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Only the tiny kingdom of Jordan
granted the refugees citizenship and be
gan some tentative resettlement pro
grams.

The reasons involved reflect no credit
on the Arab nations. In many cases, tight
control of the land by a few wealthy fam
ilies has led to exploitation that no Pales
tinian would accept. At times as much
as four-fifths of the crop could be de
manded in return for seed and the use
of land. In many cases governments were
more interested in the foreign exchange
available in U.N. relief payments than
they were in genuine resettlement. Each
successful self-supporting Palestinian
represented one less relief check and the
end to an easy flow of hard Western cur
rency. Nearly $425 million in relief has
flowed into the region; and with the
demands of modernization, Arab re
gimes have, in effect, decided to sacrifice
the refugees to the exigencies of de
velopment. Finally, the refugees, sub
sisting on United Nations checks, can
afford to work for far lower wages than
the already low-paid Arab worker. Fear
of a flood of cheap labor has led to legal
restrictions on employment very similar
to American immigration policy on the
Mexican border. While all of these rea
sons are in some way understandable,
they do not add up to an impressive or
humanitarian record, and they certainly
undercut the often outrageous moral
self-righteousness of Arab spokesmen
crying about the fate of refugees.

The United States, itself, is not en
tirely free from blame. Since 1948, we
have blindly, though of good will, fi
nanced the U.N. refugee camps, support
ing nearly 70 percent of the cost. The
Soviets, meanwhile, despite their claims
of undying friendship for the Arab peo
ples, have refused all along to contribute
that first penny for refugee relief. With
such policies, much like our welfare pro
grams, we have made it economically
profitable for both the host country and
the refugee to remain unsettled. The en
tire program is a huge disincentive to
solutions. Clearly a more humane and uI
timately successful approach would pro
vide incentives in the form of foreign
credits for U.S. goods and materials. Tied
to a settlement program, the credits
could be limited to agricultural or indus- .
trial development programs that em
ploy and settle the residents of the ref
ugee camps. Naturally, some provision
would have to be made for the old, sick,
or disabled among the refugees, but sure
ly that is not an insurmountable barrier.

There is a precedent for refugee set
tlement. Following the 1948 war, nearly
100,000 Arab refugees remained in Is
rael. Over a several year period, the Is
raelis managed to ass~milate all but the
"hard core"-the disabled, the sick, the
old, the very young. The program pro
duced the. high Arab per capita wage
in the Middle East. No one should delude
himself into thinking that a U.S.-spon
sored program is going to succeed im
mediately, but we must, I think, take
the first step. With the lure of American
dollars, to be given or withheld, Arab
lands might yet assimilate the refugees.

Mr. President, I have directed my re
marks today to the particular problem

of the Arab refugees, because there it
seemed that the United States might
make an immediate impact. But the
deeper problem remains-the problem of
finding a path to lasting peace in the
Middle East. For as we all recognize the
tragic plight of the refugees will n~t be
fully alleviated until peace is attained.

Five months ago in this Chamber I had
occasion to remark that a settlement
could not be imposed by outside parties.
Nothing that has happened since then
leads me to change that view. Let me
therefore repeat:

Peace will come to the Middle East When,
and only when, the direct parties to the con
fiict sit down together, and together resolve
their differences. This, in turn, wiU come
when, and only when. the Arab states are
prepared to concede the most elementary
point in international relations: Israel's right
to exist. and that, finally, will come when,
and only when, Israel's own strength and
America's firmness of purpose make it finally
and unequivocally clear that Israel is not
going to be overwhelmed by the weight of
Arab numbers and Soviet arms.

Let us hope, Mr. Presided, that re
sponsible Arab leaders will grasp that
point before they themselves are engulfed
by the tidal wave of fanaticism which
their maneuverings threaten to loose.

ORDER OF BUSINESS
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will call the roll.
The clerk proceded to call the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

RECESS UNTIL 12:45 P.M.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate stand in recess until 12: 45 o'clock
today.

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

Thereupon (at 12 o'clock and 28 min
utes p.m,) the Senate took a recess un
til 12 :45 p.m.

At 12:45 p.m., the Senate reassembled,
and was called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. CRANSTON in the chair).

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Bartlett, one of its read
ing clerks, announced that the House
had passed the bill (S. 1075) to establish
a national policy for the environment; to
authorize stUdies, surveys, and research
relating to ecological systems, natural
resources, and the quality of the human
environment; and to establish a Board of
Environmental Quality Advisers, with
amendments, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate; that the
House insisted upon its amendments to
the bill, asked a conference with the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. GAR
MATZ, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. ASPINALL, Mr.
PELLY, and Mr. SAYLOR were appointed

managers on the part of the House at
the conference.

