amount that would make it pos
sible to have a minimum of 40 cents.

The committee report points out what
the committee amendment would do. The
committee amendment would make it
clear that funds provided by the resolu
tion would be apportioned in a manner
that would best enable schools to provide
lunches to needy children, and that is
required by the mandate of the law.

It would also require that these funds
be apportioned and paid as expeditiously
as practicable, because reimbursement is
necessary for school lunch programs in
local schools and school districts. There
is not a school district in this country,
with few exceptions, that is not hard
pressed. Every school lunch program has
been affected by inflation, just as the
market basket of the average home has
been affected by inflation. If the Senate
were filled with housewives, who have to
go out every day to do the shopping at
the supermarket, they would be laughing
at us to think that a school lunch could
be prOVided at 30 or 35 cents. They know
that it cannot be done, particularly when
last year it required 42 cents.

If anyone can present a scintilla of
evidence that the costs of food have gone
down since last year, it will be the great
est new.,; flash that has come across this
country since the end of World War II.
It has not happened. Yet, the administra
tion apparently thinks it has.

What we are saying here, further, is
that we would require the Secretary of
Agriculture to determine and report to
Congress the needs for additional funds
for fiscal 1972 for the schOOl breakfast
and nonfood assistance programs. Fi
nally-and this is the important provi
sion-this amendment, presented today,
provides that the maximum reimburse
ment rate under section 11 (e) of the Na-

tional School Lunch Act shall not be less
than 40 cents.

I repeat: We have not become spend
thrifts. We are not just casting the public
funds around recklessly. Quite frankly,
we have been debating a bill called the
military procurement bill in which we
have much less certain evidence than this,
by far, on things for which we have been
voting. Yet, we are arguing about wheth
er or not we are going to provide an ex
tra nickel, an extra 5 cents per school
child, fl, needy child, for school lunches;
and we are going to gO through the ap
propriation process. I have to say, most
respectfully, that I recognize the im
portance of procedure in this body; but
may I say that this is all taxpayers'
money. It belongs to the people. It does
not belong to Congress. We are here to
serve the American people and, in this
instance, the American schoolchild.

I am amazed that President Nixon and
his Department of Agriculture have ig
nored the advice and, indeed, the protests
of hundreds of school administrators in
refusing to change the school lunch reg-

,ulations published on August 13-regu
lations which will impair the school
lunch program.

It was expected that the regulations
would be formalized last Friday. But
somehow there was a delay. Perhaps it
was because, as we have evidenced here
today, the Congress will not stand by and
allow the President to turn his back on
needy children in the name of economy
or departmental and budget restrictions.

If the President decides to stand by
these regUlations, he will have ignored
the mandate of the law, as well as a lot of
hungry children.

This administration has also ignored
the advice of school lunch officials
around the country.

It has ignored a letter signed by 44
Senators, inclUding myself, as well as in
dividual letters from other Members of
Congress.

It has ignored thoughtful pleas of con
gressional committee chairmen who are
responsible for school lunch legislation.

And it has reneged on a promise made
by President Nixon in 1969, when he
pledged to put an end to hunger among
American schoolchildren.

These regulations of the Department
of Agriculture will destroy the school
lunch programs for many school districts
and limit or weaken the program in
other schools.

Surely the President cannot ignore the
Senate when it adopts today's resolution.
Surely he cannot ignore the House when
it does the same. Nor can he any longer
ignore promises given to American
schoolchildren made in the happy glow of
prllmise created by a White House Con
ference on Nutrition at Christmastime
in 1969.

The Conference on Nutrition did not
produce the legislation we are now oper
ating under. Despite the administration's
flowery promises, it was the Congress
that took the leadership and acted.

When the Congress passed the au
thorization for the schoolluncll program
last June. it gave the Secretary of Agri
culture more than he asked for in ap
propriated funds, and it gave him the
discretion to use his customs receipts

saction 32 funds to supplement the
appropriations.

In other words, this Congress did not
believe that USDA could operate a bigger
program on the same number of dollars.
Our action today in adopting Senate
Joint Resolution 157 would take away the
Secretary's discretion on spending the
money and require that he do so. And we
have put a money figure in the resolution
so that they ca.'1- not by regulations
ignore our language this time.

In the newspaper accounts of this
crisis, we have been oblique references
that it is not the fault of the Department
of Agriculture that poor American chil
dren will not be fed this year-no, it is
some faceless bureaucrat at the Office of
Management and Budget who caused all
this.

I say that is nonsense. The Office of
Management and Budget is under the
control of the President of the United
States. Let us put the blame where it be
longs, on the President and the Depart
ment of Agricultw·e.

Recently I introduced additional legis
lation to provide a daily free nutritious
meal for every schoolchild from the
high school level down.

This bill (S. 2593) is designed to end
the incredible patchwork of limiting leg
islation, administrative regulations, and
bureaucratic redtape that typifies our
present child feeding programs.

This bill would mean increased costs
for our child nutrition programs, but the
increased expenditures will be repaid
many times by the benefits provided and
the contributions the bill would make to
ward the heEllth and educational devel
opment of young people.

Healthy, well educated children are
more likely to become healthy, respon
sible adults. But without the assurance
of adequate nutrition and nutrition edu
cation, we cannot expect to achieve these
goals.

Mr. President, I hope there will be
prompt passage of Senate Joint Resolu
tin 157. And I hope the Senate will adopt
a further amendment to this resolution,
which is being submitted by the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. MILLER). I fully support
this additional action to help schools
finance free and reduced price lunches,
by increasing the minimum reimburse
ment level under section 4 from 5 to 6
cents. By these actions the Senate can
help assure an effective program under
which every needy child can be fed.

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

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield 1 additional
minute to the Senator. .

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe one of the
unfortunate things about this discussion
is that someone may be led to believe
that we are aTguing about whether chil
dren ought to be fed. That is not the
case. I look on the other side of the aisle
and on this side of aisle, at Senator
ELLENDER, Senator AIKEN, Senator
YOUNG, and other Senators who have
given of their lives to this program; and
I join others who have commended them.
These are the finest friends the agricul
tural people have and that the school
children have.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
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Mr; HUMPHREY. I yield.
Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Min

nesota has recently introduced a bill
which would provide for the feeding of
all children. Whether from needy fam
ilies or not.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.
Mr. AIKEN. I want to remind him that

no one has worked more strenuously
against putting eartags on our school
children than I have. One thing we
strenuously object to is designating these
children by class. These are poor kids
whose folks cannot properly take care
of them. And there are well-to-do kids.
As a matter of fact, according to my be
lief, it is the well-to-do people who pay
the taxes that make the meals for the
poor children possible.

I am very much interested in the bill
which the Senator from Minnesota has
introduced.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena
tor.

Mr. AIKEN. But I am also interested in
competent management of the whole
program.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the Senator
from Vermont has brought up a point
which our committee must look into-
the competent management of the pro
gram. The Senator from Vermont
brought this to the committee's atten
tion, and I would hope that we would
pursue the request and the suggestion
made by the Senator from Vermont; be
cause a good program like this loses much
of its public support if it is mismanaged.
We cannot afford to have that.

Mr. AIKEN. Poor children ought not
to be pointed at or downgraded in any
way.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I could not agree
more. I thank the Senator.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished ranking
minority member of our committee, the
Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the prob
lem presented by the new USDA school
lunch program regulations with which
the pending resolution is concerned is
that .school districts throughout the
country, and particularly in my state,
formulated their budgets for fiscal 1972
last spring on the assumption that reim
bursement from the Federal Government
would be continued at the same rate per
meal as for fiscal 1971.

Last year, there was a basic reimburse
ment of 5 cents under section 4 and 30
cents under section 11-national aver
age. However, some States received a
higher rate of reimbursement. In Iowa it
amounted to nearly 6 cents under section
4 and 47.6 cents under section 11. The
school districts in these States budgeted
accordingly. At the same time, the States
were· encouraged to expand their Sl;hool
lunch programs. Accordingly, there is an
estimated growth of 11 percen~ in Iowa.

The new USDA regulations provide for
a reduced reimbursement rate, amount
ing to 5.4 cents and 31.7 cents in Iowa.
This would mean that school district
budgets in Iowa will be several thousands
of dollars short and, for the State as a
whole, at least $1.4 million short.

The problem does not appear to be
with the money appropriated by the Con
gress, because this has been increased
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from $536 million for fiscal 1971 to $615
million for fiscal 1972, and Iowa as well
as other States will receive more money
to accommodate growth in the program.
Rather, it is the limitation on reimburse
ment contained in the regulations which
is the problem. If this problem is not
resolved, a number of school districts in
my State will be forced to discontinue
their school lunch program, and I under
stand this is true in at least 22 other
States.

To be fair about this, the new regula
tions are designed to provide higher
rates when free or reduced price lunches
are served. There is something to be
said for this. The trouble is that the
change in reimburseplCnt rate was not
announced until long after the school
district budgets were set, and anyone
familiar with local schools knows what
chaos results when carefully worked up
budgets which have been approved have
the rug pulled out from under them
later on. This problem has been dis
cussed many times here in the Senate in
connection with proposals to change the
formula on impacted aid, and one of
the arguments always advanced has been
the hardship that would be worked on
school districts which had budgeted in
anticipation of such aid being received
at the same rate as in previous years.

I do not say that the school lunch pro
gram reimbursement system is the best
that can be devised. However, if there
are going to be any changes, I believe
these should be worked out in close co
operation with State and local school of
ficials and published early enough so that
school district budgeting can take into
account any changes that would be ef
fective for the following year.

Accordingly, I support the pending
resolution.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yIeld
2 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from North Carolina.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, I am a member of the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. I
have supported every school lunch pro"
gram that has come out of that commit
tee, as well as the milk program, whIch
also has come out of that committee.

I do not know of any more desirable
or beneficial legislation that has ever
come out of Congress than the lunch
program and the milk program whleh
feed our children through our schools.

This bill and the bllls before it merely
provide that children who do not have
the money to purchase a school lunch
can be provided with free lunches or
lunches at a reduced prIce if necessary.

As most Senators know, the United
States, In its generosity, has been help
ing to feed hungry children all over the
world for many, many years. I am proud
to have helped support that worthy proj
ect, because I do not want any child
in the world to go hungry. At the same
time. I think it Is certaInly our duty to
see that our own children have ample
lunches or breakfasts, or whatever food
is required, so that a child is properly
nourished and will not go hungry when
he is in school.

I am sure that no hungry child can
do a good day's work in the classroom.

That has been proved by the finest physi
cians In thIs country, that a child's think
ing power, his brain, does not mature as
well as it should if he does not have
proper nourishment. That is a known
fact. The place to get proper nourish
ment, if not at home, is in the school,
because the school Is where the child will
be through most of his lunch periods and
that is the place for him to eat.

I am thoroughly in support of this pIece
of legIslation. I am one of its cospan;'
SOl's. I hope that there will be a unani
mous vote to see that thIs extra amount
of money is provided and that the Sec"
retary of Agriculture is required to make
up the difference In the amount of money
which is now short, in order that the
school lunch program can be carrIed out
to Its fullest extent.

Let me say to the Senator from Geor
gia that I 1lSSociate myself with all the
good speeches which have been made to
day in favor of this resolution. The
speeches have brought out the fact that
it is necessary that our children receive
the right amount of nourIshment, be
cause when they get the right amount
they will grow up to be strong and
healthy, as we want them to be.

I am, therefore, delighted to be a co
sponsor of this piece of legislatIon.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Kansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLEN). The Senator from Kansas is rec
ognIzed for 5 minutes.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. PresIdent, I had not in
tended to speak on the pending resolution
until I read a UPI release which Is· now
spread across the country which states in
part: .

The Senate scheduled a vote today on an
antiadministration move to force full financ
Ing of the Nation's school lunch program for
needy children.

The target of an Agriculture Committee
resolution which must pass the Senate and
House to take effect was an administration
decision last August to cut Federal financing
of the program of free or reduced price
lunches for needy children.

Committee sources sald resolution sponsors
feared heavy administration pressure might
gun the measure down on the Senate lloor
unless there was a good turnout of mem
bers-which Is unlikely on Fridays.

I do not quarrel with the last part of'
the statement. In any event, I want to
point out that we are spending $78.8
million more this fiscal year than before.

FEDERAL CONTRmUTIoNS TO CHILD FEEDING
PROGRAMS

Mr. PresIdent, there has been a· sharp
increase in Federal assistance to child
feeding programs-in school lunch,
school breakfast. specIal milk, equipment
assistance, and speclal-nonschool
feedIng programs. In fiscal year 1968,
these Federal contributions totaled $502
million. For fiscal 1972, the Federal con
tribution will be more than double that
amount-$l,157,989,OOO.

Most of that increase in Federal funds
has been in special assistance for free
and reduced-price school lunches to
needy children. Between 1968 and 1972
there has been nearly an eightyfold In..
crease in Federal funds for free and re~.

duced.price lunches-from under mil-.
lion in fiscal 1968 to $390 million



posed regulations and additioIlal
are needed.

I fully support the need for additional
funds for this program and am confident
our appropriations system will respond to
the needs of the program.

So, Mr. Pr~sident, I would again like
to make it clear that there has been no
effort on the part of the administration
that I know of to deny anyone free and
reduced price lunches. To the contrary,
that there has been an increase.

There has been a suggestion that per
haps the General Accounting Office
should look into this entire program, to'
see whether it is being properly admin
istered in the States, to see whether the
funds are being properly expended in the
States, and to see whether we might
modernize and bring the program up to
date. I feel, and I know that there are
other senators who also feel that per
haps, as we continue to add and add and
add, we should take a good, long look at
the total program, whether it be section
4, section II, or the special section 32
funds. I believe that some of us will be
pursuing this effort to determine: Are
the funds being properly spent? Are they
going to the children who should have
these free and reduced price lunches?

To me, that is the important question.
I repeat, what we are voting on here

today, as I understand it, will be the
question of whether the Appropriations
Committee or the Agricultural Commit
tee should have jurisdiction.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Georgia yield me 1
minute?

Mr. DOLE. I am in full agreement with
the Senator from Minnesota on this.

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Minnesota is recognized for
1 minute.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I want to be sure
that the Senator from Kansas under
stands that I was not saying it was a
question of whether we feed or not feed
children but is a question of jurisdic
tion. I felt that we had established an
adequate precedent covering that mat
ter. So I think that we are both on the
same wavelength.

Mr. DOLE. We are, at this point.
Mr. HUMPHREY. That is a refresh

ing experience.
Mr. DOLE. For both of us, yes.
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I

yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
South Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
at.or from South Carolina is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, in a
few short weeks, Americans will once
again be observing the annual celebra
tion of American abundance and oppor
tunity. We all will be giving thanks for
the many and varied blessings that o')ur
Creator has bestowed upon this great Na
tion. Yet Thanksgiving of 1971 will be
simply a cruel joke to many millions of

. poverty-stricken Americans. And more
cruel still is the empty promise made
nearly 2 years ago by President Richard
Nixon. The White House promised that
by Thanksgiving of 1970, every needy

and the payments made by children who
could afford to pay for their lunches sup
plied the rest of the funds.

By 1971, the Federal Government was
contributing 32.7 percent of the cost;
State and local contributions remained
at about the past level-23 percent; and
children's payments represented the re
mainder.

Again, this demonstrates that the Fed
eral contribution to school lunch costs
have outstripped those of their State and
local governmental partners.

Mr. President, we have all acclaimed
public education as the backbone of our
Nation's great progress. Quality and
equality are crucial features of our pub
lic education. Both of these factors are
essential in creating a sound educational
foundation in order to prepare the stu
dents of today to meet the challenges of
our rapidly changing society.

Our goal of providing quality educa
tion for all students will not become a
reality until additional measmes are
taken to enrich educational programs for
the low income and for the minorities.
The nutritional needs of all school chil
dren must be fulfilled.

There is no longer any doubt that a
direct interrelatedness exists between
nutrition and school success or failure.
Children with empty stomachs cannot
learn. They must be provided with free
and reduced price lunches.

The effect of providing school feeding
programs for eligible students is mani
fest in many indirect ways. These feed
ing programs often convince many hun
gry students who are potential dropouts
to stay in school. These students find
that learning is a secondary yet impor
tant result of feeding programs and our
Nation is the beneficiary of their educa
tion.

To deny our Nation of its future pro
ductive citizens who contribute in a posi
tive way to the progress of our society is
unthinkable. To deny these students of
their rightful place in society is deplor
able.

The school lunch bill passed by Con
gress last year provides the mechanism
to provide every needy child a nutritious
lunch. I worked closely with the distin
guished chairman of the Agriculture
Committee in supporting this legislation.
It is good legislation and calls upon the
Secretary of Agriculture to see that no
school child goes without lunch. The
legislation delegates to the Secretary the
authority to carry out this program with
in certain guidelines that assures par
ticipation of local, State, and Federal
funds.

Through inflationary pressures experi
enced in recent months, we have experi
enced some radical increases in school
lunch costs in various areas. School lunch
directors from 37 States have voiced
their concern with proposed USDA regu
lations that assure an allocation of at
least 30 cents per lunch for every needy
child fed under this program.

Understandably, my distinguished col
leagues have responded to their con
stituencies' protest in submitting this
resolution. It is apparent from the testi
mony presented in committee hearings
that inequities will exist under these pro-
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It now estimated that more than
three times the number of free and re
duced-price lunches will be served in 1972
than in fiscal 1968. But-with an eighty
fold increase in Federal assistance for
free and reduced-price lunches between
1968 and 1972, I believe that this is a
clear demonstration that the Federal
Government has held to its commitment
to see that needy children have access to
a school lunch.

FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS OF SCHOOL LUNCH

PROGRAM COSTS ON A PER-LUNCH BASIS

It is true that with a general increase
in price levels, the costs of a school lunch
program have been increasing. But, so
also have the Federal Government's con
tributions in cash and commodity as
sistance.

In the fiscal year 1968, the Federal con
tribution in cash and commodity assist
ance averaged 13.5 cents for each school
lunch served. By fiscal 1970, that per
lunch rate of assistance was 15.9 cents.
Last year, the Federal contribution in
cash and commodity assistance increased
to 21.5 cents per lunch.

In a 4-year period-fiscal 1968 to fis
cal 1971-the Federal contribution per
lunch has increased by about 8 cents, or
60 percent. During that same 4-year
period, State and local contributions in
creased by less than 2 cents per lunch
from 13.7 per lunch in 1968 to 15.2 cents
in fiscal 1971.

Again, the Federal Government's in
creased contributions have more than
kept pace with a growing program, and
have been increasing at a far faster rate
than those of State and local govern
mental sources.

THE FEDERAL SHARE

As a result of the significant increase
in Federal funding since 1968, the Fed
eral Government is financing a larger
share of the cost of school lunches.

So, Mr. President, I think it is not a
question of pro- or anti-administration
on this matter. As I understand from the
debate that took place in the committee,
what we have here is a jurisdictional
problem, whether the Agricultural Com
mittee is not binding the hands of the
Appropriations Committee in the com
mittee's effort. The Appropliations Com
mittee should have that authority. I am
not certain how I may feel today, but I
have had a lot of tele~ams from home,
and the inference is clear. As suggested
by the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
HUMPHREY), we are not talking about
whether to feed or not to feed children.
That is not the question. There is no man
in this Chamber who would not appro
priate the necessary funds to feed needy
children. What we have here, though, is
a jurisdictional dispute, not any anti
administration move in the Senate.

There is no effort on the part of the
administration to cut what we do for
needy children. I would point out that in
the past fiscal year we are now up to
$615.2 million in this program, an in
crease of $78.8 million.

Now to return to my comments on the
Federal share. For many years, the Fed
eral Government was putting up about
23 percent of the cost; State and local
sources put up about another 23 percent,
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school child would receive a free or le
duced price school lunch. Well, that par
ticular Thanksgiving is gone. And to
day, the Senate faces an important de
cision . on whether this' body's ovm
promises will be fulfilled or whether we
shall allow an agency of this Govern
ment to make a mockery of congres
sional mandate.

That mandate is clear: That needy
schoolchildren be fed in order to learn
and grow up with strong bodies and in
quiring minds.

Today's crisis in the American school
lunch program is especially saddening,
because it has been repeated so many
times during the past 2 years. It is a
crisis not only of hungry children in
schools which will not be able to afford
to feed them, but of more than 10 mil
lion Americans who are not getting any
help whatsoever from our family feed
ing programs. This situation is all the
more cruel because we could eradicate
hunger and malnutrition from this Na
tion without raising another bushel of
wheat or harvesting another ear of corn.
Children who are malnourished will grow
to maturity permanently handicapped
and unable to make their maximum con
tribution to the wealth and well-being
of our country. This is a well-docU
mented fact, one which our national
leadership is all too slow to grasp. I have
dozens of pages of reports and studies
which strongly indicate that malnutri
tion during the formative ye!lirs of life
can rob a youngster of 20 percent of his
God-given mental abilities-brain power
which can never be fUlly regained. This
must not be tolerated in a country which
takes pride in human life and in its good
business sense. Malnutrition clearly in
terferes with a child's ability to learn.
As all too many teachers can attest, a
hungry child is listless, lacks CUriosity
and cannot respond to mental stimula
tion. And if this were not bad enough,
malnutrition breaks down a child's re
sistence to disease-causing him to miss
school more often. These poor children
are doubly damned-damned by a seem
ingly uncaring government and by a
combination of factors owing to malnu
trition which eventually will drag them
down for good.