The message also announced that the
House had passed a bill (H.R. 474) to es
tablish a Commission on Government
Procurement, in \7hich it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED
The Secretary of the Senate reported

that on today, September 24, 1969, he
presented to the President of the United
States the enrolled bill (S. 1888) to
change the composition of the Commis
sion for Extension of the U.S. Capitol.

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM
The Senate resumed the consideration

of the bill (S. 2547) to amend the Food
Stamp Act of 1964.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment in the nature
of a substitute for the bill now before
the Senate, and ask that it be made the
pending business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be suspended.

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

Mr. MCGOVERN'S amendment is on page
1 line 3 strike ever.l'thing after the en
acting clause through page 8 line 6, and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

SEC. 2. The FOOd Stamp Act of 1964 is
amended as follows: '

"(I) Section 2 is amended to read as fol
lows:

"'SEC. 2. It is hereby declared to be the
policy of Congress in order to promote the
general welfare, that the Nation's abundance
of food should be utiUzed cooperatively by
the States, the Federal Government, local
governmental units, and other agencies to
the maximum extent to safeguard the health
and well-being of the Nation's population
and provide adequate levels of food con
sumption and nutrition among low-income
households. The Congress hereby finds that
increased utilization of foods in establish
ing and maintaining adequate levels of food
consumption and nutrition will tend to cause
the distribution in a beneficial manner of
our agricultural abundances and will
strengthen our agricultural economy, as well
as result in more orderly marketing and dis
tributIon of fOOd. To effectuate the policy
of Congress and the purposes of this Act, a
food stamp program, which wlll permit those
households with low incomes to receive a
share of the Nation's food abundance suf
ficient to provide them with adequate levels
of food consumption and nutrition, is here
in authorized.'

"(2) Subsection (b) of section 3 is
amended by adding at the end thereof a new
sentence to read as follows:

"'The term "food" also means such prod
ucts as the Secretary may determine to be
necessary for personal cleanliness, hygiene,
and home sanitation.'

"(3) The second sentence of subsection (el
of section 3 is amended to read as follows:

"'The term "household" shall also mean
(1) a single individual living alone who has
cooking facilities and who purchases and
prepares food for home consumption, or (2)
an elderly person who meets the reqUire
ments of section 10(h) of this Act.'
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"(4) Suooection (f) of section 3 is amend

ed by adding at the end thereof a new sen
tence to read as follows:

"'Such term also means a private non
profit institution, boarding house (other
than a fraternity, sorority, or other social
club) or school which provides meals to per
sons of sixty-five years or over who are not
residing in an institution or boarding house;
a private nonprofit organization that pre
pares and delivers meals to persons of slxty
five years or over in their :10mes; and com
missaries operated by the Department of
Defense which shall accept coupons in ex
change for food for any participating house
hold which otherwise is eligible under reg
ulations of the Department of Defense to
utilize the services of such commissaries.'

"(5) Subsection (j) of section 3 is amend
ed to read as follows:

" '(j) The term "State" means the fifty
States, the District of Columbia, the Com
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Is
lands, Guam, and the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands.'

"(6) Subsection (a) of section 41s amended
by striking out the first sentence and in
serting in lieu thereof the following: 'The
Secretary is authorized to formulate and
administer a food stamp program under
which eligible households within a State
will be provided with coupon allotments of
sufficient monetary value to enable them to
purchase a nutritionally adequate diet. Such
program shall be carried out in any State
at the request of the appropriate State
agency of such State or pursuant to section
10(f) of this Act.'

"(7) Subsection (b) of section 4is amended
to read as foUows:

" , (b) In areas where the food stamp pro
gram is in operation, there shall be no dis
tribution of federally donated foods to house
holds under the authority of any other law
except that distribution thereunder shall be
made: (1) during temporary emergency
situations when the Secretary determines
that commercial channels of food distribu
tion have been disrupted because of a dis
aster; (2) in any county where a food stamp
program Is being initiated and where fed
erally owned foods have been distributed to
households during anyone of the three
months immediately prior to Initiation of a
food stamp program, until SUch time as the
number of persons participating in a food
stamp program exceeds the monthly average
number of persons who received federally
owned foods during the three month period
immediately prior to the initiation of a
food stamp program; or (3) on request of
the State agency if the State agrees to finance,
from funds available to the State or political
subdivisions thereof, all of the costs, sub
sequent to the delivery of such foods within
the State, of handling, storing and issuing
federally donated food to eligible households
in the area.'

"(8) Section 5 is amended to read as fol
lows:

" 'SEC. 5. (1<) Households whose income is
determined, as provided in this section, to be
insufficient to permit them to purchase a
nutritionally adequate diet shall be eligible
to participate in the food stamp program.
The Secretary shall prescribe, not less often
than once a year, the minimum level of in
come a household must have in order to
purchase a nutritionally adequate diet for
the members of such household and be finan
cially able to meet the other normal living
expenses of a household. He shall prescribe
such level of income for households composed
of varying numbers of individuals, but in no
case shall the minimum income level pre
scribed by the Secretary be less for any house
hold than the equivalent of $4,000 per year
for a household composed of four persons. In
prescribing minim= income levels· for
households under this section the Secretary
may take into consideration such relevl\nt

factors as the regional variations in the cost
of food described in the low-cost food plan
published by the Agricultural Research Serv
ice of the United States Department of Agri
culture or such other relevant factors as he
deems appropriate but may not consider the
availability or expected availabillty of ap
propriations to carry out this Act. The Sec
retary shall also prescribe the maximum level
of income for households composed of vary
ing numbers of individuals above which
households shall be ineligible to participate
in the food stamp program. Income limita
tions prescribed under this subsection shall
be revised annually to refiect any increase
in the cost of living, as determined on the
basis of the Consumer Price Index (all items,
United States city average) published
monthly by the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
Department of Labor.

"'(b) In complying with the limitations
on participation set forth in subsection (a)
above, each State agency shall establish
standards to determine the eligiblllty of ap
plicant households. Such eligibillty stand
ards shall comply with the maximum and
minimum income levels prescribed by the
Secretary under subsection (a) of this sec
tion and shall also place a limitation on the
resources to be allowed eligible households,
but such limitation shall apply to the in
come, if any, realized from such resources
and not to any income which might be real
ized through liquidation of such resources.
The standards of eligibility to be used by
each State for the food stamp program shall
be subject to the approval of the Secretary.'

"(9) Subsections (a) and (b) of section 7
are amended to read as follows:

"'(a) Except as hereinafter provided in
this SUbsection, the face value of the coupon
allotment which is issued to any household
certified as eligible to participate in the
food stamp program shall be not less than
the amount necessary to purchase a nu
tritionally adequate diet for the members
of such household. The amount necessary
to purchase a nutritionally adequate diet
for households composed of varying num
bers of individuals shall be determined by
the Secretary and shall be revised annually
by the Secretary. In determining the amount
necessary to purchase a nutritionally ade
quate diet for any household the Secretary
shall take into consideration such relevant
factors as he deems appropriate but may
not consider the availability or expected
availability of appropriations to <'arry out
this Act. In no event shall the amount de
termined by the Secretary to be necessary
to purchase a nutritionally adequate diet for
any household be less than the amount
which the Agricultural Research Service of
the United States Department of AgriCUl
ture determines to be necessary to permit
a household of comparable size to purchase
the kinds and amounts of food contained in
the low-cost fOod plan established by the
AgriCUltural Research Service of the United
States Department of AgriCUlture and pUb
lished in the "Family Economics Review."
The AgriCUltural Research Service shall re
vise and publish the amount which it de
termines to be necessary to purchase such
food at least annUally to refiect changes In
the prices of fOod published by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics In the Department of
Labor.

" '(b) Households shall be charged such
portion of the face value of the coupon al
lotment issued to them as Is determined not
to exceed a reasonable investment on the
part of the household: PrOVided, that (1)
any eligible household whose income is less
than two-thirds the current amount nec
essary to purchase a nutritionally adequate
diet prescribed by the Secretary under sec
tion 7(a) of this Act shall not be charged
any amount for such coupon allotment; and
(2) in no case shall any eligible household
be charged an amount greater than an

amount equal to 25 per centum of the in
come of such household for such coupon
allotment.'

"(10) Subsection (a) of section 10 is
amended to read as follows:

"'SEC. 10. (a) The food stamp program
shall be administered to insure that partici
pants are afforded the opportunity to receive
at schools, at approved retail food stores, in
their homes, or at other appropriate places
convenient to participants such instruction
and counseling as will best assure that they
are able to use their increased purchasing
power to obtain those nutritious foods most
likely to insure that they receive a nutrition
ally adequate diet. The food stamp program
shall also be administered to insure that all
households eligible to participate in the pro
gram are informed of its existence and given
such assistance as may be required to enable
them to make application for the benefits of
this Act. In addition to such steps as may
be taken administratively, the voluntary co
operation of existing Federal, State, local, or
private agencies which carry out informa
tional and educational programs for consum
ers shall be enlisted for the purpose of pro
viding nutrition counseling and home eco
nomics services for eligible households using
such authorities as may be available to the
Secretary, or In cooperation with other agen
cies of the Federal Government or private
agencies. The Secretary is authorized to use
the educational potential of the national
school lunch program and Its extension to
introduce better eating patterns and better
nutrition to eligible households under this
Act.'