Mr. President, I would like to relate a
story about my own State. In South
Carolina, we have had one of the finest,
if not the finest, school lunch programs
in the United States. We have led the
Nation in the percentage of all school
children participating in the school lunch
program and in the free and reduced cost
program. This has been an uphill fight,
but through dedicated leadership of our
school lunch supervisor, Miss Kathleen
Gaston, and because of the determina
tion of school officials throughout the
State, we were succeeding. Now, I am told
that if the proposed new regulations of
the Department of Agriculture are
allowed to stand unchallenged, South
Carolina will lose as much as $9.8 million
in funds which were expected to have
gone into the free and reduced price
lunch program.

Just yesterday, the legislature of South
Carolina passed a joint resolution urging
the to .• restore the program to

full funding. No one can accuse South
Carolinians of denying food to needy
youngsters. No fuzzyheaded bureaucrat
over at the Department of Agriculture
can ever look down his nose at our State
and say we have not tried, in fact, have
not tried harder than anyone.

It is about time that the people of
America and the Congress of the United
States began asking President Nixon
what has become of the lofty promises
to put an end to hunger in America itself
for all time. It is our duty to ask this
administration why it is-in effect-cut
ting back on the food stamp program by
denying expansion of this food assistance
to counties which want it. More than 180
counties are waiting in line to switch
from Government surplus commodities
to food stamps. But the administration is
saying no, because any expansion would
push the program beyond its bUdgeted
level. And apparently, the administration
feels it would be fiscally irresponsible to
feed hungry Americans and little
children.

We have every right to ask why this
administration allows its Department of
Agriculture to shortchange the poor with
a commodity food program which does
not meet minimum nutritional needs.
The Department's distribution guide
promises to distribute 37 pounds of food
per month. But in fiscal 1971 only 27
pounds were given out--meaning that
the recipients got about half of the nu
tritional requirements set by our own
Government as minimal standards.

This Congress should demand to know
why hundreds of applications from
States and counties were rejected as the
budget cutters wiped out the supplemen
tal food program, a program which was
an outstanding and resounding success
in South Carolina. The citizens of this
country should ask, and be told, what
ever happened to the National Nutrition
Survey which documented the bleak facts
about malnutrition in our country; about
the findings of a special report prepared
by the then Bureau of the Budget on thE;
cost of malnutrition to the American
economy; and to the West Point stUdy.
conducted on behalf of the White House,
all dramatically pointing out that there
is hunger in America.

Mr. President, I urge that these things
be considered as we decide today upon
Senate Joint Resolution 157. I, person
ally, urgently request its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Minnesota is recognized for 3
minutes.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I par
ticularly rise to express my profound ad
miration to the leadership and to the very
distinguished Senator from Georgia (Mr.
TALMADGE) on this serious issue-provid
ing adequate nutritious lunches for the
schoolchildren of America.

I cannot think of anything that is more
disgraceful than living in this land of
agricultural abundance, great wealth,
and great power, and trying to sa"e a few
pennies on the school lunch program that

is needed to provide nutritious meals for
the schoolchildren of this country when
we know be~'ond any doubt, based upon
the Senate Select Committee on Nutri
tion, of which I am privileged to be a
member, and based on the hearings held
by the Senate Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry, that millions of needy
American children are being denied the
nutritious lunch they need for their
health and in terms of their ability to
learn in school.

Mr. President, I cannot think of any
area in which those savings are more
reprehensible and less justifiable than
in the area of attempting to save money
at the expense of a child's health or to
save money at the expense of a child's
capacity to learn.

For that reason I rise to commend
the Senator from Georgia for his power
fulleadership in bringing this joint reso
lution before the Senate. I hope the joint
resolution will be passed. I had SUbmitted
an earlier, more liberal proposal, which
I would have preferred. However, I real
ize at this point that it has little or no
chance of enactment. So, I do not intend
to press it. But I do believe that the pro
posed joint resolution recommended by
the Committee on AgriCUlture and For
estry is an important and fundamental
step forward.

I am pleased to join in its support, and
I commend the chairman of the com
mittee for his leadership on this issue.

Mr. President, when my distinguished
colleague, the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
TALMADGE), first introduced legislation
last week, I joined as a cosponsor of his
proposal, Senate Joint Resolution 157.
I would like to commend his diligence and
concern to assure that needy children
receive meals guaranteed under the Na
tional School Lunch Act.

The August 13 regulations issued by
the Department of Agriculture, soon to
be implemented, would so harm schools
participating in the school lunch pro
gram, it is necessary for Congress to act
to set higher minimum payment rates.

Many of us in Congress were aston
ished and deeply dismayed by the new
regulations. They would not only prevent
a reported 2 million children who have
never received federally guaranteed meals
from being fed this year, they also would
jeopardize existing school lunch pro
grams in thousands of schools, and may
force some out of the program.

Statistics from my own State indicate
that the August 13 regulations would
create a school lunch deficit of nearly
$90,000 for the city of Duluth. In Min
neapolis, the estimated loss is $800,000
and on a statewide basis for Minnesota a
$2-million deficit is expected.

Minnesota is not the only State that
would be hurt by the new regulations. A
recent survey by the American School
Food Service Association reports: Cali
fornia would lose $9 million; Oklahoma,
more than $1 million; Massachusetts,
$3.2 million; Georgia, $6 million; Maine,
$1.3 million; Ohio, $5.5 million-and so
on throughout the country.

On September 28, 1971, the Washing
ton Star disclosed:

A number ot school distrIcts are reported
to be abandoning the schOOl lunch p1'()grlllJl1



These decreases in lUnches· served to
needy children were due to the fact that
the children in one selected county had
been declared eligible for free or reduced
price lunches.

I was advised finally that a letter of
credit for $158,000 had been sent to the
State and was not being used by the
State. Someone somewhere was sitting on
it. I was told first that it was our State
office.

A week or so ago I had people from the
State office and also from the school
lunch program downtown come to my
office. One of the topnotch people from
downtown said:

No, I guess it was not the State office. It
was the regional office that held up the
$158.000.

I do not know who was sitting on it,
but in the meantime they were giving out
false stories and telling the people of the
State that it was the administration
which had stopped their children from
being fed. I did not like that at all.

I am still unable to get the facts. I am
still unable to find out why the cost of
the school lunches went up several times
the rate of the inflation increase. How
ever, I also believe that what happened
in Vermont is also happening in other
States of the Union as well. People are
being told that the administration is
holding up this money and keeping it
from being spent.

As far as I am concerned, I will vote
for every dollar necessary to feed every
kid in school in the United States,
whether a child is poor, of middle income
or even from well-to-do families.

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

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield my
self 2 additional minutes.

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

Mr. AIKEN. However, Mr. President, I
want to know that that money is spent
correctly. I want to know that the people
are told the truth about it. I find it diffi
cUlt to get proper estimates. I feel the
Committee on Appropriations is in a po
sition to get proper estimates. That is
why I think that committee should
handle this legislation.

The Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
HRUSKA) has already assured us that the
committee would undoubtedly approve an
appropriation for whatever is necessary
to carry out this program in full. So, Mr.
President, that is why I shall vote against
this resolution. I feel that the bill before
us is not the way to handle the situation.
It is an appropriation.

Only the day before yesterday I heard
from one community that had been told
there would be no money available for
them for the rest of the school year, and
that is not true.

Is that right?
Mr. TALMADGE. Yes.
Mr. AIKEN. Yes. But that is what they

are being told. I think that better man
agement is necessary. I do not question
the honesty of any person involved, but
do feel that we need better cost con
trols.

I agree with the Senator from Kansas
(Mr. DOLE) this is a proper subject for
the General Accounting Office to make a
complete and thorough investigation.

~-, -.

on the States and local schools in pro
viding nutritious meals for all school
children.

Mr. President, these objectives merit
prompt action by Congress.

However, foremost among these must
be assuring that the National School
Lunch Act is clarified and strengthened
so that needy children can-and w1ll
be fed this year.

We are alreadY a year behind in ful
filling the promise of that law. Many
children have suffered needlessly. Some
of their losses we can remedy. Others-
physical and educational-may be ir
reparable.

But it is not too late to prevent any
more tragedies of this kind. And it is
both our legislative and human respon
sibility to do so without delay.

Senate Joint Resolution 157 recognizes
that responsibility, and I hoPe that the
administration will cooPerate in seeing
it is met.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield my
self 5 minutes.

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

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, some of
my colleagues may wonder why I am so
concerned over the school lunch program
at this time inasmuch as I have sup
ported and will continue to support it
fully for as long as I shall be a Member
of the Senate.

I am very much concerned over the
handling of the program. A few weeks
ago I heard from a school lunch director
in Vermont WhO stated that her school
could not get the money 'Which they
were entitled to for the school lunch
program.

After a little time, it appeared that
the people in charge of the State office
had a press conference. At the confer
ence,as reported by the press:

Several state officials charged Friday that
some poor Vermont schoolchildren w1ll go
hungry In classrooms-this year because the
administration of President Richard M. Nixon
has subverted the intent of a congressional
appropriation for hot lunches.

This story appeared in several of our
State papers. I will read an excerpt
from a story appearing in another news
paper, and this is dated September 18.
The story reads in part:

According to Edward Fabian and Edward
Ryan of the Education Department and
Steve Rose of Legal Aid, the reduction is the
result of an order from the Bureau of the
BUdget to the Department of AgriCUlture
which funds the program.

The officials stressed that Congress had
appropriated funds for the program which
the USDA Is now forbidden to spend.

These stories went all over the State.
It did not make any sense to me inas
much as the school lunch allocation for
Vermont was $564,172 in 1970 and
$1,180,977 in 1971. That is an increase of
112 percent. There had been a 9-percent
increase in the total number of lunches
served to school children in Vermont and
a 6-percent decrease in the number of
lunches that were served to poor and
needy children within the State.

I began to inquire into the matter.
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or considering such a move. They include:
Albuquerque, New Mexico; Bridgeport, Con' _
nectlcut; and, Buffalo, New York.

Unquestionably, Congress must act to
remedy this critical situation, and to ful
fill the legislative guarantee to needy
children clearly expressed in the National
School Lunch Act, as amended May 14,
1970.

Although payment rates have been es
tablished by Federal regulations in the
past, immediate action to fulfill the word
of Congress to provide meals to needy
children, and to alleviate the serious
crisis within our schools--is so essential
we cannot allow this issue to rest on
precedent alone.

It is evident that time limits for feed
ing needy children, imposed by Congress
in Public Law 91-248, have not been
interpreted literally by the administra
tion. All needy children were assured
lunches by January I, 1971. Perhaps it
is that the law lacks an effective mecha
nism to assure that eligible children are
fed free and reduced price meals.

Senate Joint Resolution 157 would
make perfectly clear that the Congress
does mean to feed our needy children
this year. And I hope it will also provide
the mechanism to fulfill our promise to
these youngsters.

While some administration budget offi
cials may think the Federal Government
cannot afford to carry out its promises
to low-income children, surely we have
the resources to see that these young
sters receive one decent meal a day.

Can we think that guaranteeing loans
to Lockheed, building space shuttles, or
developing inessential weapons systems,
are more important than the children
who represent a good part of our coun
try's future. In fact, these children are a
national resource as precious as any I
know.

No, I do not think we can ignore our
promises to them. Moreover, I do not
believe we can pass the cost of school
lunch funding on to the States or to
schools.

Whether we agree that revenue shar
ing is the answer, I think the Congress
and the administration are united in
searching for a solution to the fiscal
crises in State governments. Now, would
we ask that they spend more money
millions more-to pay for school
lunches?

We see evidence in the findings of the
Select Committee on Equal Educational
Opportunity of a parallel crisis in school
finance. This year we have had the
largest number of school bond issues
and the largest number of bond rejec
tions--in our country's history.

Millions of taxpayers in the United
States are deeply troubled that they can
no longer afford to support even basic
school functions-such as libraries and
cafeteria-unless budget deficits are al
leviated. While these deficits are caused
primarily by factors other than school
lunCh-increasing outlays for meals only
would aggravate the desperate situation
our schools are in.

I believe we must not only assure that
every needy child will receive a free or
reduced price lunch as required by sec
tion 9 of the National School Lunch Act,
but also alleviate -the financial burden
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. AIKEN. I yield 5 minutes to the

Senator from Nebraska.
The PRESIDING OF'FICER. The Sen

ator from Nebraska is recognized.
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I should

like to address myself to the real issue
which is presented here. It is alleged that
speed is necessary in this matter because
of the fact that certain regulations have
been proposed and they are being mis-
carried in this area. .

It is charged by some that the issue is
whether children will be fed or not,
whether the program is going to be aban
doned, and so on. Of course, that is all
wrong. Five years ago we had a budget
of $227 million for this purpose and now
it is $782 million. The Department
assured us they will spend all of
that $782 million. They have explained to
the committee how they propose to do it.

If the legislative committee of this bodY
and the other body want to change that
policy or increase the amount, or do any
thing with the policy, that is their legis
lative jurisdiction. However, when they
go over to the field of appropriations we
reach a fundamental proposition. I sub
mit that the resolution, when it states:

The Secretary of Agriculture shall • • •
use so rn1.Jch of the funds appropria.ted by
section 32 of the act • • • as may be neces
sary • • •

For purposes in the act, that is ap
propriation language and there is no
question about it.

A precedent is cited in the bill known
as Public Law 92-32 which we enacted
last June 30. But I wish to suggest to
this body that that is not a precedent
applicable to this situation. I will read
the language from section l5(a) of that
law which stated:

The Secretary is authorized to use during
the fiscal year ending June 3D, 1971 not to
exceed $35.000,000 from section 32 funds.

To direct a Secretary to use certain
funds is appropriation language. Or
when, however, as last June, Congress
said that the Secretary is authorized to
use section 32 funds, another step is
necessary, to wit, the appropriation proc
ess, and a proper appropriation pursuant
to that authority.

There is another thing wrong with the
resolution and that is that it is an open
ended resolution. It does not specify
any particular sum or any limit thereon.
The way we are able to control expendi
tures is to see that they are diverted to
the purposes for which they are declared.
If, after resorting to the appropriation
process the figure is supplied, and if the
policy of Congress is changed to require
more money, that is proper. The fact
is, we will get more money.

In the last 5 years we jumped from
$227 to $782 million.

It is said that speed is of the essence.
Speed will not be served by enacting and
approving this resolution. There is con
siderable doubt that the other body will
consider this resolution as such for the
very reasons outlined so specifically and
logically by the Senator from North
Dakota, because of ignoring the appro-
priation Speed will be served if
we matter to the Committee on

Appropriations in the regular fashion,
when we process the supplemental bill
which is now before the other body and
which will be over here soon. What we
should do is proceed on the basis that we
will reject this resolution, not the pro
gram, to get at it in the proper and log
ical way and the program will go forward
in the range of $782 million in any
event.

By way of summary, let me say that
Mr. Lyng, when he came before the Se
lect Committee, explained there has
been some confusion by reason of re
cent regulations, but here is what he said
in summary:

SUMMARY

Returning to our August 13th proposals
on the distribution of cash assistance funds
to the States, we would want to emphasize
these points:

First, our proposals are not designed to
save funds. We expect to spend all the funds
authorized in our 1972 appropriation act.

Second, we have not reduced the maximum
rates of assistance that were authorized for
last year.

Third, we will be placing a fioor under sec
tion 4 and section 11 rates on a Statewide
basis for the first time-a fioor that is guar
anteed no matter how much expansion a
State is able to achieve.

Fourth, we do not believe that we should
have continued a method of distributing
funds among the States which-because of
the vagaries of statistical apportionment
formulas-allowed some States a "funding
feast" while other States suffered from a
"funding famine".

Finally, we want to re-emphaslze that the
National School Lunch Act contemplated
that the funding of the program would be
a joint Federal, State, and local responsibil
ity. This principle was re-affirmed in the Pub
lic Law 91-248 amendments. One of those
amendments required, beginning this fiscal
year that all States put State tax revenues
into the program. It also prOVided that States
should disburse these tax revenues in a man
ner that would concentrate them on assist
ance to the neediest schools.

It seems to me we will have expediency
if we revert to the regular conventional
appropriation process, as opposed to the
unauthorized, unorthodox, and improper
fashion of proceeding.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I rise in
support of senate Joint Resolution 157
which would permit Federal support of
the school lunch program to continue at
its present level.

Twenty-five years ago, in the course of
debate on the original school lunch bill
in the Senate, my distinguished colleague
Senator AIKEN pointed out how short
sighted we were as a Nation to willingly
spend about $300 billion on World War II
and then quibble and debate and argue
whether we as a nation could afford to
spend $50 to $100 million on a feeding
program for our children. He termed
the health and capabilities of those
same children as the best and first line
of defense for America. I have been re
minded of his statement by the resolution
we are debating today.

Public Law 91-248 passed in 1970 man
dated that all children in need should
receive a free or reduced price lunch sub
sidized by the Federal Government. Now
the Department of Agriculture is propos
ingthat the burden of funding these pro
grams fall more heavily on the already
overburdened States. If less Federal

funds are available, then in order to
meet the cost of the lunches, more State
and local school district funds will have
to be made available. The. effect of the
proposed regulations is to remove a rel
atively high reimbursement ceiling and
replace that with a relatively low reim
bursement fioor.

The State of Dlinois alone stands to
lose about $7 million, or 30 cents per
meal, this year from the Federal Gov
ernment as a result of these proposed
new regulations. It is almost impossible
for the State to make up that difference
at this point. These regulations cause an
even greater hardship because they were
announced only a few weeks before the
opening of school. Clearly, it is impossible
for a state or school district to budget
for a whole year on a few days' notice.

In addition, many States will suffer,
because they will now be prevented from
shifting funds between programs. In Illi
nois, our fiourishing breakfast program
will haveits funding cut in half during
the school year if these regulations be
come effective.

Therefore, today I strongly support
Senate Joint Resolution 157.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, we often
rise in the Senate and begin our remarks
by complimenting the chairman of the
committee who brings a bill before us.
I suspect that sometimes our hearts are
much more in those compliments than
other times.

But today I hope the chairman of the
Senate Agriculture will accept the full
ness of heart with which I thank him;
thank him for assuming the leadership
in finally coming to grips with a problem
that has plagued us since 1962 and that
has been crying for just such leadership.
He is moving decisively, in his role as
chairman of the Senate Agriculture
Committee. to see that the will of Con
gress with respect to feeding hungry chil
dren is heard at the other end of Penn
sylvania Avenue. He deserves the pro
found thanks of all of us who have
with such frustratingly meager results
knocked on the door of the Department
of Agriculture.

Since the proposed new regulations of
the Department of Agriculture were an
nounced on August 13, 1971, I have heard
from many schools in Michigan and from
the State Department of Education, pro
testing this backward step at a time when
every effort is being made to reach more
of Michigan's needy children with a
school lunch.

Mr. President, I support this resolu
tion which directs the Secretary of Agri
culture to use section 32 funds to the ex
tent necessary to assure every needy
child of free or reduced price launches,
until a supplemental appropriation may
provide the necessary funds. This step is
evidently required to make a reality-a
year late---of the President's promise to
see that by Thanksgiving we would be
feeding all hungry children. Certainly it
is required so that the people of this
country may believe that their Govern
ment will deliver on its promises.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I join
with Senator TALMADGE and other Mem
bers of this body in urging that senate
Joint Resolution 157 be adopted so as to
insure that the intention of Congress as

.\.gii\'~"~l~tl~



the purpose of the National
School Lunch Act is carried out.

I was quite surprised when I dis
covered that the Department of Agricul
ture had issued proposed regulations dur
ing the congressional recess which re
duced the reimbursement rate per meal
to 35 cents in view of the fact that the
average cost of meals is somewhere above
50 cents per meal. This action was par
ticularly surprising in view of the earlier
Presidential commitment insuring that
every needy child in this country receive
a free or reduced-price meal by Thanks
giving 1970.

It is particularly disturbing to minor
ity groups, to school lunch supporters,
and other allies of the poor to witness the
kind of retreat this administration is
adopting toward the school lunch pro
gram. If these proposed regulations are
permitted to take effect. our school lunch
program in Nevada will be very hard hit
and expansion drastically curtailed. The
lunch program in Nevada is really just
getting off the ground in our largest
county. and I would hate to see the De
partment of Agriculture cut back on their
financial contribution at this crucial
time. It was my understanding that the
Congress as well as the administration
had made a strong and firm commitment
to hungry children throughout the
Nation.

So I strongly urge that this resolution
be adopted today and that the President
and the Secretary of the Agriculture re
evaluate the proposed regUlation in light
of the action taken by this body today.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my concern over the ac
tions which the Nation has witnessed in
the past several months with regard to
the implementation of the school lunch
program.

The Congress has made it crystal clear
that it is willing and eager to support the
priority of this administration for assur
ing that no child will have to learn on any
empty stomach. The strong support for
this policy during the last part of the pre
vious school year made the distribution of
thousands of lunches to needy children
a reality. Local school districts were ex
cited at the prospects. They began to gear
their programs to expansion and innova
tion-to an emphasis on feeding those
most in need. They were receiving ade
quate assistance from the Federal Gov
ernment and for the firs·t time were able
to do what they should have done years
ago.

Encouraged by the levels of Federal
support in the last school year, these local
districts and State coordinating agencies
developed programs for this school year
which dramatically included more of the
Nation's poor children. In addition, legis
lation passed by the Congress last year
provided a clear legislative mandate to
support administration efforts to feed
poor children in the public schools. "Any
child who is a member of a household
which has an annual income not above
the applicable family-size income level
set forth in the income poverty guidelines
shall be served meals free or at a reduced
cost." The key phrase was:

Shall be served meals free or at a reduced
cost,

This is now law. and the State and
local agencies are willing and eager to
comply with this law.