"(11) Subsection (b) of section 10 is
amended by striking everything following
the colon and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

"'Provided, That the State agency shall
comply with the requirements of clauses (2)
and (3) of section 10(e) of this Act. The
operating agency may delegate its responsi
bility for the issuance of coupons and the
collection of the amounts charged from eli
gible households to the United States Post
Offices, banks, credit unions, or any other
public agency or private nonprofit agency.
There shall be kept SUC!) records as may be
necessary to ascertain whether the program
is being conducted in compliance with the
provisions of this Act and the regUlations
issued pursuant to this Act. Such records
shall be ilvallable for inspection and audit
at any reasonable time and shall be pre
served for such period of time, not in excess
of three years, as may be specified in the
regUlations.'

"(12) SUbsection (c) of section 10 is
amended by inserting immediately preced
Ing the first sentence the following:

"'Any household making application for
the benefits of this Act shall be certified for
eligiblli ty solely by execution of an affidavi t.
in such form as the Secretary may prescribe,
by the member of such household making
application. Certification of a household as
eligible in any politlca'! SUbdivision shall, In
the event of removal of such household to
another political subdivision in which the
food stamp program is operating, remain
valid for participation in the food stamp
program for a period of sixty days from the
date of such removal.'

"(13) SUbsection (d) of section 10 is
amended by Inserting immediately preceding
the first sentence the following:

"'Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, a household may, if it so elects,
purchase any amount of coupons less than
the full coupon allotment it is entitled to
purchase. The amount charged any house
hold for any portion of a coupon allotment
less than the full coupon allotment shall be
an amount which bears the same ratio to the
amount which would have been charged such
household for the full coupon allotment as
such portion of the full coupon allotment
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bears to the full coupon allotment such
household was entitled to purchase. The sec
retary shall prescribe general guidelines and
minimum requirements with respect to the
qual1ty of certification and 1ssuance services
to be provided by State agencies to eligible
households, inclUding, but not limited to,
matters relating to the places, times, and
frequency of coupon issuance services in po
Utical subdivisions approved for participation
in the food stamp program. Such general
guidelines and minimum requirements shall
include at least the following provisions:
(1) that the issuance of coupons shall take
place no less often than once per week and
(2) that at each issuance of coupons any
household may purchase the entire monthly
coupon allotment to which it is entitled or
any portion of that coupon allotment which
it has not previously purchased. The State
agency shall, notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, institute procedures under
which any household participating in the
food stamp program shall be entitled, if It
SO elected, to have the charges, if any, for Its
coupon allotment deducted from any grant
or payment such household may be entitled
to receive under any federally aided public
assistance program and have its coupon al
lotment distributed to It with su<:h grant or
payment:

"(14) Subsection (e) of section 10 is
amended by striking '(3)' and '(4)' and in
serting in l1eu thereof '(4)' and '( 5) " re
spectively, and by striking clause (2) and
inserting In l1eu thereof the following:

"'(2) that the state agency shall make
every possible elfort to insure that all house
holds who meet the el1gib111ty requirements
set forth in this Act are certified to partici
pate in the food stamp program;

"'(3) that the State agency shall arrange
for the issuance of coupons to ellgible house
holds and for the collection of sums required
frm ellgible households as payment therefor
through the fac111ties of United states Post
Offices directly or by mall, through the fa
c111ties of participating retal! food stores or
in such other lllianner convenient to partici
pating houGeholds as shall best insure their
participation.'

"(15) Subsection (f) of section 10 is
amended to read as follows:

", (f) Nothwithstanding any other provi
sion of this Act, the Secretary shall admin
ister a food stamp program through any
private nonprofit organization or through any
Federa', State or county agency he deems
appropriate in any pol1tlcal subdivision of a
State If

"'(1) he determines that In the adminis
tration of the program in such pol1tlcal SUb
diVision there is afallure by the State agency
to comply With the provisions of this Act,
or with the regUlations issued thereunder,
or with the State plan of operation approved
by the secretary and he has Informed such
State agency of such failure and such failure
has not been corrected after a reasonable
period of time; or

"'(2) he determines that a food stamp pro
gram is needed in such polltical subdivision
and the appropriate officials of such poUtical
subdivision or the State have not requested a
food stamp program for such polltlcal SUb
division after the Secretary has made an
offer of Federal payments as authorized by
this section; or

" '( 3) a food stamp program is not being
operated, or is not being operated in ac
cordance with the provisions of this Act, in
such political subdivision on January I, 1971,
or thereafter; or

" '( 4) he determines that the ratio of the
number of persons participating In the food
stamp program in such pol1tical subdivision
to the number of persons classified by the
Office of Economic Opportunity as low Income
in such pol1tical subdivision is not adequate
to elfectuate the polley of Congress and the
purposes of this Act.

When the Secretary administers a food stamp
program under the prOVisions of this subsec
tion, he shall observe, or require the admin
istering organization or agency to observe, all
of the appropriate provisions of this Act and
regUlations issued pursuant thereto.

"(16) Section 10 is amended by adding at
the end thereof a new subsection as follows:

.. '(h) SUbject to such terms and condi
tions as may be prescribed by the Secretary,
foOd stamps Issued under this Act to any
elderly person may be exchanged by such
person for meals prepared and served by any
group authorized to prepare and serve meals
under subsection (f) of section 3 of this Act
if:

"'(i) such person does not have fac111t1es
for the preparation of food in his llving
quarters, or does not have reasonable access
to such fac1l1 ties, and the meals served by
such organization are served in a common
dining room and are prepared and served
primarl!y for the benefit of elderly persons;
or

.. '(11) such person is housebound, feeble,
physically handicapped, or otherwise dis
abled to the extent that he Is unable to
prepare nutritious meais for himself, and
such organization prepares and delivers
meals to such person.'

"Section 14 is amended by adding at the
end thereof a new subsection as follows:

"'(e) No person shall be charged with a
violation of this or any other Act, or of any
regUlation issued under this or any other
Act, or of any state plan of operation on the
basis of any statements or Information con
tained in an affidavit filed pursuant to sec
tion 6(d) of this Act, except for fraUd.'

"(18) Section 15 is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new sub
section:

" '(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of
subsection (a) of this section, the Secretary
shall pay to the State agency of a State the
costs of issuing coupons to el1gible households
and of collecting the sums required from
el1gible households as payment therefor:

.. (19) Section 16 is amended to read as
follows:

"'(a) To carry out the provisions of this
Act there is hereby authorized to be appro
priated not in excess of $1,250,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970; not in
excess of $2,000,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1971; and not In excess of
$2,500,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1972. Such portion of any such ap
propriation as may be required to pay for the
value of the coupon allotments issued to
eligible households which is in excess of the
charges paid by such households for such al
lotments shall be transferred to and made a
part of the separate account created under
section 7(d) of this Act. Sums appropriated
under this section shall, notWithstanding the
provisions of any other law, continue to re
main avallable for purposes of this Act untll
expended.

"'(b) Upon written notification to the
Congress of his intent to do so, the Secretary
is authorized in any fiscal year to obllgate
sums in excess of the sums appropriated for
such fiscal year pursuant to subsection (a)
of this section. If such excess obllgations are
necessary to meet unanticipated increases
in participation. In no event shall the
amount of excess obllgations in any fiscal
year exceed an amount equal to 15 per
centum of the sums appropriated for such
fiscal year pursuant to subsection (a) of this
section. The amount of any excess obligation
incurred in any fiscal year shall be paid for
out of funds appropriated to carry out this
Act in the succeeding fiscal year.

"'(c) If the Secretary determines that any
portion of the funds In the separate account
created under section 7(d) of this Act are
no longer required to carry out the provisions
of this Act, such portion of such funds shall
be paid into the miscellaneous receipts of the
Treasury.' ..

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr.'Presldent. the
amendment in the natfIre of a substitute
which I have just offered embraces the
principal parts of the series of amend
ments I submitted in the Senate on Tues
day of this week and had printed in the
RECORD. This substitute amendment is
cosponsored by the Senator from New
York (Mr. JAVITS), the Senator from
lllinois (Mr. PERCY), the Senator from
Kentucky (Mr. COOK), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS) , the Sen
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL), the
Senator from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH),
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MON
DALE), the Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. KENNEDY) , the Senator from Michi
gan (Mr. HART), the Senator from Vir
ginia (Mr. SPONG), and the Senator from
New York (Mr. GOODELL).

I would like to thank each of these
Senators for their confidence.

In particular I would like to thank
the distinguished senior Senator from
New York, Senator JAVITS, and the very
capable Senators from lllinois and Ken
tucky, Senators PERCY and COOK, for
their diligence, hard work, and coopera
tion as minority members of the Select
Committee on Nutrition. Without their
help neither that committee, nor the SUb
stitute which we offer today, would have
been possible.

I wish to make it clear, Mr. President,
that the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
SPONG), in joining as a cosponsor. has
one reservation concerning the amend
ment, relating to the level at which
families would become eligible for free
food stamps, and he will doubtless join in
an effort to write in a different figure
than the one in the substitute bill. But
with that exception, it is my under
standing that the cosponsors are in sup
port of all phases of the proposed sub
stitute.

Mr. President, I want, first of all, to
express my personal appreciation to the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER) ,
the chairman of the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry, who has been my
chairman on that committee during the
entire 6% years that I have served as a
member of the committee, and with
whom I also have the privilege of serv
ing on the Senate Select Committee on
Nutrition and Human Needs. Both as a
member of the Standing Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry and as a mem
bel' of Select Committee, I have enjoyed
the friendliest and most cordial relations
with him, and I think he knows the
growing admiration and high regard that
I have for him and for his leadership,
partiCUlarly in the field of food-stamp
legislatIon which the Senate is consider·
ing today. He was the principal author,
years ago, of some of the major parts of
our food-assistance programs, under
which millions of people have been fed
in this country over the last quarter of
a century.