But suddenly. we seem to have wit
nessed a change of heart. The States and
the Congress are now told that they must
accept restricting guidelines. because the
funding for the school lunch program at
its present level is inadequate to meet the
high demand. We are now told that we
must pull back in our efforts to feed every
hungry child. or else place the cost bur
den on the already overburdened local
communities. With the tremendous
spending deficits which most inner-city
school systems are sustaining. and the
pressure on rural areas just to provide
education and facilities, the added finan
cial responsibility which the Department
would place on these systems cannot be
accepted or honored.

At the end of the last school year the
States were receiving 12 cents reimburse
ment for every regular lunch and 42
cents reimbursement rate for free
lunches. The rates which are to become
effective would reduce the rates to 5
cents for every regular lunch and 30
cents for every free or reduced-price
meal. Added to this is the restriction
placed on the use of section 32 funds.

In my State of Massachusetts the leg
islature passed last year a most far
reaching law. It would insure a free
lunch to every child enrolled in a school
in the state by the fall of 1973. With the
help of the Federal Government this pro
gram was moving forward with speed and
promise. With the new regulations. how
ever. disaster is presently facing the pro
grams already in effect. Not only will the
communities have to pay approximately
13 cents per free lunch, but the State
will not be able to use section 32 funds for
the purchase of much needed equipment
in order to bring more schools into the
program. Last year the nonfood assist
ance funds were doubled by the use of
some section 32 moneys which exten
sively expanded the program. With 1,305
schools in the State without any lunch
room facilities or central kitchens what
soever. such funds are es::.ential. The
new regUlations, however, place a freeze
on section 32 funds. They will be used to
supplement the need for funds under
·section 11, and will be used once the ex
penditures can be determined, probably
some time in August of next year,

Mr. President, I am greatly disap
pointed over the retrogressive role of the
Department of Agriculture in the present
situation. It seems inconceivable to me
that the Department has flatly refused
to fund the school lunch program at a
level adequate to meet the needs of our
Nation's schoolchildren. Over the stren
uous objections of Members of Congress,
school administrators, teachers, and
parents alike, the Department has pre
ferred to use its resources to benefit the
producers rather than the consumers.
The numerous hearings held before the
Select Committee on Nutrition and Hu
man Needs and the Department of Agri
culture have not made a significant im
pression on the Department. I can only
hope that our positive action today on
Senate Joint Resolution 157 will bring
with it the force and impetus needed to

cause a change of heart and a change
policy.

It is with these concerns in mind, and
particularly keeping in mind the needs of
the millions of children between the ag~s

of 6 and 16 who must go to school each
day with empty stomachs, that I urge
support for this resolution and a speedy
implementation of a full and effective
school lunch program.

Mr. GAMBRELL. Mr. President, I urge
that Senate today adopt Senate Joint
Resolution 157 to require the Depart
ment of Agriculture to restore cutbacks
in the school lunch program.

It is my privilege to be a cosponsor of
this legislation with Georgia's senior Sen
ator, HERMAN E. TALMADGE.

In August of this year, the administra
tion announced regulations proposing to
cut the Federal school lunch program by
approximately 20 percent. In the case
of many Georgia school systems, this
would require abandonment of the pro
gram.

The alarm was sounded from every
comer of the country and an investiga
tion was immediately commenced. The
legislation was introduced last week, and
has been brought before the Senate with
uncommon speed. This is a testimonial
not only to the urgency which the Senate
attaches to the issue, but also to the lead
ership furnished by Senator TALMADGE
and his Committee on Agriculture.

The school lunch program was estab
lished during the depression of the 1930's
by the late Senator Richard B. Russell.
Its benefits have been extended to thou
sands upOn thousands of children of all
races and creeds in bad times as well as
good.

It has served the country well and
should be sustained at not less than cur
rent levels.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I am pleased
to join Senator TALMADGE in supporting
Senate Joint Resolution 157, a resolution
that will help assure free or reduced price
lunches to all needy children.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
statement I made on the Department of
AgriCUlture's revised regulations for the
school lunch program.

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
STATEMENT BY SENATOR CASE ON REVISED DE

PARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE REGULATIONS FOR
SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

The Department ot Agriculture'S revised
School Lunch Program regUlatiOns will not
serve the needs ot our nation's needy chil
dren. The Department's regulations create a
subsIdy for children who can afford to pur
chase lunches at the expense of those who
cannot pay tor lunches. In creating this form
ot subsidy, the Department of AgriCUlture
has destroyed the fleXibility in the Lunch
Program that allowed State omcials to feed
low income school children properly. In
short, the revised regulations prevent the ex
pansion of the program where the need is
greatest, a regulative action directly con
trary to the Intent of Congress.

Because of these regulations, new and nec
essary programs will be seriously set ba~k.

The School Breakfast Program will be espe
cially hard hit in New Jersey. This program
benefitted from the transfer of funds from
the School Lunch Program, now prohibited
under the new Agriculture Department regu-
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lations. Ne.w Jersey planned to expand this
program so that school children who came
to school hungry would have a nutritionally
adequate morning meal.

Educators have pointed out that children
who come to class hungry are poor learners.
New Jersey was preparing to add twenty five
schools to the breakfast program, allowing
them to serve an additional 10,000 low In
come children. Now this cannot be done.
Some schools have Implemented a stop gap
measure. Children are being fed luncheon as
early as 10 a.m. in the monrlng, in an effort
to make one meal do for two.

Another program seriously affected by
bUdgetary cutbacks Is the Special Food serv
ice Program. This program helps pre-school
children in day care and child care centers.
We Initiated this program last year and un
der it we were able to assist 6,000 children
from low Income families in New Jersey.

There are over 150,000 pre-school children
of such famiI1es In New Jersey. The restric
tions mean that New Jersey will be able to
serve only an additional 1,500 of them this
year.

At the same time that new funds are being
restricted, the Office of Management and
Budget will not authorize the use of existing
money that was left over from the Emergency
Summer Lunch Program. Joined by my col
leagues In the Senate, I strongly supported
the release of funds earlier this year to feed
children during the Summer months. We
succeeded in this effort but. because we had
a late start, $300,000 remained unexpended
In the program In New Jersey. If this money
were released to New Jersey, New Jersey
could feed twice the number of needy pre
school children. I am writing to Budget DI
rector George Shultz urging him to release
this money at once.

I am confident that my colleagues in the
Senate wlIl join m~ in this effort to secure
the release of these funds as they have in the
past.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I support
Senate Joint Resolution 157, which is
designed to assure that every needy
schoolchild will receive a free or reduced
price lunch as required by legislation
which this Congress enacted last year.
I commend the distinguished Senator
from Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE) for his
prompt action to meet a crisis situation
in the school lunch program.

For more than 20 years, we in Congress
have made efforts to improve the nutri
tional levels of thousands of American
schoolchildren. Last year, in the pas
sage of the National School Lunch Act
Amendments, we took a giant step to
ward the elimination of hunger among
the schoolchildren of our Nation. This
action came in response to extensive
hearings in which the effects of hunger
and malnutrition on children and their
educational endeavors were widely docu
mented. It came in response to the visits
which a number of Senators, including
the Senator from Georgia and myself,
made to view various school lunch pro
grams.

The question now is whether or not
we are willing to put actions where our
words have been.

The question is whether we are will
ing to take a stand or to see a program
emasculated by administrative regula
tions-regulations which are clearly at
odds with the stated intent of Congress.

We are all aware of the financial dif
ficulties facing our Nation. We are all
aware the need budget-cutting and

sPE~ncUlng.But, I believe that

in trimming our bUdget we must follow
some set of priorities and I do not feel
that those priorities place childreu in
need of a hot lunch at the bottom of the
list.

The administration has claimed that
its proposed regulations will result in a
more equitable distribution of school
lunch funds among the States. I sympa
thize with their objective. But, I do not
feel that the reductions which will occur
in the school lunch program if the pro
posed regulations are allowed to go into
effect are the correct way to achieve
equity.

Furthermore, the timing on the an
nouncement of the proposed new regu
lations was shameful. The new proposals
were made within several weeks of the
time school was scheduled to start, at, a
point when they could do nothing, but
play havoc with school bUdgets. As one
who has long been interested in advanced
funding which would allow our school
districts to plan ahead, I resent the tim
ing on the issuance of these regulations.

Congress moved in the right direction
last year in passing the National SChool
Act Amendments. It also, at that time,
made a commitment to the American
people and to the schoolchildren of
that Nation. I believe we should continue
in that direction and honor the com
mitment which we made.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield 5 minutes to
the distinguished Senator from Wash
ington.

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
have a statement which I wish to place
in the RECORD in full but I was fortu
nate enough to be here when the Sena
tor from Vermont and the Senator from
Nebraska made their statements.

The question I was going to ask of the
chairman of the committee is whether
there is any assurance at all that they
would spend these funds under the reso
lution and, of course, there is not.

My purpose in speaking for these 5
minutes today is to go further down the
line and discuss the administration's de
cision not to implement Public Law 92
32, section 6 and its decision to impound
$20 million appropriated by Congress for
the emergency food and medical services
program. We can appropriate this
money, but they will sit on it. The Sen
ator from Vermont pointed out some
times it is very difficult to know who is
sitting on it. But we have no assurance
in this field that if and when we appro
priate funds as recommended-which I
think we will and I hope we will-that
the administration will spend it, or how
they will spend it, or whether they will
withhold it here or spend it over here.
I have a hunger problem which we are
suffering within four counties in my
State where there is 17-percent unem
ployment.

It is a hunger problem. The people are
lined up in the streets. The Department
of Agriculture said that food stamps are
going to be sufficient. But they ~re not.
A great number of people, particularly
people living on social security, cannot

afford the $80 to buy food stamps. They
have to pay their rent first. They have to
pay for heat and light, ·so they have a
place to live. There are hunger lines all
over Seattle. The churches in four coun
ties in my State have gotten together and
are distributing free food at 35 check
points. There are pictures in the news
papers two or three times a week showing
the people lined up. Congress appropri
ated $20 million to feed people iIi areas
of high unemployment. I say to the Sen
ator from Vermont that the administra
tion has impounded these funds and re
fuses to use them to feed hungry people.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The law is clear. We
passed a bill, before we recessed, which
provided they could distribute the food
without regard to whether or not it was
under a food stamp program or under
a system of direct distribution, or both.

What do we do in a situation like that?
I think Members of this body have done
a great job on the school lunch program.
It is one of the best programs we have in
the United States, or would be if it were
administered correctly and they spent
the money Congress appropriated. This
is the real problem.

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.
Mr. AIKEN. If my information is cor

rect, the full amount which was appro
priated for the school lunch program will
be spent, and if the limit is raised from
30 to 40 cents, or whatever we make it,
then the Appropriations Committee will
be expected to appropriate enough to
make up the difference. However, I would
like to know who withholds funds when
they get out of Washington. SomebodY
has a reason for it. And why did they put
the blame on the administration?

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Appropriations
Committee ought to be able to find out.

Mr. AIKEN. I think it ought to.
Mr. MAGNUSON. I have received let

ters like those received by the Senator .
from Nebraska saying "We are going to
spend it," but it is not, or it is malad
justed, or something happens.

I am going to put a statement in the
RECORD which deals with the problem we
are dealing with here-hunger. I have a
history of the hunger problem and many
documents related thereto. I have letters
in the same tenor, saying, "We are going
to spend it." But it does not happen. It
the money and says, "We want it spent
Right Or wrong, if Congress appropriates
the money and says "We want it spent
for these people," it should be spent.
There are some rare cases where the ad
ministration should impound money, but
when we get into the field of school lunch
and hunger, that is something else.

The Senator from Nebraska talked
about time. Time is of the essence in
this case. There are hunger problems
all over. When one is hungry, he is hun
gry, and he cannot wait while some bu
reaucrat writes letters back and forth.

I think we have here the finest pro
gram concocted in the United States, and
I include Headstart and all the other
programs in HEW. All I want them to
do at OMB is to spend the money we
have appropriated for that purpose.

My people are lined up this



There is food in the warehouses. The
Senator from South Carolina saw that 2
months ago. The food is stacked up in
the warehouses. They will not distribute
it to hungry people. What good is writing
letters back and forth?

Mr. President, I applaud the work of
the Senate Agriculture Committee and
its distinguished chairman in expediting
the consideration of Senate Joint Reso
lution 157 in order that free and reduced
priced lunches will continue to be avail
able to schoolchildren.

I understand deeply the frustration
felt by Senators concerned about the
question of hunger. This summer, I asked
the Secretary of Agriculture to imple
ment section 6 of Public Law 92-32. This
provision authorized the use of $20 mil
lion of section 32 funds for the purpose
of:

Carrying out in any area. of the United
States direct distribution or other programs,
without regard to whether such area is un
der the food stamp program or a system 0/
direct distribution, to provide, in the imme
diate Vicinity of their place of permanent
residence, either directly or though a State
or local welfare agency, an adequate diet to
needy chlldren and low-income persons de
termined by the Secretary of Agriculture to
be SUffering, through no faUlt of their own,
froin general and continued hunger result
ing from insulficient food. Food made avail
able to needy chlldren under this section
shall be in addition to any food made avail
able to them under the National School
Lunch Act or the Chlld Nutrition Act of
1966. Whenever any program is carried out
by the Secretary under authority of the pre
ceding sentence through any State or local
welfare agency, he is authorized to pay the
administrative costs incurred by such State
or local agency carrying out such program.

The Department of Agriculture has
flatly refused to implement that section
of the law. In Seattle, Wash., Neighbors
In-Need, a volunteer church group, gives
donated foods to 8,000 people a week and
turns away an additional 12,000 hungry
Americans. We have a hunger crisis in
my State that the food stamp programs
cannot meet. We have documented the
fact that 40 percent of the people eligible
for food stamps are not in the program,
because of a number of reasons, basic
of which is a lack of disposable income.
They cannot afford to buy food stamps.

These are the new poor mflny of whom
held, until recently, high-paying jobs
and were respected members of the com
munity. My State is in a depression and
yet the Agriculture Department refuses
to respond with commodities or free food
stamps as Public Law 92-32 clearly per
mits.

Mr. President, I am a man who re
fuses to take the answer "no" easily,
especially when tha. "no" means that
thousands of my people continue to suf
fer severe hunger and malnutrition.

After the Department of Agriculture
refused to act, I amended the Labor
HEW appropriation bill in order that
$20 million could be transferred to OEO's
emergency food and medical services
program. This $20 million was to be used
in areas of high unemployment as an
emergency measure.

What happened to that $20 million
that was unanimously approved by the
Congress in order to feed hungry people?
Nothing.

It is now being held in budgetary re-

serve. I appealed that decision to the
President of the United States for, in the
final analysis, he is in charge of OMB.
The answer I got back was the same
no relief, no implementation of either
of these laws passed by the Congress to
aid those not aided under other provi
sions of the law.

It is a slap at every Member of Con
gress. I wanted today to tell the distin
guished chairman of the Agriculture
Committee that I share his concern about
this administration's lack of concern and
its unwillingness to implement the law
as passed by the Congress.

We have passed the law, appropriated
the funds, and pleaded for action, but
nothing has happened except slight
changes in regulations. This administra
tion seems to follow an economic policy
planned to cause high unemployment. At
the very least it could have the decency
to feed the victims of their policies.
Never in my career in public life have I
seen such calloused attitudes on the part
of Government officials. I hope that the
distinguished chairman of the Agricul
ture Committee can help me find an an
swer to this tragic problem.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to insert in the RECORD several ar
ticles and letters on this issue.

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

WASHINGTON STATE LEGISLATURE,
Olympia, Wash., July 1, 1971,

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
U.S. Senate,
WaShington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: At a meeting
called June 29 by the KIng County Demo
cratic legIslators and held in the olfice of
Mayor Uhlman, it was pointed out that a
tragic emergency exists in King and other
depressed counties of the state of Washing
ton. More than half the poor and hungry
eligible for food stamps are unable to bUy
them because they have no money.

Local food banks cannot obtain govern
ment food stocks because of AgriCUlture De
partment rulings that such food w1ll not be
made available in counties with the food
stamp program. Food stocks of many food
banks are depleted. Thousands of adults and
children are in actual hunger.

We propose immediate action to marshal
every state and local resource, but urgently
request you exert every influence at the na
tional level to impress this tragic and emer
gent situation on those with authority to
relax the present stringent and unreal1stic
rulings to immediately place food in the
mouths of our state's poor and hungry.

Sincerely yours,
WILLIAM CHATALAS.

State Senators: Frank Connor, Fred H.
Dore. Martin Durkan, George Fleming,
Pete Francis, R. R. Greive, Gordon
Herr, and Robert Ridder.

State Representatives: John Bagnariol,
H. Stan Bradley, Dave Ceccarelli, Donn
Charnley. Albert Shinpoch, Mark
Litchman, King Lysen, and Peggy
Maxie.

State Representatives: Gary Grant, John
Merrill, John Rosell1ni, Al WilUams,
Robert Perry, John L. O'Brien, Jeff
Douthwaite, and James McDermott.

PUBLIC LAW 92-32. 92n CONGRESS, H.R. 5257,
JUNE 30, 1971

An Act to extend the school breakfast and
special food programs

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
0/ Representatives 0/ the United States 0/
America tn Congress assembled, That the

National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1752)
is amended by addlng at the end of the Act
the following new section:

"SEc. 15. (a) In addition to funds appro
priated or otherwise available. the secretary
is authorized to use, during the tiscal year
ending June 30, 1971. not to exceed $35.000.
000 in funds from section 32 of the Act of
August 24,1935 (7 U.s.C. 612c), to carry out
the provisions of this Act. and during the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1972. not to
exceed $100,000,000 in funds from such sec
tion 32 to carry out the provisions of this Act
relating to the service of free and reduced
price meals to needy children in schools and
service institutions.

"(b) Any funds unexpended under this
section at the end of the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1971, or at the end of the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1972, shall remain avall
able to the secretary in accordance With the
last sentence of section 3 of this Act, as
amended."

SEC. 2. The first sentence of section 4(a) of
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C.
1773 (a» is amended to read as follows:
"There is hereby authorized to be appro
priated for each of the fiscal years 1972
and 1973 not to exceed $25,000,000 to carry
out a program to assist the States through
grants-in-aid and other means to initiate.
maintain, or expand nonprofit breakfast
programs in schools."

SEC. 3. (a) The first sentence of section
4(c) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1773 (c» is
amended by striking out "to reImburse such
schools for the" and inserting "to assist
such schools in financing the".

(b) The last sentence of such section 4(c)
is amended to read as follows: "In selecting
schools for participation. the State educa
tional agency shall. to the extent prac
ticable, give first consideration to those
schools drawing attendance from areas in
which poor economic conditions exist, to
those schools in which a substantial pro
portion of the children enrolled must travel
long distances daily, and to those schools
In which there is a special need for improving
the nutrition and dietary practices of chil
dren of working mothers and children from
lOW-income families.".

SEC. 4. Section 4(d) of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966, is amended by striking out "80
pel" centum" and inserting "100 per centum".

SEC. 5. Section 4(e) of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966 is amended by striking out the
sentence reading. "In making such determi
nations, such local authorities shOUld to the
extent practicable, consult with publ1c wel
fare and health agencies." and inserting the
following: "Such determinations shall be
made by local school authorities in accord
ance with a publicly announced policy and
plan applied eqUitably on the basis of criteria
which, as a minimum, shall include the level
of family income, including welfare grants,
the number in the family unit, and the num
ber of children in the famlly unit attending
school or service institutions; but any child
who is a member of a household which has
an annual income not above the appllcable
family size income level set forth in the in
come poverty guidelines shall be served meals
free or at reduced cost. The income poverty
guidellnes to be used for any tiscal year shall
be those prescribed by the Secretary as of
July 1 of such year. In prOViding meals free
or at reduced cost to· needy chlldren, first
priority shall be given to prOViding free meals
to the neediest children. Determination with
respect to the annual income of any house
hold shall be made solely on the basis of an
affidavit executed in such form as the Secre
tary may prescribe by an adult member of
such household. None of the requirements of
this section in respect to ellgiblllty for meals
without cost shall apply to nonprofit private
schools which participate in the school break
fast pl"ogram under the provisions of subsec
tion (f) until such time as the Secretary
certifies that sulficient funds from sources
other than children's payments are available
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to enable such schools to meet these re
quirements/'

SEC. 6. In addition to funds approprIated or
otherwise available, the Secretary of Agricul
ture is authorized to use, during the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1972, not to exceed $20,
000,000 In funds from section 32 of the Act
of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c), for the
purpose of carrying out in any area of the
United States direct distribution or other
programs, without regard to whether such
area Is under the food stamp program or a
system of direct distribution, to provide, in
the Immediate vicinity of their place of per
man~nt residence, either directly or through
l\ State or local welfare agency, an adequate
diet to needy chlldren and low-income per
sons determined by the Secretary of AgriCUl
ture to be SUffering, through no faUlt of their
own, from general and continued hunger re
SUlting from insufficient food. Food made
available to needy children under this sec
tion shall be in additIon to any food made
available to them under the National School
Lunch Act or the Child Nutrition Act of 1966.
Whenever any program Is carried out by the
Secretary under authority of the preceding
sentence through any State or local welfare
agency, he Is authorized to pay the adminis
trative costs Incurred by such State or local
agency In carryIng out such program.

SEC. 7. (a) The first sentence of section 13
(a.) (1) of the National School Lunch Act (42
U.S.C. 1761(a) (1» is amended to read as fol
lows: "There is authorized to be approprIated
$32,000,000 for each of the flscal years end
ing June30, 1972, and June 30, 1973, t.o en
able the Secretary to formulate and carry out
a program to assist States through grants
in-aid and other means. to initiate, maintain,
or expand nonprofit food service programs for
chlldren in service institutions....

(b) In section 13(c) (2) of the National
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C.1761(c)(2» af
ter the first sentence insert: "Non-Federal
contributions may be In cash or kind, fairly
evaluated, including but not llmited to
equipment and services....

Approved June 30, 1971.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.O., July 9, 1971.

GEORGE P. SHULTZ,
Director, Office Of Management and Budget,

Washington, D.O.
DEAR MR. SHULTZ: As a co-signer of Sen

ator Case's letter regarding the Summer
Lunch Program, I was extremely pleased that
the President has decided to use Section 32
In order. to prOVide the necessary funds for
this program.

Under Section 6 of recently enacted
amendments (P.L.92-32) to the National
School Lunch Act, $20,000,000 in funds is
authorized from Section 32 of the Act of
August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c) to be used
for the purpose of:

"Carrying out in any area of the United
States direct distribution or other programs,
Without regard to whether such area is
under the food stamp program or a system
of direct distribution, to provide, in the im
mediate vicinity of their place of permanent
residence, either directly or through a State
or local welfare agency, an adequate diet to
needy children and lew-Income persons de
termined by the Secretary of Agriculture to
be SUffering, through no fault of their own,
from general and continued hunger reSUlting
from insufficient food. Food made avallable
to needy chlldren under this section shall be
in addition to any food made avaIlable to
them under the National School Lunch Act
or the Child Nutrition Act of 1966. Whenever
any program is carried out by the Secretary
under authority of the preceding sentence
through any State or local welfare agency,
he is authorized to pay the administrative
costs incurred by such State or local agency
in carrying out such program."

CX:vnC--2169-!'art 26

Thus, the language of Section 6 clearly au
thorizes funds to be used to supplement the
eXisting food stamp program. The most just
and fair form of distribution of funds author
ized under Section 5 would be according to
the need of a particular area and according
to the severity of eXisting economic condi
tions facing that area. t, therefore, urge you
to give first consideration to Washington
State which is suffering from economic con
ditions worse than those experienced during
the Great Depression, and the severest rate
of unemployment in the United States ex
cept for Alaska.

I am writing the Governor of my state urg
ing that Washington State immediately apply
for Section 5 funds now that the Adminis
tration has made it clear that it w11l use
these funds to implement PL. 92--32.

Additionally, I am concerned about state
ments made by the Regional Director of the
Department of Agriculture regarding the le
gality of having both a food stamp and a
supplemental feeding program operating at
the same time in any single county. Senator
Holllngs advised me that in BeaUford and
Jasper Counties of South Carolina three food
programs are In simultaneous operation
(food stamps, supplemental feeding and free
food stamps).

As previously mentioned, Washington State
faces a severe economic emergency and if a
three-part program is or wlll be possible
under existing law P.L. 92-32 and P.L. 91-671
or under demonstration or test programs,
then I urge that the hardest hit areas in
Washington State be considered for such a
program.

Your immediate attention to this grave
program facing needy and hungry citizens in
Washington State will be most appreciated.

Sincerely,
WARREN G. MAGNUSON,

US. Senator.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
Washington, D.O., August 4, 1971.

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: Thank you for
your letter of July 9, 1971, regarding Public
Law 92-32. You suggest that the broad lan
guage contained in Section 6 of that act pro
vides authority for distributing commodities
in the State of Washington.

Senator Allen, the subcommittee chairman
and floor manager of this legislation In the
Senate described Section 6 as Uthe program
under which supplemental foods are made
avallable to pregnant women, nursing moth
ers, and infants." (Oongressional Record,
June 23, 1971, page 21588). We are ad
vised by AgriCUlture Department that supple
mental food program for pregnant women
and Infants is already operating in King
County, Washington, under the authority of
identical legislative language. That program
is presently operating at only one-third of its
authorized level of 1,500 participants, and
therefore, there is no need at this time, to
use funds provided under Public Law 92-32
for its expansion.

The Department of AgriCUlture does have
general authority to distribute commodities
In areas where the food stamp program oper
ates, prOVided that no household may par
ticipate in both the food stamp and commod
ity programs simultaneously. When the two
family feeding programs operate concurrently
they must use identical eligiblllty standards.
Therefore, anyone who may be benefited by
a concurrent commodity program is already
ellglble for the food stamp program.

The food stamp program in Washington
has expanded many-fOld in response to the
current severe economic conditions in the
State.

Food stamp outlays in the State have in
creased siX-fold and participation has tripled
in the past 24 months.

Year ending June, Federal food stamp out-
lays, number of participants

1969, $6,629,697, 89,135 (June).
1970, $18,870,753,221,710 (June).
1971, $44,250,000 (est.), 263,259 (June).
I can assure you of the President's con

cern that needy people should'not suffer from
hunger due to inSUfficient food. Therefore,
careful attention w1ll continue to be given
to identifying and eliminating such occur
rences within the broad authorities provided
by Congress.

Sincerely,
GEORGE P. SHULTZ,

Director.

TEsTIMONY BEFORE THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON
NUTRITION AND HUMAN NEEDS

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee:
For years Americans have been hearing that
other Americans were suffering from hunger
and malnutrition. This committee knows
that story well for it has been complllng the
evidence for more than two years. This con
gress has listened to that story and, as you
know, has taken important action to write
a new ending to that story.

But the executive agency charged by the
congress with the responsiblllty of prOViding
an adequate diet to hungry Americans--the
Department of Agriculture--has apparently
not heard that story. Nor is it prepared to im
plement legislation passed by the Congress
to feed hungry people. And-most intoler
able of all-,-it even refuses to listen to the
story or to acknowledge' the existence of
hungry people.

I make these criticisms, Mr. Chairman,
based on a meeting which I and other mem
bers of the Washington State Oongressional
delegation had last Thursday in my office
with Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Lyng.
We called Mr. Lyng to my office, Mr. Chair
man, to ask that the Department implement
Public Law 92--32, passed by the congress on
June 30th, and-more specifically-to Im
plement section 6 of that law for which you
and Senator Hart are primarily responsible.

The committee, of course, is fully aware
of section 6 of this new law but for the
sake of a clear record let me briefly sum
marize that section. It authorizes the Secre
tary of Agriculture to use $20 milllon of sec
tion 32 funds--and I quote from the law
itself-UTa provide • .• an adequate diet to
needy children and low-income persons de~

termined by the Secretary of Agriculture to
be suffering, through no fault of their own,
from general and continued hunger resulting
from insUfficient fOOd."

Furthermore, the language of section 6
makes It perfectly clear that the additional
food assistance it authorizes can be made
available to areas which also have food stamp
programs or to needy children already partic
ipating in the school lunch program. More
over, the law also authorizes the secretary
to pay the administrative costs incurred by
State or local agencies which administer this
additional food assistance.

Mr. Chairman. when you and Sen. Hart
Introduced the amendment-which became
section 6-to provide the $20 m1ll10n you
stressed the high unemployment and severe
economic conditions In many parts of the
country which made such assistance neces-
sary. I support. that idea entirely. ~

This $20 m1llion-which of course is only
a very minute portion of the $700 mIllion in
section 32 funds--should be allocated by the
Department of Agriculture to the areas of the
highest and most prolonged unemployment.
And it should be allocated in ways that best
accommodate local programs and capab1ll~

ties. Although the supplemental food pro
gram was one of your immediate concerns,
the language which you used in Writing
tlon 6 is fiexlble enough to authorize a
riety of food assistance efforts. Officials in
State. for example, are drafting



FOR NEEDY HERE: SURPLUS FOODS MAy BE
ISSUED

(By Al Dieffenbach)
Surplus foods owned by the federal gov

ernment apparently can be distributed to
the needy here, Senator Warren G. Magnu
son said yesterday.

The food distribution would be in addition
to the food stamp program. Up till now,
counties which have used the food stamps
have not been eligible for free surplus foods,

Church and welfare workers have com
plained that many persons are gol-ng hungry
because they cannot afford to bUy food
stamps. Meanwhile, surplus food is stock
piled in warehouses.

In a letter to Clifford Hardin, secretary of
agriCUlture, and George Shultz, director of
the Office of Management and BUdget, Mag
nuson said:

"The language of Section 5 of the National
SChool Lunch Act (PUblic Law 92-32) clear
ly authorizes funds to be used to supplement
the existing food stamp program.

"Under Section 5 of recently (June 30)
enacted amendments ... $20 m1llion In funds
Is authorized ... without regard to whether
such area Is under the food stamp program
or a system of direct distribution."

Magnuson's announcement would seem to
have broken the federal red tape that had
prevented the distribution of federally pur
chased surplus food to persons in need in
this economically depressed area.

As recently as last week, Department of
Agriculture officials had maintained that fed
eral rules prevented food-stamp and food
distribution programs In the same county.

Some of the surplus commodities had been
made available to the hungry through orga
nizations that agreed to cook and serve the

In June, I asked
specific recommendations from
officer who made that two-day survey of
Seattle as to how additional food assistance
could be made available to my state.

Just a few weeks ago I Joined with other
Senators to obtain the release of funds for
the summer lunch program.

Last Thursday I met with Assistant Secre
tary Lyng.

That afternoon, after the disappointing
meeting With Mr. Lyng, the Senate adopted
my amendment to the Agriculture Appropri
atlo11s bill re-emphaslzlng that it was the
intent of the Congress In passing P.L. 92-32
that $20 m1llion in section 32 funds be used
to Implement commodity distribution pro
grams In areas where there Is excessive un
employment even if they have food stamp
programs.

And today I have come here to present
once more the case for additional food assist
ance to Washington state.

Mr. Chairman, you know, the committee
knows and I know that there are people in
my state and in other states who are hun
gry. We know the food stamp program is
not providing enough assistance to all those
in need of it and that It WIll not be able to
do so as long as unemployment and Inflation
continue to mount as they have during the
past 2 years. And no amount of surveys is
going to make those hungry people disappear
or fill their stomachs,

Public Law 92-32-and especially section
6--demonstrates the Congress' awareness of
these people and Its desire to feed them.

My amendment to the Agriculture Appro
priations bill underscores that awareness and
that desire.

It is absolutely intolerable that the De
partment of Agriculture refuses to acknowl
edge these hungry people-and refuses to
act upon the mandate Which Congress has
given it in the McGovern-Hart section of
P.L. 92-32 and which the Senate re-affirmed
last Thursday In unanimously passing my
amendment to the Agriculture Appropria
tions bill.
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to use section 6 fu.nds toritik~"the food using food stamps are now being forced to
stamp program available to more families as drop out of the program because they can
well as to Improve and expand existing sup- no longer afford to participate In It. The
plemental feeding efforts with both food Seattle Times reported a poll of !amil1es
packages and food vouchers. These supple- using the church-sponsored food banks
mental efforts would be directed specifically which showed that 38 per cent of them had
to assisting pregnant women and young chll- originally been receiving food stamps but
dren who are especially vulnerable to malnu- can no longer afford them. Increasingly, the
trition. answer given by hungry people not using

Mr. Chairman, It was with section 6 of food stamps Is that they simply cannot afford
the new law in mind that we asked Mr. Lyng to buy Into the program.
to meet with us last week. And It was In an Even those families able to purchase food
effort to Impress upon him the need for this stamps find their basic nutritional needs
additional food assistance in our State that are not being adequately met. As this com·
we told him: mittee knows, a family of four receives

That a voluntary food bank program in stamps worth only $106 per month. Yet even
Seattle organized by churches and supplied the Department of Agriculture acknowledges
by voluntary donations of groceries Is feed- that at least $134 per month Is needed for
Ing 8,000 people every week. an adequate diet. Recipients In seattle,

That organizers of that program estimate which has the fourth highest cost of living
that they could feed up to 20,000 people ev- and the highest unemployment In the Na
ery week If they had enough food. tlon, find this $106 l1mit both Inadequate

That there are 97,000 unemployed people and unrealistic. Nor will the new food stamp
In the Seattle area making its current un- schedules make any meaningful difference
employment rate 15.2 per cent--the highest to hungry people In seattle and throughout
of any of the 150 major labor market areas Washington. Raising the monthly allotment
In the Nation. by only $2 while requiring many participants

That there are 164,000 unemployed peo- to spend more for their stamps epitomizes
pIe In the State making its unadjusted un- the kind of economic double-think which
employment level 11.6 per cent and its sea- we have become so accustomed to hearing
sonally adjusted rate 12.5 per cent. over the past 2% years.

And ,that visitors from other States tell Assistant secretary Lyng also argued in
us they have never Visited any other place our meeting last Thursday that food stamps
where fOOd-Just plain ordinary food-was are only 6 diet supplement and should not
such a constant concern of so many. be viewed as a form of income maintenance.

In response to these stark facts and our Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, in the midst
pleas that the Department use the $20 mn- of those semantics Mr. Lyng overlooked the
lion of section 32 funds authorized for ad- fact that thousands of unemployed people
dltlonal food assistance programs In section In my State have no basic diet to supple
6, Mr. Lyng had two responses. Both nega- ment.
tlve. Food stamps are their dlet--their entire

First, he flatly rejected our pleas to im- diet--and food stamps are simply not
plement section 6 despite the fact that it enough. Despite the fact that the Washlng
can be considered no less than a congres- ton State food stamp program has consist
sional mandate for Executive action. Second, ently been praised as a model program.
he expressed the Department's official opin- Mr. Chairman, that is the conclusion
ion that there are, In fact, no hungry peo- which I and other members of the Washlng
pIe In my State who cannot now afford to ton congressional delegation reached as far
purchase food stamps. That opinion. Mr. back as last December-seven months ago.
Lyng informed us, was based upon a De- And for seven months we have been urging
partment survey of Washington. Mr. Chair- the Agriculture Department to act on that
man, to the best of my knowledge the only fact.
USDA official to survey my State was one man In December we urged the Secretary to ex
from the Department's regional office in San pand statewide the food supplement pro
Francisco who spent two days In Seattle last gram or the pilot food certificate program
month. each operating on a very limited basis In a

The Department apparently assumes that single county in Washington.
this tWO-day visit by one official to one part In January the secretary responded by
of Washington affords it an understanding asserting that the food stamp program could
of the needs of hungry people in my State provide for all hungry Americans. After re
which is more complete than that held by peating the same request and receiving the
all of the State's elected representatives, same answer from the Department, I sent a
Its newspapers which have detailed the member of my staff together with a State
tragedy of hunger in numerous news stories, welfare official to meet with the Adminlstra
and Its citizens Who write to me dally to ex- tor of the Department's Food and Nutrition
press their disgust with an administration service. Once more the Department was
Which will not feed hungry people. urged to expand either the supplement food

Mr. Chairman, I reject that assumption. program or the pilot food certificate pro
And I reject the Department's conclusion gram. And once more the Department reo
that the food stamp program alone is meet- fused.
ing or can meet the needs of all the hungry The Department, it seems, has concluded
people In my State despite the fact that It is on the basis of another survey-that the
experiencing unemployment starkly reminis- food certificate program is an Ineffective one
cent of the 1930's. which should not be expanded. The Depart-

As early as 1969, a survey of the food ment reached this conclusion despite the
stamp program In Washington-prepared I fact that the pilot project In my State, which
believe for this committee-estlmated that State officials tell me has been a good pro
164,000 households or about 442,000 indi- gram, was not even Included In the survey.
viduals were then potentially eligible for the In fact, as I'm sure the committee knows,
food stamp program. Mr. Chairman, in 1969 the Department's survey included only 2 of
unemployment in Washington State never the 5 pilot projects.
rose above 5.9 per cent. Today it is 11.6 per In May, I joined with many members of
cent--almost double the 1969 peak. If 164.000 the committee and with other senators to
househOlds were potentially eligible for focd protest that the proposed food stamp regu
stamps In 1969 when the unemployment rate lations would eliminate many needy Wash
was half of the present rate I should think ington citizens-including many of the elder
that about twice as many would be eligible ly-from the already inadequate food stamp
now when unemployment has doubled. program.

And yet, we find that there are only 90,000 Also in May, Mr. Chairman, I urged that
Washington .households--or about 263,000 the FY 1972 appropriation for the food stamp
individuals-receiving food stamps today. program be raised, and joined in co-spon

Furthermore, families which were once sorlng your proposed food stamp bill, S. 1773.



October 1, '1971· CONGRESSIONAL 'RECORD- SENATE 34479
food, but ~ot for direct distribution to the
user,

Magnuson, Who asked Hardin and Shultz
to give priority to food-distribution programs
in areas hardest hit by economic problems,
also urged Gov. Dan Evans "to immediately
expedite a request for these funds for Wash
ington state, stressing the seriousness of
existing economic conditions."

Magnuson said he and other members of
the state's congressional delegation would
seek to meet with Hardin this week on plans
to put the food-distribution program into
operation.

According to an aide to the state's senior
senator, the Section 5 funds can be used to
provide distribution of surplus food "either
directly or through a state or local welfare
agency."

Again citing the new amendment, he said
that the secretary (of agriculture) is author
ized to pay all of the administrative costs of
the program.

The federal rule changes had been sought
for months locally by hunger fighters who
sensed that volunteer feeding programs sup
ported by public donations of food and money
could not continue to cope with the needs.

The major volunteer feeding program here
has been Neighbors in Need, a church-sup
ported project in which an estimated 170,
000 persons were given free food in the past
six months.

The program may qualify as a "local wel
fare agency," Magnuson's aide said, and be
entitled to receive the surplus food.

MAGGIE URGES COUNTIES To SEEK FOOD
AID

Sen. Warren G. Magnuson urged yester
day that economically hard-hit counties in
Washington apply for federal food distri
bution programs to supplement food stamps.

In letters to Secretary of Agriculture Clf
ford M. Hardin and BUdget Director George
P. Shultz, Magnuson insisted that COngress
has prOVided for multiple food distribution
programs in any single county and sug
gested that immediate consideration be
given to an additional program for Washing
ton State.

The Magnuson letters continued a contro
versy involving 40 U.S. senators who have ac
cused the Nixon administration of promot
ing a free lunch program for hungry chil
dren but not providing enough money to
pay for it.

According to the senator, Congress has ex
pressly provided that a county that has al
ready selected either a food stamp or a com
modity distribution program could still
qUalify for an additional program to feed
hungry children and ad.ults who are with
out sumclent food through no fault of their
own.

Magnuson sald that $20 mlllion has been
authorized under this section of the law and
that he is urging Gov. Dan Evans to SUbmit
appropriate requests to the Department of
Agriculture for an additional food distribU-
tion program. '

He added that he and other members of
the state's Congressional delegation would
seek a meeting with Secretary Hardin next
week in an attempt to iron out any confu
sion in the department regarding the imple
mentation of additional programs.

[From the Seattle Times, July 22, 1971)
IT Is OFFICIAL: No SURPLUS FOOD FOR

WASHINGTON
(By Richard W. Larsen)

The United States Department of Agricul
ture confirmed today that no surplus-food
distribution program will be authorized in
the state. .

Richard Lyng, assistant secretary of agri
culture, announced in Washington new reg
ulations on the nationwide food-stamp

program. Although the new program for the
first time also would allow surplus commodi
ties to be distributed in an area that has a
food-stamp program, Lyng said this won't
be done.

Lyng predicted last week that such would
be the department's policy. The prediction
provoked angry reaction in Washington's
congressional delegation.

Senator Warren G. Magnuson today called
the department's action "intolerable." Mag
nuson testified before the Select Committee
on Nutrition and Human Needs.

Gov. Dan Evans implied today that he has
given up hope of changing the minds of any
one in the Department of Agriculture. He
told a press conference he will talk with
other administration omcials to seek a policy
change. Evans repeated that he plans to
travel to Washington, D.C., but he didn't say
when.

Lyng today outlined new program regula
tions that for the first time allow free dis
tribution of food stamps. A family of four,
with income of $30 a month or less, will qual
Ify.

But the cost of food stamps will rise for
families that have higher incomes. A family
of four, wi th an income of $360 a month,
previously could purchase $105 worth of food
stamps for $82. Now that family will be able
to buy $108 worth of food stamps for $99,
Lyng said.

Lyng today officially stamped as U.S.D.A.
policy the statement he made at last week's
stormy meeting With Magnuson and the
state's delegation in the House of Repre
sentatives:

There will be no "duality." No area w11l
be certified for free-food distribution if It
has a food-stamp program. Washington has
a state-wide program.

Lyng said there is not enough money in
the federal surplus-commodity budget to
allow such a broadened program.

He added: "There is tremendous cost in
setting up food-distribution fac1l1ties, which
would have to be borne by the state." He
estimated it might cost the state $1.25 mil
lion to administer such a program, an
amount the state can't afford.

Magnuson said today, "We all know the
food-stamp program is not prOViding enough
assistance to all those in need of it and It
will not be able to do so as long as unemploy
ment and Inflation continue to mount."

Lyng made his comments during a press
briefing in which he outlined the adminis
tration's new food-stamp policies. The ad
ministration backed off from a plan proposed
in April to cut off 375,000 higher-income wel
fare families. Instead It reduced the stamp
benefits to them.