I also express appreciation for the
forward steps that are proposed in the
committee bill as reported by our chair
man, the Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
ELLENDER), with reference to the prob
lems of hunger and malnutrition.

There is not the slightest doubt but
that the committee bill represents a very
important improvement over our exist
ing food stamp program. The reason I
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offer a substitute is that I want to go
somewhat beyond the bill reported by
the Committee on Agliculture and
Forestry, to incorporate what I firmly be
lieve to be the principal findings of the
Select Committee on Nutlition and Hu
man Needs, findings based on the studies,
investigations, and hearings of that com
mittee over the past 10 months.

Mr. President, the debate on hunger
and malnutrition in the United States,
a land of plenty, has come a long way,
especially in 1969.

We have investigated. We have de
bated the issue. Now, finally we are
called upon to act. I hope that our action
will be commensurate with the enormous
significance of the issue of hunger in
our country.

This debate really began 3 years ago
when four of our colleagues first saw the
results of hunger and malnutlition en
graved on the faces of little children in
the United States. Two of those col
leagues are still with us. One was de
feated for reelection-former Senator
Clark of Pennsylvania. One was the vic
tim of an assassination-Senator Ken
nedy of New York.

From that time until today we have
labored to establish the proposition that
what they saw on the faces of these little
children was not simply an isolated cir
cumstance, but was the sign of a much
larger nationwide tragedy. The fact of
this larger tragedy is now established
beyond doubt.

Mr. President, this fact has been es
tablished by three different committees
of the Senate--perhaps most clearly by
the Select Committee on Nutrition and
Human Needs, which has addressed it
self exclusively to this issue.

The fact of the existence of hunger
has also been accepted by the adminis
tration. I am confident that it has been
recognized by the American people at
large. It has been documented by a care
ful Government-sponsored medical sur
vey, by private stUdies, newspaper, maga
zines, and television networks across the
land.

As awareness of the existence of mal
nutrition has grown, so has an under
standing of the disastrous effects that
hunger and malnutrition have on the
people of our country.

In what I personally believe to be one
of the most politically courageous state
ments I have ever been priviliged to
hear, the Senator from South Carolina
(Mr. HOLLINGS), one of the cosponsors of
the substitute amendment, said before
the Select Committee on Nutrition and
Human Needs: "It is cheaper to feed the
child than to jail the man."

Stating that he personallY was late in
recognizing the problem, the Senator
said:

Many is the time that my friends have
pointed a finger and said, "Look at that
dumb Negro."

The charge too often is true. He is dumb.
He is dumb because we have denied him
food. Dumb in infancy, he has been blighted
for life.

That sad confession can be made with
reference to millions of white as well as
black citizens in our country who will
carry the irreparable damage of malnu
trition throughout their lives. They were
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afflicted with this damage either before
birth or in the early stages of their lives.

In page upon page of testimony, ex
perts have added convincing documenta
tion to the moving statement of the dis
tinguished Senator from South Carolina.
Expert after expert has testified that
malnutrition is an important cause of
premature birth and infant mortality. It
is an important cause of brain damage,
an important cause of decreased learn
ing capacity, of low work productivity,
of disease, and, in some cases, of death.

HlKl we known in 1964 what we now
know-that the hungry child does not
learn and the hungry adult cannot
work-,-I suspect that the war on poverty
might have been more successful.

While we may continue to argue about
the extent to which ending hunger would
eliminate poverty, it is a fact that if we
fail to do battle against hunger in Ameri
ca, we will never win t1'.e war on poverty.

Mr. President, one of the first witnesses
before the Select Committee on Nutri
tion and Human Needs, the so-called
Hunger Committee, was the distin
guished social scientist, Margaret Mead.
She stated categorically that hunger is
the No.1 social challenge before the peo
ple of this country. And she said:

If we can't solve the problem of hunger
and malnutrition in the United States, we
are not going to solve anything.

None of the problems of the citie:>, the
unemployed, disease, the low educability
of many of our people, will be solved if
we cannot solve this chronic problem of
malnutrition and hunger that is such a
terrible blight on millions of people in
this country.

I have no hesitancy in saying that I
regard this matter as being of first pri
ority. Of all the social problems facing
this country, this is the one that we
ought to begin working on. This is the
one on which we can score a decisive vic
tory with a modest investment of money,
and effort, and administrative improve
ment. This is problem No. 1. And it ought
to have the commitment of every Member
of the Senate.