The revised proposal will implement a new
law passed by Congress late last year. Barring
further hangups, officials expect most states
and counties to have the new plan in opera
tion by early 1972.

At present anyone on welfare In participat
Ing counties is eligible for government food
stamps. In April, under new uniform national
Income standards proposed by the Agricul
ture Department, many persons in states
with larger welfare payments would have
been cut off.

Now all welfare people wll1 be eligible for
stamps regardless of their cash welfare
benefits.

Other provisions. relating to ellmlnation of
food stamps for hippie-type communes and
other unrelated groups living in the same
household, ~1ll be retained.

A controversial work requirement forcing
able-bodied adUlts to register for and accept
jobs in return for food stamps was retained.
It was clarified to allow exemption of persons
whose health and safety would be jeopardized
by work.

(The county executive received the im
pression that surplus food can be released
under certain clrcuInstances. B 1.)

[From the Christian SCience Monitor,
July 24, 1971]

POLITICAL BATTLE LINES FORr>t: FEEDING
WASHINGTON STATE NEEDY

(BY Robert P. Hey)
WASHINGToN.-Another storm is beginning

to blow up in COngress over Nixon-adminis
tration policies for feeding the needy, this
time in the State of Washington.

Sena.tors and congressmen from the state
say Inany Washington residents are hungry
and without money-largely due to the se
vere economic recession In the state. They
cite figures to support their position.

But as of this writing the administration
has flatly refused to use federal emergency
money to feed the people in Washington.

Thus the stage is set for a direct colllsion
between Washington's Democratic Sen. War
ren G. Magnuson, one of the most powerful
men in COngress, and the Nixon administra
tion.

It is reminiscent of the power struggle of
a few weeks ago when It took pressure from
nearly half the Senate to get the AgriCUlture
Department to agree to use extra money it
already had to feed hungry children this
summer.

This time, however, those who wanted to
pry the funds out of the administration may
have a harder time moblllzing broad congres~

sional support. Last time the issue was a na
tionwide program to feed children; this time,
s program to feed people in the State of
Washington.

MEETING HELD
Senator Magnuson and five congressmen

from Washington attended the meeting; Sen.
Ha.rry M. Jackson (D) and the reInaining
congressmen were represented by staff aides.
They went into the meeting with the quiet
confidence that Assistant Secretary for Mar
keting and COnsumer Services, Richard E.
Lyng would agree to release some of the $20
million in emergency funding, voted June 30,
to feed needy persons in Washington.

The Washingtonians cited statistics to
back up their requests. They noted that 164,
000 people were unemployed in the state in
MaY-1.6 percent of the total labor force.
Over 70,000 persons exhausted unemploy
ment compensation last year.

Senator Magnuson cited a church-feeding
program in King COunty, a joint product of
several churches. "It distributes donated food
to anyone who says he is In need. They esti
mate they are now feeding 8,000 people per
week. [They say they could feed 20,000 needy
people if they had enough food.] They have
served over 170,000 people in seven months."

But Assistant Secretary Lyng said no-
he would not use federal funds to finance an
emergency program to distribute surplus
foods. The reason, he said, is that In his
judgment there Is no hunger in the State of
Washington the food-stamp program cannot
handle. He also said it is against the policy
of the Agriculture Department to operate
two food programs-food stamps and free
commodltles--slmultaneously in one area.

EXPLANATION
(A Department of Agrlculture'spokesman

explained Friday to this reporter the rea
soning behind this policy: Food stamp and
commodity programs are administered
separately, and it would be too difficult, he
said, to have to administer two separate
programs In one area.)

Senator Magnuson said the commodity
program is needed because there are many
hungry people in Washington despite the
food-stamp program. And, he said, South
Carolina Sen. Ernest F. Hollings (D) had
told him that In two South Carolina counties
three food programs are In simultaneous
operation-food stamp, supplemental feed.
ing, and free food stamps.

Mr. Lyng replied, acc.ording to three par
ticipants present, that circuInstances are
different-there is hunger in South Caro-
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Una, but there is no hunger in Washington
the food-stamp program could not meet.

"Further," Senator Magnuson says, "Sec
retary Lyng told us the department could
see no circumstances in which they would
utlllze the authority [to provide emergency
surplus foods] anywhere In the United States
at this time."

REACTIONS VARY
Members of congress from Washington

emerged from the meeting with varying
reactions. Senator Magnuson called It "the
most callous meeting" he'd ever attended
in his entire 35 years In Congress.

Washington Rep. Brock Adams (D), pres
ent at the meeting, said Secretary Lyng's
"statements were Incredible. I can't under
stand why' the administration has made a
policy decision not to release surplus com
modities to Seattle, and I violently disagree
with his statement that we do not have many
hungry people In the area. If that 15 so, why
do we have long lines of people trying to
obtain food? The Nixon Administration 15
more worried about administrative prob
lems than about people being hungry."

Senator Magnuson sputtered the next day
of the Department of Agriculture that
"they've apparently got their feet In con
crete. . . . They were pretty hardheaded.
There wasn't any awareness of anything
Just an attitude of 'Let the f-<>od-stamp pro
gram take care of everything,' "

He said, "the evidence we have is that it
is not-partiCUlarly for elderly people,"

The Senator didn't say what step he wlll
take next. But those who know him do not
doubt he will take one.

EMPTY STOMACHS NOT ENOUGH PROOF FOR
U.S. OFFICIALS

(By Ray Ruppert)
Belief that there Is hunger In the Seattle

area 15 almost an act of faith.
It rests upon things unseen more than

upon objective evidence and upon the testi
mony of people who say they are hungry
but whose experience cannot be measured
or weighed.

Those who have labored to give out food
through the Neighbors In Need food banks
for seven months are believers, accepting the
witness of the embarrassed, reluctant people
who come for food.

But officials in the federal Department of
Agriculture are skeptics, unwilling to ac
cept subjective evidence and looking for the
statistical reports on the number of empty
stoma-ehs here.

And this conflict of belief vs. disbelief is
really what is behind the Agriculture De
partment's refusal to allow distribution of
surplUS commodities In the Seattle area.

Why do volunteers accept hunger as a fact
and why do some federal officials doubt It?
The answer may be found In their opposite
approaches to people who say they are in
need.

The Rev. Alan Ward, a minister on the
staff of the Ecumenical Metropolitan Minis"
try, sometimes paraphrases the Bible, Christ
said (Matthew 7:9): :'What man Is ther~

of you, whom if his son asks bread, will
give him a stone,"

Mr. Ward puts that in his own words In
adVice to the food-bank volunteers: "Don't
hand the folks a rock; feed them,"

This means that any person who comes to
a Neighbors in Need food bank and says he
needs food Is given food-If there is food to
be given.

On this basis, the 34 food banks In the
Seattle area are now providing food to an
estimated 8,000 persons a week. This Is based
upon a schedUle of 2).'2 hours a day, three
days a week.

Mr. Ward estimated that If the banks were
open flve days a week, as they were In the
beginning In November, 1970, they would be
providing food to 15,000 to 20,000 persons a
week.

What happens to those Who are turned
away? ..

"A lot of people are eating nothing but
slices of toast," the Rev, Perry Harold O.
Perry of the Fellowship of Christian Urban
service sald.

More than half of those getting food are
on some kind of government-aid program
public assistance, food stamps and so forth
which they find inadequate.

When the food banks give out, they get
along with what they have or they ask
neighbors or friends for food.

Mr. Ward said the basic philosophy of the
food banks was based on a conviction that
most people wlll not come after food unless
they need It. The trouble of coming, the
damage to personal pride, the limited food
avallable all work against any extensive at
tempt at cheating, he sald.

Mr. Perry commented, "There are relatively
few people who will cheat. It takes all the
courage a person can get to come to II food
bank. To demean him With administrative
tricks Is absurd,"

Such a view Is not compatible with most
governmental programs based upon some
kind of means test to establlsh through
statistics, Investigation, questionnaires and
statements that a person Is In need.

In effect, the entire Puget Sound area has
been SUbjected In recent weeks to a means
test by U.S.D.A. officlals-and falled. That's
why federal o1ficlals have taken an adamant
stand against releasing surplus commod
Ities here.

Northwest officials, InclUding Gov. Dan
Evans and the Washington congressional del
egation, had attempted to get into the
surplus-food warehouses through two doors.

One was a direct approach, using a change
In the federal Food Stamp Act which allows
a state to have commodity distribution and
food stamps.

That change will become effective when
U.S.D.A. regulations are published, perhaps
next week, although it may take several more
weeks to make adjustments in the depart
ment.

The other Northwest approach was through
an amendment to the Natlonal8chool Lunch
Act, providing $20 mllllon for commodity
distribution In areas which already have
other federal food programs.

The man who barred both doors was Rich
ard P. Lyng, an assistant secretary Of agri
culture. Lyng made It very plain on Thurs
day that the U. S. D. A. would not release
surplus foods for general distribution here.

The new law Is permissive but not manda
tory as far as a dual operation in a state is
concerned, Lyng told The Times.

"We have made the decision not to go on
commodities," he said.

Behind this decision Is a conViction that
Washington now has an outstanding food
stamp program. Lyng called It "spectacular,"
noting that bonus stamps amounted to $6.6
mlllion in fiscal year 1969 and were up to
$44.2 million in fiscal year 1971.

The bonus Is the difference between what
the stamps cost the user and their money
value In the grocery. That bonns varies ac
cording to the income of the family. Theo
retically, it is the measure of the free food
provided by the government to hungry
people.

A sample of 100 famlllas getting aid from
food banks showed that 38 per cent had been
getting food stamps but could no longer
afford them. The cash was needed for other
basic expenses.

Lyng said the department was "hard
pressed to believe that anybody is suffering"
because of hunger In the seattle area. He
said the administration recognized the area's
economic situation but considered it an In
come problem rather than a foOd problem.

Lyng also said, "It's really not proper to
solve an income problem through modifica
tion of what Is already a good food program,"

.,y.' ...
The new Food stamp IAW~IProv1defi.ee

food stamps to those on the lowest rung of
the economic ladder. A family of four whose
monthly income Is less than $30 will get $108
in free fOod stamps.

But the cost Will go up at the other end
of the scale. A four-person famlly with a
monthly income of $35G--a little more than
unemployment compensation-will be able
to buy $108 in food stamps for $95.

These people-the so-called "new poor"
in particular, might benefit from surplus
commodity distribution. They would be able
to get $60 to $65 a month in surplus foods
without putting out the $95 in cash-which
probably is needed for a house payment and
other fixed expenses.

In any case, no family would be able to
get both food stamps and surplUS commod
ities.

Under the law, the state would have to pay
the administrative cost of food distribution.
But The TI~es has been told that financial
assistance might be avaUable from the fed
eral government If there were "a hard
enough pitCh."

This, however, has become someWhat aca
demic as long as Lyng's position prevails.

Probably, only two considerations would
change the decision.

One would be a reversal of government
philosophy, founded, ironlcally. In the Prot
estant work ethic and the depression roots
of feeding programs, that need must be
proved obJectively.

That's not llkely.
But U.S.D.A. phllosophy might be bent a

little because of political pressure, since Lyng
is responsible to his superiors in the White
House.

But that, too, may be diffiCUlt. One of the
reasons the U.S.D.A. Is reluctant to release
surplUS commodities Is a belief that this
would make difficult the eventual shift to a
family-assistance plan which President Nixon
wants. The conversion from food stamps
would be much easier.

And, meanWhile, belief that there is hun
ger in the Seattle area is almost like an act
of faith.

SPELLMAN SEES NIXON ArnE ON SURPLUS FOOD
County Executive John Spellman yester

day said "innovation and continued nego
tiations" apparently are the best tools to
reach a middle ground In settling the dispute
over release of surplus fOods for the Seattle
area.

Spellman met with Richard Lyng, assistant
secretary of agriculture, In Washington, D.C.,
yesterday. He said they explored alternate
solutions to the problem. Lyng had told
Washington's congressional delegation Thurs
day that surplUS commodities would not be
made available here.

The County executive was called to the
capital Thursday by Representative Tom
Pelly "to discuss another matter,"

During the conference With Lyng, Spell
man said the reasons for the withholding of
the surplus foods were discussed.

"I believe there may be some middle ground
which will allow both food stamps and
surplus commodities In our area," Spellman
said. "That middle ground can best be
reached by innovation and continued 'nego
tiations,"

Spellman left the Capital today for Mil
waukee to attend the National Association
of Counties convention. He wlll return to
Seattle wednesday.

"LOOI~ How MANY ARE 0= OF WORK"
(By Paul Andrews)

Tom Lile is a soft-spoken, driven man
who has given most of his own time for eight
months to the patchwork job of keeping
the Greenwood food station of Neighbors
In Need In operation.

He sat In the office of the Oak Lake Bap
tist church where the food bank is kept
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and filpped. through a log of forms filled In
by those who come for food. .

"Here'a oile," Lile said. "A famlly of five.
App11ed for food stamps. It'll take at least
a week' for her to be processed • • .

"Here's another woman, a family of six,
mother's' been m. Here's one, family of
four, applied for welfare .. :'

In another room, Lawrence Kabel put
down a sack of groceries he had been given
and said, with a shrug, "I don't mind talk
Ing about it. Look how many people are
out of worle In Seattle:'

Kabel, 50, Is a burly unemployed mer
chant seaman who Uves In the North End
with his wife and 16-year-old son. He was
hungry.

"I know I'm not alone," he said, peering
through his glasses, "These food banks are
really needed around here these days."

Kabel found out about the food bank
through a friend. The Oak Lake Baptist
Church in the Aurora Greenwood area Is
one of 34 local food-bank outlets.

Kabel has been to the food bank only
twice. He will receive $35 a week until he
becomes e11glble in December for pension
benefits. His wife works as a nurse's aide
for $1.80 an hour.

"By the time I make the home pay
ments, and the 11ghts and heat, there's not
much left," Kabel said. "I don't 11ke to use
the food bank, but every now and then you
need a few extra groceries."

"I'm not convinced that people do realize
the need," said Llle, moderator of the Oak
Lake church and food-bank manager.

"If you figure that 15 per cent of the peo
ple of Seattle are out of work now, that
still leaves 85 per cent who are insulated
enough from the hunger around not to real
ize how much It exists," Lile said.

Like Kabel, most of the 100 or more per
sons who file through the Une at the Green
wood food bank dally have come only two
or three times before. "I had anticipated
that there would be many repeaters, but
there haven't been," Llle said.

Some recipients come only during a fam
ily crisis involving money or lllness, he
said. Others, sensitive to the unstated but
real social' stigma attached to hunger, un
dOUbtedly avoid the food banks until their
hunger overcomes their pride.

Stlll the demand remains great. Food
banks In the Central Area and University
District continually run out of stock and are
forced to close their doors, a situation the
Greenwood outlet experienced for the first
time last week.

"It's summertime, and the people who
regularly contribute go on vacation for two
or three weeks, so we don't get their
contributions," Llle said. Fifteen Green
wood-area churches are "heavily Involved"
in contributing to the food bank along with
some local food stories and service groups,
he said.

But the shelves In the Greenwood food
bank are sparsely stocked. There are signs
with printed directions: "Please take only
enough for your'famlly for three or four
days"; "Three items are hard to get. Please
take one only:'

"We've usually operated here on the ba
sis of letting people help themselves," Lile
said. "But lately we've had to 11mlt them to
one of each type of Item:'

"Most people realize the limited supply of
food and hesitate to take too much," he
added.-

"We get people In here all the way from
college age to senior citizens," Lile said.
"Middle-aged people, between 40 and 50,
would probably be the majority group:'

Many of those using the bank are wait
ing for the red tape to unravel in their
appllca.tloDS for welfare or food stamps.

A tood-bank sta1f volunteer commented:
"You wonder what those people would have

done without the food bank for all these
months."

The hungry In seattle are wondering the
same thing.

STATE OFFrCIALS BITTER AT SURPLUS'-FoOD
GIVE-AND-TAKE

(By Richard W. Larsen)
"Some people were playing politics with

hunger," Gov. Dan Evans snapped In one of
his frequent moments of frustration this past
week.

The Nixon administration's decision on a
hunger Issue InvolVing Washington State was
"absolutely unbelievable," snorted Senator
Warren G. Magnuson.

The issue:. ShOUld surplus food be distrib
uted In thib state for needy people?

It seemed like a question with an easy,
humanitarian answer.

But as it was whipped through a transcon
tinental debate about laws and policies, the
issue, quentlon and answer seemed lost In
a blur.

Puget Sounders, already In deep economic
uncertainty, were lowered further into new
bewilderment.

The action began with a request from some
Democratic legislators that the governor do
something about hunger. Food programs,
Evans replied, were a federal matter.

The state's congressional delegation, led by
Senator Warren G. Magnuson, focused on the
problem of hunger and examined federal pro
grams for food distribution.

Magnuson has Immense political clout on
Capitol Hill and his specialty is thumping
agencies into action. So Magnuson set up a
conference In his office, summoning top De
partment of Agriculture officials to talk over
the facts about food programs.

Nearly all the state's congressional dele
gation showed up. Their objective: Find, then
push the button to activate a special new $20
million national program of commodity dis
tribution-free surplUS food for needy Wash
Ingtonians.

They expected success.
Hours earlier Governor' Evans, in Jackson,

Wyo., for a governors' conference, said he had
been told such a program could be started
within days. His source was Assistant Secre
tary of Agriculture Richard Lyng.

Lyng was the federal administration's
spokesman at the Magnuson meeting. It was
schedUled for 15 minutes. It simmered, then
heated through an hour and 15 minutes, fi
nally ending In a bollover of exasperation.

Magnuson and the congressmen focused
on a new law In force since June 30: ute so
called Hart Amendment, named for Senator
Phlllp Hart, Michigan Democrat.

In Its usual technical language, the law
authorizes use of $20 million in so-called
"Section 32 Funds" to carry out "In any area
of the United States, distribution or other
programs, without regard to whether such
area Is under the food-stamp program, or a
system of direct distribution . . :'

Also, the law directs that the program pro
vide"..• an adequate diet to needy chlldren
and 'low-Income persons determined by the
secretary of agriCUlture to be SUffering,
through no faUlt of their own, from general
and continued hunger . . :'

It also says the federal government may
pick up the tab of administering the pro
gram-a big item for the budget-squeezed
state, counties and cities.

The Hart amendment program has another
special value: It allows a food-stamp program
and a food-distribution program to go on
simultaneously In one area. That quality pre
viously was forbidden In law.

Washington has a food-stamp program.
Thus It was Ineligible previously for a com
modity-distribution program.

Lyng told the congressmen that a federal
nutrition official from San Francisco had
visited the Puget Sound area. He saw eco-

nomic trouble, Lyng said. But he added, "We
have yet to have anybody substantiate that
the food-stamp program falls to meet the
problems."

"In the State of Washington we have what
is probably the outstanding state food-stamp
program anywhere," Lyng said.

Recipients prefer food stamps. The stamps
can be used for shopping In most food stores,
to bUy all foodstuffs. The selection Is better.
The Iiutrltlon Is better.

The surplus-commodity program, though
free, is limited only to those commodities In
the federal stock at the time.

But. Magnuson wondered, why not use the
Hart Amendment authority? Giving out sur
plUS food could help those middle-class un
employed of Seattle-those whose Income
has diminished, but still Is not low enough
to qualify them for the bargain-basement
food-stamp program.

The assistant secretary cited bUdget prob
lems: Section 32 money-source of the Hart
Amendment's $20 mllllon-is limited. Most of
it already Is committed to other food pro
grams.

If a special program were started In Wash.
Ington-and Lyng repeated it really WOUldn't
offer much help beyond food stamps-a prec
edent would be set.

And the $20 million-a "drop In the buck
et" nationally, he added-would evaporate
qUickly as It began moving Into other pock
ets of distress.

Lyng thought the Intent of the Hart
Amendment WP,S to expand a special feeding
program for such recipients as expectant
mothers and Infants.

Magnuson and his congressional colleagues
replied that the law is broader: It talks about
upersons."

Men are out of work. Paychecks stopped.
Savings accounts dwindled. Mortgage pay
ments or rent continue, along with' other
living costs. Many famUies are caught In
that set of problems and they could be helped
by food distribution, Representative Brock
Adams, Seattle Democrat, said.

The delegation argued: 1. The legal author
Ity Is there; 2. The money is there; 3. There
is a need for the program in the state.

With tempers rising, there was talk, too,
of a new law, which probably wlll come into
operation within days.

It wm, for the first time, allow dual pro
grams: Food stamps and the general national
surplus-commodity program wlll be allowed
In the same area. (A household, however,
cannot receive both stamps and free food.)

That offers an even more broadly funded
program than the Hart-Amendment program.
To participate, though, this state would have
to be certified by the secretary of agriculture.

But Lyng said Washington would not be
certified for that program, either.

An angered Magnuson asked Lyng if he
were laying down an interpretation of the
law.

Or, Magnuson asked, "Is this a policy de
cision?"

Lyng repUed It was a polley decision.
There was no yielding, no political salving,

no suggestion that it would be taken under
consideration. It was a fiat "no".

Magnuson and the congressman seethed.
Then concluded that the Nixon administra.
tion again was denying the alllng Puget
Sound area.