Mr. Pre8ident, in both a study by the
Bureau of the Budget and in a study un
dertaken for the select committee it has
been pointed out that it actually costs
our Government at least three times as
much to provide a lifetime of care for
the diseased or damaged victims of in
fant malnutrition as it would to provide
the food which would prevent that mal
nutrition in the first place. In other
words, laying aside the moral issue or
the human factors involved, if one wants
to look at this matter purely from a bene
fit-cost ratio in terms of dollars and
cents, for every dollar that it would cost
to close the hunger gap, it would cost
us $3.50 to permit that hunger gap to
remain open, $3.50 to deal with the rav
ages of malnutrition that bring about de
creased job effectiveness, low learning
capacity and chronic disease.

All of those factors, according to the
Bureau of the Budget study that has
been circulated in tentative form, add up
to a cost of over 3 times as much to this
country in dollars and cents to permit
malnutrition to exist as it would cost to
close that hunger and malnutrition gap

under the formula spelled out in the
pending substitute amendment.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, when

the Indian Education Subcommittee was
on a visit to Alaska, we went to many of
the schools throughout that area.

One of them that I will never forget
was a visit to a second-grade class in
Nome, Alaska. When the class that we
were viewing conclUded, I went to the
teacher and I asked her, "What kind of
educational problems do you have? Are
your textbooks adequate? Are the physi
cal facilities adequate? What is the basic
problem?"

She said:
Senator, the fact is that most of these

children are hungry and they cannot learn.
I have adjusted to that. I did not when I first
came here. I used to take the money that I
and my husband earned, and we tried to bUy
sandWiches for them and had them over to
the house and g·ave them something to eat.

But we found we just couldn't afford it.
The local school district either can't afford
or refuses to afford any kind of programs to
help these children, and the truth of it Is
that I can't educate them. They react in
one of two ways: Either they go to sleep very
early in the morning du"fing class, because
they are so malnourished that they can't stay
awake, or they become serious behaVior prob
lems. They are working out their frustra
tions caused by hunger in that fashion.

You could look at the children's faces,
and the tragedy of certain failure was
apparent on each of them.

The statistics about the lost money
are impressive. But what I cannot get
out of my mind is the sight of these chil
dren who simply did not have enough to
eat and who did not have the capacity to
learn.

We saw the same phenomenon less
than a mile away from here, in the Dis
tlict of Columbia. They have a Head
start program here--an early childhood
effort-and they would send tutors into
the homes on an expelimental basis, to
try to teach 2- and 3-year-old children
to read. The tutors reported that they
could not get the child's attention be
cause the child was searching the fioor
for crumbs, something to eat.

The same phenomenon has been re
ported around this country, and the
truth of it is that we are destroying mil
lions of children who have never had a
chance--in part because they do not
have the basic elements of adequate nu
trition. I do not know how to cost that
item out, but I do know that it is a na
tional disgrace to permit it to continue.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President (Mr.
SPONG in the chair), I want to respond
to the exoellent points that were made
by the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
MONDALE), who is a member of the Senate
Select Committee on Nutrition and Hu
man Needs and also has been an im
portant member of the Special Commit
tee on Indian Education.

It seems to me that the point he makes
is beyond question-that we cannot talk
seriously about the education of children
without also recognizing the fact that
perhaps the principal barrier to the edu
cational development and educational
growth of children, at least from the mil-
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lions of poor families in this country,
is malnutrition. I do not know of a teach
er of any expeIience who has had any
contact at all with children from poor
families who cannot attest to that fact.

It makes no sense at all for us to ap
propriate billions of dollars for educa
tional programs, for special educational
programs to deal with disadvantaged
children, funds for mentally retarded
children and the whole range of programs
related to child development, and then
stop short by a few hundred million dol
lars of what we need to really put an end
to malnutrition and hunger in this coun
try.

I know that all Senators share the ob
jective of wanting to end hunger and
malnutrition. What we are going to be
talking about here for the next few hours
at least is the question of what it will take
to accomplish that. It is the belief of
those of us who have cosponsored the
substitute bill that we have a modest
proposal that will close the hunger gap.
We do not think that will happen in the
bill S. 2547. which was reported by the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

I thank the Senator from Minnesota
for this helpful contribution. I under
stand that he is going to speak at greater
length a little later.

Mr. President, it is facts such as these,
facts which so dramatically expose the
utter folly of permitting hunger to scar
the lives of children in this land-a land
with a gross national product that is
now approaching a trillion dollars-that
have brought us to the point of decision
on the question of hunger in the United
States. On the surface, this decision
would seem easy. Certainly, no Member
of the Senate is going to advocate hun
ger. So, surely, every Senator is going to
vote one way or another, as he sees it,
for a program designed to bring this un
acceptable tragedy to an end.

President Nixon has pledged his sup
port toward that end. HE has called
flatly for an end to hunger in America
for all time. And nearly every Senator
has at one time or another echoed that
resolve. I want to commend the adminis
tration for going as far as it has in this
matter, although I would like to see steps
somewhat more substantial than those
outlined so far.