After the meeting even Representative
Thomas M. Pelly, of Seattle, the lone Re
publican in the congressional delegation,
criticized the decision. Lyng's performance,
he said, was "just awful:'

Meanwhlle In wyoming, The Times in
formed Evans of the decision. He', too, was
angered. Already that week he had had a
spat With the amnln1stration: "He com
plained Tuesday that with the state bleeding
economically, the adInln1stration was. offer
ing "Band-Aid treatment:' NoW thisl



mated conversation.
Afterward Evans told The Times that Lyng

had taken fUll responslbUlty for the change
in decIsion-the turn around after Lyng'S
earller prediction there would be a food
dlstributlon program.

In controlled tones, Evans said the De
partment of Agriculture was showing a re
assuring concern about the well-being of the
natIon. But, he added, his state seems to be
in the federal bllnd spot. "We simply have to
have unusual responses for unusual circum
stances," Evans said.

Evans vowed to talk with Secretary of Ag
riculture Cllfford Hardin. Lyng may have
been a.nnounclng the department's polley.
But perhaps the governor could get It turned
around, Evans reasoned.

"It seems Ironic to me that here we have
surplUS commodities ... and we have people
who could readily use them . . . Somehow
the system Is so Inflexible that they can't put
the two together," Evans said.

That issue has been raised often.
The surplus-commodity program-based on

the "Section 32 fund"-traditlonally has
been used to stabl11ze the farmers' market.

If a commodity becomes a surplus, causing
price trouble, the fund money may be used
to buy the farmers' surplUS.

Use of the food to feed people-the hunger
question arose as a major national polltlcal
issue only in recent years.

The Section 32 Fund gets its money large
ly from Customs revenues. The fund this
fiscal year Is estimated to be at $800 mUllon.
Most of that money already is committed to
feeding children and other special programs.

The fact that the program is operated by
the secretary of agriculture, rather than the
secretary of Health, Education and Welfare,
suggests that it Is not geared to be respon
sive to hungry people. Adams pointed out.

Lying seemed worried that, with two pro
grams In the state-food stamps, plus dis
tribution-there would be recipient cheat
ing, Adams said.

That would be "a minimal problem."
Adams added. "Suppose they get Instances
where people get both stamps and free food
and I don't think that would happen often
why is that so bad when It's balanced agaInst
the fact that you'd get food to people who
need It?"

"These guys have got an Iron wall
down .. . They are in the commodity
stabUlzatlon business," Adams said.

Can Washington's hunger be proved?
"I think there has been exaggeration by

some ,Of the hunger problem," Evans said.
But he said there is no doubt about the need

. of food: The statistics of welfare, of persons
who exhausted unemployment-compensation
benefits, are abstract evidence; the people
who show up to stand in llne for food at
voluntary food banks are visual proof.

Evans was putting together such evidence
to use in his appeal against the Department
of Agriculture decision.

THE HUNGER CRISIS IN THE SEATTLE AREA

(Statement of Abraham B. BergIhan, M.D.,
Chairman, Health Care Committee. Gov
ernor's Urban AffaIrs Councll)

Countless meetings have been held, numer:'
()us reports written, endless statistics com
pUed, local omcials ha,ve fiown back to Wash
Ington, D.C. and federal omcials have fiown
out to seattle-yet the Nixon Administra
tion has not budged one inch towards allevi
ating the hunger crisis In the Puget Sound
area. As winter sets in and more persons lose
their unemployment benefits, the dlmen
slonsof the tragedy will expand enormously.

The incredible irony is that hunger is about
the one social problem in our society that
is readily solvable. Problems Ilke crime, un
employment, poor housing and education are
aU complex; they don't command instant
answers~ Food is a different matter. Ware-

in certain areas 'of the country are
To cut down on abundant surpluses,

government pays mi1l10ns of dollars to
farmers not to grow crops. A federal ware
house at the sand Point Naval Air Station
is filled with surplus commodities with a
large padlock figuratively on the door.

NIXON IS MAKING THE DECISION

The responsib1l1ty for locking out seattle's
hungry from rellef must be squarely laid at
the door of the White House. It is not bu
reaucratic functionaries from the U.S. De
partment of Agrlcuiture who are making de
cisions in the seattle situation. The evidence
is clear that the signals are being called
directly from the omce of President Nixon.

ADMINISTRATION EXCUSES

The Administration has used all kinds at
excuses for not allowing commodities to be
distributed in the State. First they said that
commodities and food stamps could not both
be used in the same State. senator Magnuson
came up with an AgriCUlture law (PL 92-32)
which did allow simultaneous programs and
on July 15th succeeded In getting the senate
to allow Agriculture Department appropri
ations to be used for this specific purpose.
The President responded by refusing to Im
plement PL 92-32.

A few days later, Senator Magnuson ob
tained approval from both Houses of Con
gl'eSS to add $20 mllllon to the appropriation
of the Omce of Economic Opportunity for
special feeding programs in needy areas. The
President so far has refused to spend the
money.

Why is President Nixon withholding sur
plus food from the seattle area? It Isn't lack
of legal authority, or money. The question
cries out for a straightforward answer from
the President himself.

TIME FOR GOVERNOR EVANS TO ACT

The man who would seem best able to ob
tain that answer and hopefully change the
President's mind Is Governor Daniel Evans.
In the middle of July, the Governor promised
to seek a personal audience with the Presi
dent if appeals to White House staff members
falled. What Is he waiting for? Senator Mag
nuson and other members of the Washing
ton Congressional delegation are pushing
hard. Perhaps It takes a personal appeal from
a Republlcan governor to a President of his
own party to gain a favorable decision.

Earller In the year, the Governor and a
planeload of prominent business leaders
winged back to Washington, D.C. and suc
cessfully obtained reversal of a previous
Presidential order to close all the nuclear
rer.ctors at Hanford.

The Governor must demonstrate a similar
degree of personal commitment to feeding
the hungry. I urge him to act on his pledge
to seek a personal aUdience with President
Nixon.

NEIGHBORS IN NEED SHIFTS DIRECTION

(By Ray Ruppert)
The future of Neighbors In Need may be

coming clear.
There are indications that the volunteer

program to feed hungry people, a program
that is showing signs of age, may evolve Into
something its organizers did not envision a
year ago.

That something is Neighbors in Need as a
quasi-government institution which w1ll at
tempt to retain the volunteer concept but
with the help of government funds both to
obtain food and to hire a skeleton staff from
among the area's unemployed.

There are two key questions: Why the de
cision to move away from the volunteer
concept? What hope Is there for federal mon
ey, considering the refusal of the Depart
ment of Agriculture thus far to help in any
significant way?

These and other complex problems-such

~ the~l~tio~hip"ot·N~:tghb6i;lri'·N~dito
other communlty programs, for example,
Operation Hunger-were diScussed FrIday
In frank give-and-take.

Huddled with the steering committee of
Neighbors In Need In the omce of the Ec
umenical Metropolltan Ministry was Repre
sentative Brock Adams.

He heard much about the frustration and
anger among volunteers over what they con
sider the tallure of their government to re
spond to an emergency among people.

Adams also heard p.redictions that the need
for emergency food would increase drastically
with the coming winter.

Later the congressman sat in a rickety
chair at the Capitol H1ll food bank whlle
those who had come for food swirled around
him.

A single-IDe Une snaked out from the clus
ter of people on the front lawn and wove in
and out through the old frame house to pick
up a bag or a box of enough food t!' last a
famlly two to three days.

Adams made clear his opinlon that aby
government aid to Neighbors in Need would
not be expected through the Agricultural De
partment which he described as responding
to the wishes of large farms, particularly In
the South.

Rather, Adams said, any money to help the
food problem In the Seattle area would have
to be sought through some "more sympathet
ic agencles" such as Health, Education, and
Welfare or the Omce of Economic Oppor
tunity.

This was what Senator Warren G. Magnu
son attempted by pushing through Congress
a supplemental $20 mill10n appropriation for
a feeding program through H.E.W.

But the funds have been frozen by the
President.

Getting those funds released was picked
by Adams as "a particular, direct, sensitive
spot" to approach in seeking federal assist
ance in the food program.

Three spokesmen for Neighbors in Need
were to go to Walla Walla today In the hope
of a personal. face-to-face meeting With
President Nixon.

One of the bellefs of the volunteers Is that
government agencies and omclals are re
sponding to the Seattle situation on the bases
of regulations and statistics rather than on
the basis of people.

The argument goes that if the President
were really, personally aware of the serious
ness of hunger here he might make aid avall
able.

Expected to make the trip are the Rev.
Harold Perry, director of the Fellowship of
Christian Urban Service; Mrs. Ruth Velozo,
of the staff of the Ecumenical Metropolitan
Ministry, and Mrs. Peggy Maze, chairman of
field operations for Neighbors In Need.

They w1ll join State Representatives King'
Lysen and Gladys Kirk In efforts to see Mr.
Nixon or, if that falls, in meeting with John
Ehrllchman, presidential adviser.

Lysen, 31st District Democrat, and Mrs.
Kirk, 36th District RepubUcan, are cochair
men of a subcommittee investigating poverty
and hunger.

Lysen saJd the first objective of the Seattle
group wl1l be to impress upon the President
the fact that hunger exists in the Puget
Sound area. Some federal omclals, notably
in the Agriculture Department, have doubted
this.

Then, the Seattle group wl1l suggest steps
the federal government might take to alle
viate hunger.

Among the proposals will be that Mr. Nixon
release the frozen $20 mllllon. Another will
be the possiblIlty of making surplus com
modities avallable to Individual fammes.

An imaginative suggestion is that school
cafeterias be open In the evening to provide
meals to poor tamilles, using surplUS com
modities, possibly buying some food to bal
ance the diet and hiring staff through the
Emergency Employment Act.



October 1, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-' SENATE 34483
Another goal today, Lysen said, Will be

to setup sUbsequent meetings with Agri
culture Secretary Hardin or his assistant,
Richard Lyngg.

Lysen said the legislative subcommittee
plans hearings in October or early November
in the food banks in order to dramatize the
situation· and convince officials of the fact
of hunger.

A sore point between government ag!!ncies
and the volunteer feeding program has been
the question of a means test.

Neighbors in Need has refused to establish
any ellglbll1ty requirement for people who
come and say they need food. To have such
requirements would be demeaning, require a
large staff and have no real benefit, the vol
unteers have argued.

Furthermore, the volunteers say that a
person who stands In Une four hours in all
kinds of weather for a bag of groceries isn't
going to do that unless he's In need.

Government programs in general have been
set up with stringent ellglblIlty requirements
written in.
, The Rev. Alan Ward of Neighbors in Need

told Adams:
"If there are restrictions and if federal

money begins to exclude people, the folks
just won't stand for It."

These getting help at the food banks have
"experienced being fed In a human way,"
Adams was told.

'Adams was told that Neighbors in Need
Is spending about $15,000 a week from pri
vate contributions to augment donated
food In order to keep food banks open three
days a week.

Peter Schurman, Northwest Area director,
American Jewish Committee, told the con
gressman: "This economy can't stand that
kind of contribution!'

Mr. Ward said, "If we're going to do the
government job, we ought to have our tax
dollars back to do that job!'

The question of Operation Hunger was
raised.

It Is a move to attempt to raise money to
be turned over to Neighbors in Need but It
has been looked upon With some question
by Neighbors in Need.

"Our approach is that If any Of these folks
With expertise want to help, we'd be de
llghted to have them work With us," Mr.
Ward said.

He said he had Indicated Neighbors In Need
would be pleased to work with Operation
Hunger but added, "I don't see why another
Incorporated body Is necessary. We'll be
grateful if they raise some money. But we'd
rather they work with us!'

Mr. Ward estlmsted that Neighbors In
Need has raised and distributed about $1

,million since It began In mid-November, 1970.
This figure does not include donations di
rectly to neighborhood food banks.

At the food bank, Adams said, "I'm really
here to learn!'

He did-that about 300 boxes of food are
given out from noon until the food supply Is
exhausted three days a week; that what
goes Into the boxes is whatever may be on
hand; that the food Is expected to last a
family two to three days.

And Adams may have sensed the frustra
tion and anger among both workers and re
cipients at attempting to make the food go
as far as possible.

Adams called the work of the volunteers
"magD.1ficent!' But he said they could not
be expected to continue Indefinitely a task
that belonged to other agencies-govern
mental or private.

Th1s Is what the volunteers increasingly
have been saying among themselves In recent
weeks.

Schurman told Adams: "This program
takes the heat off the government. But It
would be a very difficult choice to stop the
food!'

Mr. Ward Is a chunky. mustached, ex
prison guard who doesn't let hls ordination

as a United Methodist minister get In the
way of sometimes strong and colorful lan
guage.

He told Adams that after the most recent
visit of Agricultural Department officials to
Seattle he told them to leave town and not
return untU they had something definite to
offer.

They have not been back.
At another meeting recently, Mr. Ward

responded to a question about the release
of surplus commodities to help feed the
hungry:

"Obviously, to have money to buy food
In the store like everyone else would be a
better approach than to have someone give
you lard and cornmeal. But If lard and corn
meal Is the best we can get out of our gov
ernment, we're going to get something!'

Mr. Ward put the position of Neighbors
In Need concisely:

"We didn't start out to be permanent. We
don't want to become a better SUbstitute for
the government.

"We might consent to become a pilot pro
gram to show better ways to do some things
But we sure don't want to be SUbstitute.
That's what we are right now!'

The Neighbors In Need Volunteers might
have sighed an Inaudible: Amen.

AUGUST 9, 1971.
Hon. GEORGE SHULTZ,
Director, Office of Management and Budget,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. SHULTZ: This letter Is to call
your attention to the following language In
HR 10061:

"Provided, further, That $20,000,000 of this
appropriation shall be used by the Office of
Economic Opportunity to finance Emergency
Food and Medical services programs In
ellglble areas of exceedingly high unemploy
ment, as defined In section 6 of the Emergen
cy Employment Assistance Act of 1971, to be
reimbursed to the Manpower Training Serv
Ices Appropriation by the Office of Economic
Opportunity Immediately upon enactment
of an appropriation Act for the Office of
Economic Opportunity In fiscal year 1972!'

The Senate r.nd conference report accom
panying HR 10061 Indicated that the pur
pose of the blII language was to provide an
essential expedient to permit the OEO to
finance these Vital programS In those areas
of greatest need pending the appropriation
of funds for this purpose to the OEO.

The language Included In the bill reflects
my strong feellngs about Immediate Imple-
mentation of this program. J

Because I belleve the matter to be of a
most urgent necessity, I am writing to you
to secure your support In seeing that this
program Is implemented at once.

If you have any problem please contact
me Immediately.

I would be most pleased to have your early
favorable reply on this Issue.

Sincerely,
WARREN G. MAGNUSON,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Labor
Health, Education and Welfare.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
Washington, D.C., August 23,1971.

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Labor-Health,

Education, and Welfare, Commtttee on
Appropriations, U.S. Senate, Washing
ton, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: George Shultz has
asked that I reply to your letter of August 9,
1971, In which you requested his support iJ;l
Implementing the new $20 mlIIlon Emer
gency Food and Medical Services (EFMS)
program which was Included In the Depart
ment of Labor and Health, Education and
Welfaro appropriations, 1972.

As you are undoubtedly aware, the Office
of Economic Opportunity In preparing the
FY 1972 budget, decided to begin phasing

out this program. Mr. Wesley L. Hjordevik,
Deputy Director of OEO, testified on this
SUbject on May 19, 1971, before the Senate
Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower
and Poverty. He cited three reasons for this
decision: (1) the expansion and Improve
ment of the food stamp and commodities dis
tribution program; (2) the expansion of
EFMS beyond Its original scope, which
reached only those counties In most dire
need of food assistance, to a program which
threatened to dupllcate the main Federal
food programs---food stamps and commodi
ties-and to become a permanent bureau
cratic fixture; and (3) the expected advance
of welfare reform. Even though the Presi
dent In his "Challenge of Peace" address on
August 15, 1971, announced that he would
ask Congress to delay the Implementation of
welfare reform one year, the phaseout of
EFMS remains consistent with this Admin
istration's determination to Increase rellance
on income maintenance rather than services.
Although the other Federal food programs
have been expanded, this Is only over the
short-run. When welfare reform has been
Implemented, these programs also will be
phased out to the replaced by cash payments.

The Administration Is requesting continued
legislative authority for EFMS. In the
event that the expanded food stamp and
commodity programs do not meet the food
needs of the poor, OEO Is prepared to repro
gram funds Into EFMS. Such an action
would, of course, have Administration sup
port, and if the other Federal food program
were not doing the job, the $20 mllllon ap
propriated for EFMS in the DOL appropria
tion would also be released. I have your con
cern about the economic problems In the
Seattle area. We are not convinced, however,
that the use of EFMS funds Is the optimum
way to handie the food situation. Instead,
we have asked HEW and USDA here In Wash
ington, as well as the Federal Regional Coun;'
ell In seattle, to make certain that red tape
and regulations do not hamper the effective
ness of the food stamp and commodity pro
grams. We beHeve that their regulations can
be interpreted in such a way to take care
of most of the serious situations In which
you are very properly concerned.

I w11l keep you Informed of the action on
this.

Sincerely,
CASPER H. WEINBERGER, Deputy Dtrector.

AUGUST 26, 1971.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

My DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I have been In
formed by a letter from the Deputy Director
of the Office of Management and BUdget,
Mr. Caspar W. Weinberger, that a decision
has been reached not to allow the expendi
ture of twenty mlIUon dollars appropri
ated by Congress to the Emergency Food and
Medical SerVices program. These funds were
appropriated because of an amendment I
offered to the Labor, Health, Education and
Welfare appropriation Act for fiscal year
1972. The amendment directed that those
funds be used In areas of the Nation having
the highest rates of unemployment. It was
unanimOUsly passed by Congress.

This decision Is terribly distressing to me
and to the thousands of volunteer workers
In Washington State that have been attempt
Ing to secure emergency commodities for
hungry people facing crisis conditions. There
has been a massive volunteer effort led by
Neighbors in Need, a local organization of
churches, to collect and to distribute food
to thousands of hungry people. The decision
to freeze these appropriated funds demon
strates the complete unawareness by the
Office of Management and BUdget of the
desperate emergency conditions facing
sands of famllies and individuals in
State.
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The letter to me states: "In the event
that the expanded food stamp programs do
not meet the food needs of the poor. OEO is
prepared to reprogram funds into the Emer
gency Food and Medical Services program.
The stark facts are that the food stamp
program has faUed to meet the existing need.
Forty per cent of the people quallfied to
participate in the program are not participat
ing for a number of reasons most important
of whicb is that they simplY cannot afford to
buy food stamps.

Recent changes in the United States De
partment of Agriculture regulations m~de it
more expensive for many to participate m the
food stamp program, thus compounding the
problem. Neighbors in Need turns away 12,000
hungry people each week in the Seattle area
which is the strongest available evidence
that the existing food stamp program opera
tion alone Is not adequate.

My amendment to the Labor, H.E.W. Ap
propriation Act provided the authority and
It provided the funds to feed people facing
emergency conditions. Congress by passmg
this amendment demonstrated Its intent to
feed hungry people in areas having the high
est rates of unemployment.

I belleve we sl'1ould use this authority and
this money now.

Mr. President. you recently reversed a deci
sion by the Office of Management and Budg
et and the Department of AgricUlture on
the Summer Lunch Program; this was a Just
and humane decision widely applauded by
all Americans. I believe that thlp decision
to freeze funds appropriated for the Emer
gency Food and Medical Services Program
should also be l'eversed, and I hope that you
will see fit to do that for I know this was
not a political decision on the part of your
administration.

Thousands of people in Washington State
are facing the crisis of hunger for the first
time, and are stunned and confused by the
lack of a meaningful federal response. I
have never In my career in elective office
seen a volunteer effort that has done more
to help people In need. Yet there simply is
no way for this effort to meet the growing
need unless supplemented- by either emer
gency commodity distribution, emergency
food stamp distribution or allowing the use
of emergency money vouchers.

I would appreciate your reviewing the rea
sons for this action and, Mr. President, I
again urge you to reverse this decision on the
simple basis that we cannot allow people to
go hungry in America In this day and age.

Sincerely yours,
WARREN G. MAGNUSON,

U.S. Senator.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, D.C., September 24, 1971.

Han. WARREN C. MAGNUSON.
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAa MR. CHAmMAN: The President has
asked me to reply to your letter of August 26,
1971. regardIng the non-release at this time
of the $20 mUllon Emergency Food and
Medical services (EFMS) program which was
included in the Labor-HEW appropriation
for fiscal year 1972.

When Cap Weinberger wrote to you on this
subject on August 23. 1971, he Indicated that
OEO was prepared to reprogram funds Into
EFMS In the event that the expanded food
stamp and commodity programs do not meet
the food needs of the poor. But because the
Administration is not convinced that the
use of EFMS is the optimum way to handle
the food situation In Seattle, HEW and
USDA here in Washington, as well as the
Federal Regional Council In SCattle, have
been asked to make certain that red tape
and regulations do not hamper the effective
ness of the food stamp and commodity pro
grams. wherever they are operating.

USDA and HEW have been carrying out

Cap Welnberger's instructions. Since his let
ter of August 23, 1971. Mr. Philip C. Olsson,
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Agriculture,
together with officials from HEW, have visited
Washington State to look Into the situation.
Two steps are being taken to ensure that the
food stamp program In Washington State Is
meeting the food needs of eligible recipients.

First. efforts are underway to improve the
distribution system both by exploring the
possibility of using post offices and emplOy
ment security offices as stamp distribution
locations and also by encouraging States, In
cluding Washington State, to improve their
outreach efforts. Those efforts should provide
faster service for food stamp reoiplents as
well as less travel to reach a distribution
point.

Second, the available offsets against In
come are being emphasized. USDA has urged
local welfare officials to make greater use of
the provision in the regulations which per
mits deductions from income for families
with unusual financial commitments such as
high medical bills or out of the ordinary
rental or house payment requirements. This
should be of particular benefit to families
who have some cash income but neavy de
mands on this Income. The new food stamp
regulations will also benefit families With
very low cash Income ~ince free food stamps
will be available to those Whose monthly
income Is $30 or less.

These steps Indicate the Administration's
commitment to ensure that the food stamp
and commodity programs are meeting the
needs of eligible recipients.

Consequently, the EFMS mqney will not be
released at this time. Nevertheless, I would
reiterate Cap Weinberger's statement in his
letter to you of August 23, 1971: "In the
event that the expanded food stamp and
commodity programs do not meet the food
needs of the poor, OEO is prepared to re
program funds Into EFMS." Such a decision,
however, should not be made unless we find
tha t food stamps and commodities are not
doing the Job.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM E. TIMMONS,

Assistant to the President.

STATEMENT BY THE WASHINGTON STATE DEMO
CRATIC LEGISLATIVE CAUCUS, JUNE 1971

In this the most progressive state in the
richest nation in the world. tens of thou
sands of our citizens are unemployed through
no fault of their own. Largely as a result of
the inept economIc experiments of the fed
eral administration, they face a frightening
and unprecedented combination of economic
stagnation and spiraling Infiatlon.

Now because of the Insensitivity and bu
reaucratic Infiexibillty of that same admin
istration, thousands of these same Washing
ton citizens, many of them helpless children,
are suffering actual hunger while surplus
food deteriorates in locked government
warehouses.

This tragic and Irrational situation exists
because the federal government refuses to
permit distribution of surplUS food in coun
ties where the Food Stamp Program exists.

Yet more than half the King County citi
zens legally entitled to food stamps cannot
get them because food stamps cost money
and they do not have money.

Until 1963 surplUS foods were distributed
directly to the needy in all counties but In
September of that year a pilot food stamp
program was established in Grays Harbor
County. Almost Immediately the number of
participants dropped by 68% from those who
had made use of the surplus food program
largely because those eligible didn't under
stand the compleXities of the food stamp
procedures or were financially unable to buy
the stamps.

Despite this experience the Food Stamp
Program pushed by the Federal government
has gradually expanded to a state-wide basis.

This was accomplished in 1967 atthough 110t
by action of the full legislature. It was In
serted by conference committee action with
strong pressure from Governor Evans' office.
It was claimed by the Governor's Council

for Reorganiziltion of State Government that
the Food Stamp Program would result In
major savings over the cost of distributing
the surplUS food commodities. These savings
have faUed to materialize. The last statistics
for surplus food costs showed an expendi
ture of 37Y2 ¢ per reciplellt. The current cost
of food stamp distribution is 51¢ per
recipient.

Advocates also argued that "Food stamps
are a substantial benefit to grocers." and
"have gained widespread support from
banks" and that "since the stamp purchases
are SUbject to the state sales tax the state
gains additional revenue."

These statements are doubtless true. The
supermarkets receive their regUlar markup
on food purchased With food stamps. banks
receive 3M per transaction for distributing
food stamps and the state does indeed take
its 5 % olf the top for sales taxes.

Under the surplus food distribution pro
grams, there were no hands In the pockets
of the poor. They received a dollar's worth
of food for every dollar they were entitled to
without first paying off to the bank or the
grocer and the tax collector.

There are other obvious weaknesses In the
food stamp program: Food stamps are said
to be worth an average of 33 % more than
their purchase price at the grocery store.
Yet how much of this 33% advantage re
mains after the stores' profit markup and
the state sales tax has been paid?

The Pood Stamp Plan does not control the
diet. Stamps may be spent for almost any
thing in the store except beer. wine and to
bacco and since they are "Just like money"
knowledgeable recipients can easily get
around these restrictions. The result is often
complete failure of the program's avowed
purpose of assuring a balanced diet to every
needy family. Surplus food, While not glam
orous or of wide variety, did assure a mlni
limm level of nourishment.

Food stamps are as negotiable as currency
and provide temptations to the unscrupUlous
to use them as the means of defrauding the
government as well as the recipients.

We face a human tragedy of major propor
tions. Children are weeping In their beds
from the pangs of hunger. Partisan politics
and profitable expediency must be put aside
and put aside now. We propose the follOWing
action and pray that every public official In
this state regardless of political affiliation
will join with us:

1. To Immediately urge the entire Wash
ington congressional delegation to give the
highest priority to a unified effort to remove
the Food Stamp Program from the stran
gling entanglement of federal red tape, per
mitting the distribution of stored surplus
food by state and/or local food bank facili
ties.

2. In the event such a plea to the federal
administration proves unavailing to give
equally high priority at the forthcoming Jan
uary session of the legislature to a new set
of laws In the area of basic human needs
eliminating the Food Stamp Program if as
It now appears It does not feed the hungry
but In fact denies them available and sur
plus food.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. HRUSKA).

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, not too
long ago-in fact. within the past hour
the assurances of Assistant Secretary
Lyng were read into the RECORD that the
entire amount of $782 million will be
spent.

Let me say that Nebraska has been ap-
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portioned this year $3,675,000 under the
regular appropriation for this fiscal year.
That is $400,000 more than last year, and
it has been allocated. It has been appor
tioned. They have it. But I think we
ought to inquire into whether or not the
delivery system has broken down, as de
scribed by the Senator from Vermont,
and the proper place to do that is in the
Appropriations Committee, where we
have access to and where we can process
that matter and detennine what amounts
have gone forward and what further
amounts should be provided for.

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

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield.
Mr. MAGNUSON. I am sure the Appro

priations Committee, like the legislative
committee, feels keenly about this'mat
ter. We will appropriate here, but the
problem is the question of being assured
that they are going to distribute it and
spend it and do it right. That is my prob
lem.

Mr. HRUSKA. Except for letters that
are confused or ill-infonned, they all in
dicate that Nebraska has had the funds
apportioned, and to the extent of $400,·
000 more than last year.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Well, the State of
Washington is still looking for one dime
of the $20,000,000 Congress appropriated
for the emergency food and medical
services program.

Mr. HRUSKA. For school lunch
money?

Mr. ,l\1AGNUSON. To get money that
we have appropriated spent to feed hun
gry people.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield my
self 1 minute.

I have tried, ineffectively to find out
what has caused the big increase in the
cost of the lunches. We know that in
fiation of prices has caused some of it. I
have asked if the cost of the food has
resulted in doubling the cost of the school
lunch program, as it has in some areas,
or whether it was the cost of supervi
sion, or as a result of contracting it out
to so£nebodY at a high price, or what it
was. I have not been able to get a very
good answer.

That is why I think the Appropria
tions Committee is better able to get the
a!1Swers than we are.

I want to see this program carried out
and have the children get the fullest
benefit out of it. As I said some time ago,
I am very much interested in the bill in
troduced by the Senator from Minnesota
which would provide lunches for all chil
dren. I am not making any promises at
this time, but I want to tell him I am
interested in the bill.

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

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry. Have the ~'eas

and nays been ordered?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas

and nays have been ordered.
Mr. TALMADGE. I yield 1 minute to

the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. COOK).
Mr. COOK. Mr. President, the issue to

day is quite simple. In the words of Sen
ate Joint Resolution 157, it is to "assure
that every needy schoolchild will receive
a free or reduced price school lunch" as

required under the existing school lunch
act. It is unfortunate that such an assur
ance is necessary.

On August 13, pursuant to Public Law
91-248, the Department of Agriculture
issued regulations which in the opinion
of the State directors section of the
American SChool Food Services Associa
tion poses a very real threat to the na
tional school lunch program. In many
parts of the country, a nutritious lunch
costs as much as 60 cents in preparation
and service. Under the 35-cent reim
bursement rate required by the August
13 regulations, the States operating such
programs will be faced with a multimil
lion dollar deficit. Obviously, on such
short notice, the States cannot make up
this loss. Their only alternative is can
cellation or reduced participation.

The Department of Agriculture in re
fusing to modify its August regulations
has not only ignored the intent of the
law, but also the needs of many school
children in the country now participat
in the school lunch program.

The facts call11ot be ignored. Many
local school officials have complained
that they will be unable to continue their
lunch programs for the needy under
present regUlations. In Kentucky alone
the breakfast program will be canceled
unless more money is allocated.

Through the untiring efforts of many
of my colleagues on both the Select Com
mittee on Nutrition and Human needs
and the AgriCUlture Committee, we can
today rectifY this situation. Very simply,
Senate Joint Resolution 157 provides that
the Secretary of Agriculture may provide
additional funds to assure the continua
tion of feeding children, who through no
fault of their own, are undernourished
and hungry.

Mr. President, 44 Members of this
body have, by a letter to the President,
gone on record as supporting this meas
ure. For the benefit of my other col
leagues I ask unanimous consent that
this letter urging the President to re
quire the Department of Agriculture to
withdraw the August 18 regulations be
printed in the RECORD.'

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

u.s. SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE
ON NUTRITION AND HUMAN NEEDS,

Washington, D.a., September 9, 1971.
The PRESIDENT
The White House
Washington, D.a.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are Writing you
out of a deep concern regarding the pur
pose of proposed school lunch regulations
issued by the Department of Agriculture on
August 13, 1971. The proposed regulations
concern the use of federal funds to carry out
the mandate of Public Law 91-248 which pro
vides that "any child who is a member of a
household which has an annual income not
above the applicable family size income level
set forth in the income poverty gUidelines
shall be served meals free or at a reduced
cost:' Thus, the real test of the adequacy of
the proposed new regulations is v;hether vr
not they w1ll make it possible for the states
and localities to meet the obl1gations and re
quirements which Publ1c Law 91-248 imposes
upon them.

Mter careful study and analysis, it is our
judgment that the proposed regulations Will
not meet this basic test. Therefore, we find

ourselves in agreement with the unanimous
conclusion of the State Directors Section of
the American School Food Service Associa
tion that the proposed regulations in their
present form pose a very real threat to the
continued progress of the National School
Lunch Program.

If these regUlations are not altered we be
l1eve the following events will occur. Many
schools will be forced to eliminate Child Nu
trition Programs. There wlll be further hard
ships to the nation's economy through unem
ployment and reduced consumption of raw
resources such as food and equipment. Ab
senteeism, dropouts, and apathetic students
will negate the benefits of the multi-billion
dollar investment for public and private
schools. And finally, and most important,
there w1ll continue to be hungry children
in America's schools.

The adverse effect of the proposed regula
tions is compounded by the fact they were
announced only three weeks before school
was to open, creating chaos in the states.
The anticipated loss to the states in the 1971
72 school year under the 35 cent reimburse
ment rate set by the proposed regulations,
as compared to what the states would have
received under the rates instituted by the
Department of AgriCUlture last March, w1ll
run into mill10ns of dollars. For example, the
state directors have estimated Missouri w1ll
lose $4,000,000; California $9,000,000; Massa
chusetts $3,240,000; Ohio $5,565,000; Oregon
$1,476,175; Tennessee $2,772,000; Georgia $4,
100,000; West Virginia $2,661,300; and Florida
$6,916,668. The states cannot make up this
loss from state or local funds and wlll have
no alternative but to reduce planned partici
pation to stay within the limitation of avail
able funds. Therefore, many needy and eligi
ble children wlll go Without schOOl lunches.

Certainly, this was not the intent of Con
gress when it passed PUblic Law 91-248, nor
your intent when signing it into law on May
14, 1970.

In regard to the School Breakfast Program,
the proposed regUlations have not only placed
n limitation on the expansion of this pro
gram but have also precipitated a situation
where several states w1l1 be forced to cancel
the School Breakfast Program this school
year. In the past, the Department of Agri
culture has set a precedent in that many
states in 1970-1971 used Section 32 funds
for breakfast expansion. These funds were
prOVided as a bloc grant to be used where
needed in the indiVidual states for expanding
food programs to eligible needy children.
However, the proposed regUlations have made
no provisions for continuing the authority
to transfer such funds from Section 32 to
the School Breakfast Program.

In addition to this matter of transfer of
Section 32 funds, there Is another important
question which needs to be answered in re
gard to the Breakfast Program. According to
Public Law 92-32 (Section 2), the Depart_
ment of AgriCUlture Is authorized to use $25
million for the School Breakfast Program.
Only $18.5 million, however, has been allo
cated to the states. A memorandum of Sep
tember 1 from the Department stated that
the remaining $6.5 million wlll be allocated
only to those states, "demonstrating the
need for these funds to maintain their pro
gram at the April level:' The response from
several state directors has strongly indicated
that there is a need for this $6.5 million to
be allocated Immediately. For example, in
the State of Kentucky. the Breakfast Pro
gram will need to be cancelled at the be
ginning of October unless more money is
allocated. In the reality that cancellations
wl1l occur. we Implore that there be a reo
consideration by the Department of Agri
culture to transfer Section 32 funds to the
Breakfast Program and to immediately allo
cate the remaining $6.5 million o{ the au
thorized $25 million to those states Who {ace
a possibility of cancell1ng their Breakfast
Programs.



We, therefore, request that the proposed
regulations be withdrawn and be replaced
with regulations that would provide for a
maximum reimbursement rate of 48 cents
from Section 11; a maximum reimbursement
rate of 12 cents from Section 4 for free and
reduced price lunches; and guaranteed re
imbursement from Section 4 of 5 cents for
generally assisted lunches. We also suggest
that the regulations pertaining to the use of
Section 32 funds allow an Immediate allot
ment of these funds for free or reduced
priced lunches to all states based on need
accompanied by transfer authority. In this
way we could be certain that the funds
Congress made avallable to the Secretary
under this authority would be fully utilized.

We further suggest that before any pro
posed regulations are published that they
be submitted to the National Advisory Coun
cil, created by Public Law 91-248, and the
State Directors Section of the American
School Food Service Association in order that
these regulations could be instituted with
the greatest degree of cooperation so that
any further delays In the implementation of
the Intent of Public Law 91-248 may be
avoided.

RespectfUlly,
Marlow W. Cook, Phillp A. Hart, George

McGovern, Vance Hartke, Alan Crans
ton, Abraham Rlblcoff, Charles McC.
Mathias, Jr., Charles H. Percy, Edward
W. Brooke, Richard S. Schwelker.

John V. Tunney, Walter F. Mondale,
Gale W. McGee, Birch Bayh, Quentin
N. Burdick, Howard W. Cannon, Clai
borne Pell, Ernest F. Holllngs, John
L. McClellan.

Henry M. Jackson, Frank Church, War
ren C. Magnuson, Clifford P. Case,
Robert C. Byrd, Wl1llam B. Saxbe,
Henry Bellmon, James B. Pearson,
Mark O. Hatfield.

Edward M. Kennedy, Adlai E. Steven
son III, Lawton Chiles, Edmund S.
Muskie, Frank E. Moss, Harold E.
Hughes, Thomas F. Eagleton, Gaylord
Nelson.

Harrison A. W1lliams, Jr., Joseph M.
Montoya, Alan Bible, William B.
Spong, Stuart Symington, Hubert H.
Humphrey, Fred R. Harris, Daniel K.
Inouye.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, to summa
.rize, the only problem is that the regula
tions were established on August 13. Not
a school system in the United states
would have had time to secure the addi
tional funds. The tax rates are set in
the spring in our state. BUdgets are set.
State legislatures do not meet until next
year. The breakfast program in my State
goes down the drain in October because
it has not adequate financing under the
regulations.

The real problem is that if they had
brought out the regulations a year ago,
we would have had an opportunity to
look at and analyze it and the situation
would not be what it is today. It is
chaotic today because regulations were
given to the school systems on the 13th
of August, when the schools were getting
ready to open in 2Y2 weeks. Their
budgets had been set. Their contribu
tions had been set. They had no way to
rearrange those matters. They had no
way to pick up the additional funds. That
is the significance of the problem we face
today.

Mr. President, if we can afford F-14's,
B-l's, and ABM's, we can afford to feed
the needy children in the richest country
in the world. I urge the speedy adoption
of Senate Joint Resolution 157.

RECORD -U£.>J'''IILt.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I
strongly support the enactment of Sen
ate Joint Resolution 157 to insure that
our schoolchildren receive adequate
meals.

This legislation would:
First, direct the Secretary of Agricul

ture to use funds under section 32 of the
AgriCUlture Act of 1935 for food assist
ance in the national school lunch pro
gram;

Second, require the Secretary of Agri
culture to determine and report to the
Congress the needs for additional funds
to carry out the school breakfast and
nonfood assistance programs at levels
which will permit expansion of the school
breakfast and lunch programs as rapidly
as practicable; and

Third, provide that the maximum per
lunch limitation contained in section 11
(e) of the National School Lunch Act on
the amounts of funds that States may re
imburse schools for special assistance
under section 11 shall not be fixed by
the Secretary at less than 40 cents.

With regard to the last provision, I
would like at this time to ask unanimous
consent to place in the RECORD a letter
which I have received from Wilson Riles,
California superintendent of public
instruction.

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

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
Sacramento, August 31,1971.

Hon. JOHN V. TUNNEY,
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR JOHN: I am writing you In reference
to the proposed regulations affecting the na
tional school lunch program recently an
nounced by the Department of AgriCUlture.
I believe the new regUlations if adopted at
the proposed funding level would have a
disastrous effect on the free and reduced
price school lunch program In California.

In the current program in California,
school districts are reimbursed 30¢ from fed
eral funds for free school lunches for needy
chlldren. In addition to this 30¢, districts
are reimbursed 10¢ from state funds for free
lunches for children from AFDC famil1es.

As you may recall, Governor Reagan de
leted the $6 mlll10n propOSed in the 1971-72
bUdget for the state program. This elimi
nated any state reimbursement to local
school districts participating in the program
adopted, local school districts in Califrnia
w1ll have to find 10¢ or more per meal from
local funds in order to continue to partici
pate in the free school lunch program.

I have been Informed that the proposed
changes In the regulation governing the na
tional school lunch program are not final.
I strongly urge you to request the Depart
ment of AgriCUlture to revise its proposed
gUidelines by Increasing the guaranteed re
Imbursement for free school lunches for
needy children from 30¢ to 40¢. This Is abso
lutely essential If we are to maintain the
existing effort much less begin to meet our
commitment to provide for the health and
welfare of our school children.

Sincerely,
WILSON RILES.

Mr. TUNNEY. As my colleagues can
see, it is of vital importance to Cali
fornia's schoolchildren that this resolu
tion be enacted at once.

The national school lunch program is
authorized by the National SChool Lunch
Act and administered by the Department
of AgricUlture. This program gives State

;'<i,~<,··,>.-, >";!,n;(.'·'i
_':;'~:\'~~_'C"

educational agencies cash . grants and
commodities to assist in providing low
cost and nutritious lunches for school
children.

Funds for food assistance to schools
are authorized under the National School
Lunch Act, particularly section 4, gen
eral cash for food assistance and section
11, special assistance for children of low
income families.

Senate Joint Resolution 157 is designed
to mandate the expenditure of section
32 fund:; and to ensure that the maximum
per-lunch limitation is 40 cents rather
than the 30 cents proposed by the De
partment of Agriculture.

Recently, the Department of Agricul
ture has proposed school lunch regula
tions which would have a very delete
rious effect on the program.

On September 9, I was pleased to
join with my colleagues Senator Mc
GOVERN, Senator HART, and Senator
COOK ir.. a letter to the President re
questing drastic revisions in proposed
school lunch regulations in order to en
sure the adequate expansion of the pro
gram.

I ask unanimous consent that this
letter be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

SELECT COMMITTEE ON NUTRITION
AND HUMAN NEEDS,

Washington, D.C., September 9,1971.
The PREsIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are writing you
out of a deep concern regarding the purpose
of proposed school lunch regulations Issued
by the Department of Agriculture on August
13, 1971. The proposed regUlations concern
the use of federal funds to carry out the
mandate of Public Law 91-248 which pro
vides that "any child who Is a member of a
household which has an annual Income not
above the applicable family size Income level
set forth in the Income poverty guidelines
shall be served meals free or at a reduced
ccst." Thus, the real test of the adequacy of
the proposed new regUlations Is Whether or
not they will make It possible for the states
and localities to meet the obligations and
requirements which Public Law 91-248 Im
poses upon them.

After careful stUdy and analysis, it is our
judgment that the proposed regulations will
not meet this basic test. Therefore, we find
ourselves In agreement with the unanimous
cO!lcl uslon of the State Directors Section of
the American School Food Service Associa
tion that the proposed regulations In their
present form pose a very real threat to the
continued progress of the National School
Lunch Program.

If these regUlations are not altered we be
lieve the follOWing events wlll occur. Many
schools will be forced to eliminate Child
NutrItion Programs. There w1ll be further
hardships to the nation's economy through
unemployment and reduced consumption of
raw resources such as food and equipment.
Absenteeism, dropouts and apathetic stu
dents will negate the benefits of the multi
billion dollar Investment for public and
private schools. And finally, and most im
portant, there will continue to be hungry
children in America's schools.

The adverse effect of the proposed regula
tions Is compounded by the fact they were
announced only three weeks before school
was to open, creating chaos in the states. The
anticipated loss to the states in the 1971
72 school year under the 35 cent reimburse-
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ment rate set by the proposed regulations, as
compared to what the states would have re
ceived under the rates instituted by the De
partment of Agriculture last March, wlll run
into mUlions of dollars. For example, the
state directors have estimated Missouri will
lose $4,000,000; California $9,000,000; Mas
sachusetts $3,240,000; Ohio $5,565,000; Oregon
$1,476,175; Tennessee $2,772,000; Georgia
$4,100,000 and West Virginia $2,661,300. The
states cannot make up this loss from state
or local funds and w111 have no alternative
but to reduce planned participation to stay
within the limitation of avatlable funds.
Therefore, many needy and eligible children
wlll go without school lunches.

Certainly, this was not the intent of Con
gress when it passed Public Law 91-248, nor
your intent when signing it Into law on May
14,1970.

In regard to the School Breakfast Program,
the proposed regUlations have not only
placed a limitation on the expansion of this
program but have also precipitated a situa
tion where several states w111 be forced to
cancel the School Breakfast Program this
school year. In the past, the Department of
Agriculture has set a precedent in that many
states in 1970-1971 used section 32 funds for
breakfa.st expansion. These funds were pro
vided as a bloc grant to be used where needed
in the individual states for expanding food
programs to eligible needy chtldren. However,
the proposed regUlations have made no pro
visions for continuing the authority to trans
fer such funds from section 32 to the School
Breakfast Program.

In addition to this matter of transfer of
Section 32 funds, there is another Important
question Which needs to be answered in re
gard to the Breakfast Program. According to
Public Law 92-32 (Section 2), the Depart
ment of AgriCUlture is authorized to use $25
miIllon for the School Breakfast Program.
Only $18.5 million, however, has been al
located to the states. A memorandum of Sep
tember 1 'from the Department stated that
the remaining $6.5 m1l1ion w111 be allocated
only to those states, "demonstrating the need
for these funds to maintain their program
at the April level." The response from several
state directors has strongly indicated that
there is a need for this $6.5 million to be al
located immediately. For example, In the
State of Kentucky, the Breakfast Program
wlll need to be cancelled at the beginning of
October unless more money is allocated. In
the reality that cancellations w111 occur, we
implore that there be a reconsideration by
the Department of Agriculture to transfer
Section 32 funds to the Breakfast Program
and to immediately allocate the remaining
$6.5 ml11ion ot the authorized $25 million to
those states who face a possibll1ty of can
cel11ng their Breakfast Programs.

We, therefore, request that the proposed
regulations be withdrawn and be replaced
with regUlations that would provide for a
maximum reimbursement rate of 48 cents
from Section 11; a maximum reimbursement
rate of 12 cents from section 4 for free and
reduced price lunches; and guaranteed reim
bursement from Section 4 of 5 cents for gen
erally assisted lunches. We also suggest that
the regulations pertaining to the use of Sec
tion 32 funds allow an immediate allotment
of these funds for free or reduced priced
lunches to all states based on need accom
panied by transfer authority. In this way we
could be certain that the funds Congress
made available to the Secretary under this
authority would be fully utilized.

We further suggest that before any pro
posed regulations are pUblished that they be
submitted to the National Advisory Coun
cl!, created by Public Law 91-248, and the
State Directors Section ot the American
School Food Service Association in order that
these regulations could be instituted with
the greatest degree of cooperation so that any
further delays in the implementation of the
intent of Public Law 91-248 may be avoided.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I rise to express my support for
Senate Joint Resolution 157, which is
designed to assure that every needy
school child will receive a free or re
duced price lunch as required by section
9 of the National School Lunch Act.

This legislation is necessary because
on August 13, 1971, the Department of
Agriculture pUblished proposed regula
tions which, in effect, reduced the school
lunch reimbursement rate per meal to 35
cents, e"en though the actual cost of a
meal averages above 50 cents per meal.
These regulations were published only
3 weeks before the schools were due
to open and they have created havoc and
uncertainty throughout the school dis
tricts of the Nation, since, under these
new regulations, the States and school
districts anticipate losses amounting to
many millions of dollars. An excellent ex
ample of how these regulations will ad
versely affect the States is my own State
of West Virginia. The State director of
the food service program has estimated
that West Virginia will lose $2,661,300.
This anticipated loss is compounded by
the fact that, the States, since they did
not receive timely and adequate notice
of these proposed changes in the school
lunch regulations, have no conceivable
way to make up for these losses from
either State or local funds on such short
notice. Therefore, the affected States
will have no alternative but to reduce
participation in the program in order to
stay within their limitation of available
funds. Furthermore, if this situation is
not corrected, the school districts' only
alternatives for future consideration will
be to increase the price of school lunches
for the children who can afford to pay,
or to increase local school taxes. In a
State such as West Virginia, which has a
high percentage of needy students receiv
ing reduced price or free lunches, or
where the school districts have a high
percentage of unemployment, these are
impractical solutions.

These regulations also have an adverse
effect on the school breakfast program
in that they not only limit expansion of
the program, but also, in some cases,
will require several States to cancel the
school breakfast program this year, since
they make no provision for continuing
the authority to transfer section 32 bloc
grant funds to the States needing them
to expand this program to eligible needy
children.

Mr. President, the Departments of
Health, Education, and Welfare and
Agriculture have both financed literally
hundreds of nutritional studies Which
have proved the importance of children
receiving a balanced nutritional break
fast, and how this first meal of the day
directly affects their ability to concen
trate and to learn.

I was one of the signers of a letter,
dated September 9, 1971, to the President
which outlined this situation to him, and
asking that he take action to withdraw
the proposed regulations. To date, the
regulations have not been withdrawn or
revised.

I commend the chairman of the Senate
Agriculture Committee (Mr. TALMADGE)
for his thorough and expeditious han
dling of this legislation which is urgently

needed to correct the situation which I
have described above, and I join him in
support of Senate Joint Resolution 157.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield
to the distinguished Senator from Flori
da (Mr. CHILES) .

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I think
one of the problems here is that there is
an increase in dollars this year over what
the request was last year for th'} needy
lunches, of $78.8 million, but the Depart
ment did not ask Congress for enough
money, if the States were going to con
tinue to expand their programs as we had
mandated that they must expand their
programs.

I think the Department realized this,
and they had two choices as to what
to do. Either they had to cut down the
amount per lunch, to make sure there
would be enough funds to provide some
funding or all the requests, or some of
the requests had to be denied. They knew
that if they had imposed these regula
tions, they could reduce the requests be
cause schools would be forced to with
draw. But in neither case did the States
know. We have mandated that they feed
all the needy children, and we did not
provide the funds to do it. To resolve
the situation, it is necessary either that
we get an emergency appropriation, or
provide for the use of section 32 funds
until we can appropriate enough funds
otherwise.

This is something we ought to do. We
ought to determine how many dollars are
needed, so Congress can make the deci
sion. Are we going to force these school
districts out of the program, or are we
going to pay our fair share?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Georgia has expired.
The Senator from Vermont has 9 min
utes.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, lest I be
accused of using them to unfair advan
tage, I yield back my 9 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, the question is
on agreeing to the resolution.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. MILLER. I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the amendment
be waived.

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

Mr. MILLER'S amendment is as follows:
On page 2, line 9, insert "( 1)" before the

word "to";
On page 2, line 13, insert the following be

fore the period: "and (2) to carry out the
purposes of section 4 of the National School
Lunch Act and provide a rate of reimburse
ment of not less than six cents per meal";

On page 2, line 20, after "out", and "sec
tion 4 and";

Amend section 2 or S.J. Res. 157 to read as
follows:

"SEC. 2. Funds made available by this joint
resolution shall be apportioned to the States
in such manner as will best enable schools
to meet their obligations With respect to the
service of free and reduced price Iunches and
to meet the objective or this point resolution
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PIERRE, S. DAK.

SPRINGFIELD, ILL.,
September 30, 1911.

respect to proViding a minimum rate of
reimbursement under section 4 of the Na
tional School Lunch Act. Such funds shall
be apportioned and paid as expeditiously as
may be practicable:'

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, we have
two sections that we are concerned about
in this school lunch program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How
much time does the Senator yield him
self?

Mr. MILLER. I yield myself such time
as I may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 15 minutes.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the Sen
ate is not in order. I ask that the Senate
be called to order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What did
the Senator say?

Mr. MILLER. The Senate is not in
order. I ask for order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
would the Chair state the time limitation
on each amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty
minutes total, 15 minutes to eac? sid~.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, m thIS
school lunch program we are dealing
with two sections, section 4 and sec
tion 11. The pending resolution deals
only with section 11, but I suggest that
we have a problem with section 4 also.

Section 4 provides funding to cover
all lunches served in a school district,
reduced price, free lunches, and all
others. Section 11 covers only reduced
price and free lunches.

To the extent that section 4 funds go
to cover reduced price and free lunches,
we are talking about poor and needy chil
dren. To the extent that they go to other
lunches, we are not. But in ~art, at
least section 4 is concerned With the
very 'problem that the resoluti.on cover
ing section 11 is concerned WIth.

Last year, the reimbursement to the
States under section 4 varied from rough
ly 4 cents up to, as I understand, 12 cents
in some cases. Most of the Stat.es, I be
lieve 32 of them, received reimbursement
under section 4 in excess of 5 cents.

New regulations 'of the Department
now provide for a fiat 5 cents per lunch.
According to testimony rec~ived bef~re
the committee from Josephme Martm,
administrator of the school service pro
gram of the State of Georgia, by doing
this, by placing this section 4 money at
a rate of 5 cents, there would be 37 States
adversely affected. In my own state of
Iowa, for example, last year they re
ceived a reimbursement of 5.6 cents. Un
der section 11, they received a reimburse
ment of 47.6 cents. So we had, in Iowa,
53.2 cents per meal. '.

Under the U.S. Department of Agncul
ture regulations there would be a .reim
bursement of 5 cents under section 4,
and under the resolution which is pend
ing and which I hope will be adopted,
the~e would be 40 cents under section 11,
for a total of 45 cents. Senators can see
from that that even if we adopt this
resolution, the school districts in my
state will be cut roughly 8 cents from
the way they got along last year, and this
is going to happen in a great many other
States also.

The purpose of my amendment is to
increase the section 4 money to provide
for a minimum of 6 cents instead of the
provision, under the regulations, of 5
cents. In the committee, an amendment
was offered to increase the amount to
6.5 cents. I regret that I was not present
at the meeting of the committee, al
though I did leave my proxy with our dis
tinguished chairman in favor of the
resolution itself.

I suggest to my colleagues that if they
are interested in this school-bUdget prob
lem, this amendment should be agreed
to. We may argue as to whether or not
section 4 funds should be increased be
yond what is needed to cover needy chil
dren. That is an argument that should
be worked on during the remainder 01
this year. But the school district budgets
have been set up in 37 States in anticipa
tion of what they received last year un
der section 4, and now, if we do not do
anything about it, they are going to be
cut to 5 cents, as provided by the reg
ulation.

My amendment would cover only this
fiscal year. It is designed to prevent more
ahaos in our school district budgeting
systems.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD at this point, M~.
President, a telegram from the State dI
rector of school food services from the
State of South Dakota, one from the
same official from the State of North Da
kota, one from the same official from the
State of Wisconsin, one from the same
official for the State of minois, and one
from my own State of Iowa, in support
of this amendment.

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

Senator JACK MILLER,
Senate AgriCUlture Committee,
Washington, D.C.:

Appreciate effort to increase reimburse
ments to 6.5 cents and 40 cents for lunch
programs. Many of our schools need these
as a minimum.

MARTIN SORENSEN,
State Director, School Food Services,

Department of Public Instruction.

BISMARCK, N. DAK.
Senator JACK MILLER.
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.:

North Dakota Food Service commends you
for recommending 6.5 cents under section 4S
and 41 cents for each free and reduced price
lunch. We urge your support of SJl57 to
provide fleXibility in funding schools for
feeding needy children.

ROBERTA A. BOSCH,
Director, North Dakota

School Food Services.

MADISON, WIS.,
September 30, 1971.

Hon. JACK lVIILLER,
U.S. Senate,
Washington. D.C.:

You are to be commended for recommenda
tion in Senate Agricultural Committee for
funding to support school lunch reimburse
ments of 6.5 cents under section four and 40
cents under section eleven funding necessary
to meet program commitments. Urge con
tinued support on Senate floor tomorrow for
minimum of 6 cents and 40 cents.

WILLIAM C. KAHL,
State Suprintendent, Wisconsin De

partment Of Public Instruction.

Senator JACK MILLER.
Senate Office BUilding,
Washington, D.C.:

Our wholehearted support and apprecia.
tion in your recommendation.

ROBERT E. OHLZEN.
Director, School Food Services, Sec

tion aSPI, State 01 Illinois.

DES MOINES, IOWA,
September 30, 1971.

Senator JACK MILLER,
Washington, D.C.:

Read headlines in Des Moines register of
your courageous leadership re committee yes
terday. Urge you continue battle tomorrow
for six and half cents under section 4 which
Is needed by many States. 40 cent-s under
section 11 is only half of problem we may
wind up with fine cart for free and re
duced price lunches but no horses to pull it.

VERN CARPENTER,
School Lunch Director, Department

01 Public Instruction.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MILLER. Yes, indeed.
Mr. PASTORE. How is the State of

Rhode Island affected?
Mr. MILLER. I can only answer the

Senator's question this way: I do not
have a tabulation, but if he knows what
the State of Rhode Island received last
year under section 4, I could answer
that question. If last year the State of
Rhode Island received 6 cents. and it is
going to be cut to 5 cents by the regula
tions of the USDA, 1 cent for every meal
served in the State of Rhode Island is go
ing to be unbudgeted by the school dis
tricts.

I would guess, because of the cost of
living in that part of the country, that
probably they had a reimbursement sub
stantially in excess of 6 cents under sec
tion 4. There are 37 States affected; I
would certainly guess the Eastern Sea
board States are in that category, but I
do not know.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the
Senator from Iowa was out of the city,
unfortunately, when this resolution was
considered by the committee. He left his
proxy with me, with the instruction that
the 6.5-cent amendment be submitted to
the committee. I did so. The committee
rejected the amendment offered by the
Senator from Iowa.

Under the regulations that existed last
year, the average contribution from sec
tion 4 funds this year would be 5.2 cents,
That would be the average nationwide.
The Senator's amendment would raise
each State to 6 ce,nts.

Section 4 funds, for the information
of the Senate, is money made available
by the Government to the various States
and school districts for every meal that
is served, whether that meal be at the
full price, whether it be at a reduced
price, or whether it be totally free to the
needy children. So it would be applicable
across the board, to all the children, re
gardless of their income and regardless
of the price they pay for the meal.

Under normal conditions, I might be
tempted to vote for the Senator's amend
!Dent; but as chairmafi of the committee
and fioor manager of the bill, because
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S) the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 157)
was passed, as follows:

S.J. RES. 157

Resolved by the Senate and House Of Rep
resentatives Of the United States Of America
in Oongress assembled, That, notwithstand
ing any other provIsIon of law. the Secretary

of AgrIculture shall until such tIme as & sup
plemental approprIation may provide &ddl
tlonal funds for such purpose use so .much of
the funds approprIated by section 32 of the
Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c), as
may be necessary, In addItIon to the funds
now available therefor, (1) to carry out the
purposes of section 11 of the National SChool
Lunch Act and provIde 1l. rate of reimburse
ment which will assure every needy child of

, free or reduced prIce lunches during the fiscal
year endIng June 30, 1972. and (2) to carry
out the purposes of sectIon 4 of the NatIonal
SChool Lunch Act and provIde a rate of 're
imbursement of not less than 6 cents per
meal. In determIning the amount of funds
needed and the requlretnents of the various
States therefor, the Secretary sha.ll consult
wIth the National AdvIsory Councll on Child
NutritIon and interested parties. Funds ex
pended under the foregoIng provisIons of this
resolution shall be reimbursed out of any sup
plemental approprIation hereafter enacted for
the purpose of carryIng out sectIon 4 and
sectIon 11 of the National SChool Lunch Act,
and such reImbursements shall be deposited
Into the fund established pursuant to sectIon
32 of the Act of Augus't 24. 1935, to be avail
able for the purposes of saId section 32.

SEC. 2. Funds made avallable by this joInt
resolution shall be apportioned to the States
in such manner as w1ll best enable schools to
meet theIr obligations with respect to the
service of free and reduced price lunches and
to meet the objective of this joint resolution
wIth respect to prOVIdIng a mInImum rate of
reImbursement under sectIon 4 of the Na
tional SChool Lunch Act. Such funds shall be
apportIoned and paid as expeditIously as may
be practIcable.

SEC. 3. The Secretary of Agriculture shall
ImmedIately upon enactment of this resolu
tion determIne and report to Congress the
needs for addItIonal funds to carry out the
school breakfast and nonfood assistance pro
grams authorized by sectIons 4 and 5 of the
Child NutrItion Act of 1966 during the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1972. at levels which wlIl
permIt expansion of the school breakfast and
school lunch programs to all schools desiring
such programs as rapIdly as practIcable.

SEC. 4. Section 11 (e) of the NatIonal SChool
Lunch Act Is amended by 'addIng at the end
thereof the followIng: "Such maximum per
meal amount shall in no event be less than
40 cents; ,and the Secretary shall estabUsh a
higher maximum per meal amount for espe
cia.lly needy schools based on such schools'
needs for assistance in prOViding free and
reduced prI~ lunches for all needy childIen....

The preamble was agreed to, as fol
lows:

Whereas It appears that under the proposed'
apportIonment of funds avallable for special
assIstance under sectIon 11 of the National
School Lunch Act for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1972 (IncludIng funds appropriated
by section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935.
and made available for that purpose), only
six States wlll receIve more than 30 cents
In such aS3lstance per free or reduced price
lunch; and

Whereas It appears that this amount per
lunch Is not adequate to enable States and
schools to contInue to participate In the
school lunch program and to achieve the
objectIves of the NatIonal SChool Lunch Act,
partIcularly that of provIding a free or reo
duced price lunch to every needy child:

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the joint resolution was passed.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table is
agreed to.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, on this

Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Percy
Proxmlre
Randolph
Ribicoff
Roth
Saxbe
Schweiker
Smith
Sparkman
Spong
Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
SymIngton
Taft
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tunney
Wllliams

Hruska Young
Stafford

NOT VOTING-20
Goldwater Montoya
HarrIs Moss
Holllngs Mundt
Inou,'e Muskle
Jackson Scott
Long Weicker
McGovern

Aiken
Ellender

Allott
Bayh
Bellmon
Cannon
Cotton
CurtIs
DomInIck

Allen
Anderson
Baker
Beall
Bennett
Bentsen
Bible
Boggs
Brock
Brooke
Buckley
BurdIck
Byrd, Va,
Byrd. W. Va.
Case
Chlles
Church
Cook
Cooper
Cranston
Dole
Eagleton
Eastland
Ervin
Fannin

South Dakota eMr. MCGOVERN) , the Sen
ator from New Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA),
the Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss), the
Senator from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE), the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. HOL
LINGS), the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
CANNON), and the Senator from Louisi
ana (Mr. LONG) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BAYH) , the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
CANNON), the Senator from South Caro
lina (Mr. HOLLINGS), the Senator from
Washington (Mr. JACKSON), the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. LONG), the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA), and
the Senator Utah (Mr. Moss) would each
vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT) is
absent because of death in his family.

The Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
BELLMON), the Senator from New Hamp
shire (Mr. COTTON), the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. DOMINICK), the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER), the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCOTT) , and
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
VVEICKER) are necessarily absent.

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

The senator from Nebraska (Mr,
CURTIS) was detained on official business,
ane has announced his position.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. DOMINICK), and the
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCOTT)
would each vote "yea".

The result was announced-yeas 75,
nays 5, as follows:

[No. 246 Leg.]
YEA8-75

Fong
FUlbrIght
Gambrell
Gravel
Grilfin
Gurney
Hansen
Hart
Hartke
Hatfield
Hughes
Humphrey
Javits
Jordan. N.C.
Jordan. Idaho
Kennedy
Magnuson
Mansfield
MathIas
McClellan
McGee
McIntyre
Metcalf
Mlller
Mondale

NAY8-5

our committee rejected the amendment,
I cannot support it at this time.

I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator from
Georgia.

As I have stated two' or three times
today, I think the Appropriations Com
mittee is in a much better positIon to
find out these facts than we are on the
floor of the Senate.

I understand that under the new reg
ulations, some States will get more, some
will get less, but the money will be all
gone and more is needed. I think we
should get it in the regular way. I un
derstand that if we have a 40-cent rate,
the additional funds required probably
will be about $150 million, which I will
gladly support, but I cannot vote for this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MILLER. I am pleased to yield
back the remainder of my time.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded
back. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Iowa
(putting the question).

The ayes appear to have it.
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask

for a division.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All Sen

ators in favor please stand and be
counted.

All Senators opposed please stand and
be counted.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second? There is not a suffi
cient second.

The Chair is not sure about the result
of the division.

Al! Senators in favor please stand and
be counted.

All Senators opposed please stand and
be counted.

On a division, the amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, let the
RECORD indicate that the Senator from
Rhode Island stood up in the affirmative.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
RECORD will so indicate.

The joint resolution is open to further
amendment. If there be no further
amendment to be proposed, the question
is on the engrossment and third reading
of the joint resolution.

The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading and was
read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint
resolution having been read the third
time, the question is, Shall it pass?

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 Indiana
(Mr. BAYH) , the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. HARRIs), the Senator from Hawaii
(Mr. INOUYE), the senator from Wash
ington (Mr. JACKSON), the Senator from