But, deep down, the decision is much
harder than simply making [1, declara
tion against hunger. Quick, effective ac
tion against poverty-related hunger re
quires both new expenditures and new
Federal authority. Some Senators may,
on conscientious ground, oppose both of
those steps. both the funds we believe are
needed and the new authority that we
think is needed.

If it can be said that in some measure
it has been the work of the Select Com
mittee on Nutrition and Human Needs
which has helped to bring us to this
point of decision, then it can also be said
that it has been the nonpartisan cooper
ation of every member of the committee
Which has enabled us to carryon our
investigation effectively. I believe that
the same spirit of nonpartisan coopera
tion will carry over to the Senate as a
whole. if we are to act effectively against
hunger today.

For this reason, I am pleased to join
with the Senators whose names I read a
f.ew moments ago in offering what I be
lleve to be the most comprehensive re
for~ of the food stamp program ever
serIously suggested in th:" Chamber. The
case for this reform, -;vhich is offered in
a single, bipartisan substitute for the
bill reported by the Committee on Agri
cUlt~re and Forestry. is strong, is
straIghtforward, and is not in need of
rhetorical embellishment. and I intend
to present it in that fashion.

I am aware that Senators are weary
after the marathon debate over defense
procurement; but I am glad, in a sense,
that this issue follows as closely as it
does the debate on the military bill, be
cause I am certain that, having labored
for 2 months to understand the needs of
the Pentagon, we will be willing to de
vote at least a day or two to understand
the legislative needs of the hungry peo
ple of this country.

As the distinguished chairman of the
Agriculture Committee, the Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER). knows, I have
deep appreciation. as I have said, for his
leadership in this area; and our only dis
agreement rests on the question of
whether S. 2547, the committee bill, is
adequate to reach the end that we both
wish to achieve. If we seriously expect
to make the food stamp program into
an effective vehicle for the elimination
of poverty-related hunger in America, I
think we must wIite a program which
meets at least three basic minimal
criteria.

First. we must write a program which
provides the poor family with enough
food stamps to insure that it is actually
a?le to purchase an adequate, nutritious
dIet.

Second. we must provide those stamps
at a price the family can afford.

Third. we have to make food stamps
available through an administrative sys
tem which insures that the people who
qualify for them actually receive the
stamps. I have no hesitancy in saying
that no one of the three criteria is met
by the present system.

I believe that on each of these three
key points the substitute I propose offers
the kind of reform we must have if this
is to be the year in which we finallY
begin to move effectively against hunger.
The difference between the substitute
bill and the committee bill on these three
points is not hard to understand. Let us
look at them in detail.

On the first point, the provision Of
enough food stamps to a poor family to be
sure they are able to purchase an ade
quate diet, I think that only the sub
stitute bill really meets that CIiteria.

The practical effect of enacting the
committee bill would be to provide a
family of four with a monthly stamp
allotment of $100. Yet according to the
Department of Agricult.ure:

Less than 10 perceut of the families spend
ing $100 a month on food as recommended by
the Economy Diet Plan are actually able to
achieve a nutritious diet.

Then. the Department continues:
The public assistance agency that Is in

terested in the nutritional well-being of Its
clien+ele will recommend a money allowance

for food considerably higher than the $100
cost level of the economy plan.

To speak of ending hunger with a pro
gram which the Department of Agricul
ture itself admits provides only enough
stamps to adequately feed one out of
every 10 poor families does not achieve
the criteria as outlined. It raises false
hopes that it cannot. satisfy.

Mr. President. the substitute provides
a more adequate though still modest
stamp allotment-one equal in value to
the $125 per month low cost diet which
the Department of Agriculture recom
mends for those interested in the nutri
tional well-being of the poor.

That is the first clear difference in
these two bills. the committee bill SUg
gesting food stamps worth $100 per
month for a family of four. and the sub
stitute bill setting that figure at $125 a
month.

I think the Senate is interested in the
nutritional well-being of the poor and
that it will adopt the adequate low cost
stamp allotment at the $125 figure.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield to the Sena
tor from Louisiana.

Mr. ELLENDER. On page 3. section 3
(a) . I would like the Senator to interpret
the language that appears there. I refer
to the top of page 3.

Mr. McGOVERN. Is that language in
the substitute bill?

Mr. ELLENDER. No. That language is
in the bill that was reported by the com
mittee. The section reads as follows:

(a) The face value of the coupon allot
ment Which State agencies shall be au
thorized to issue to any households certified
as eligible to participate in the food stamp
program shall be in such amount as the
Secretary determines to be the cost of a
nutritionally adequate diet.

Does not that mean that the Secretary
may supplement the income of the
recipient with food stamps so as to do
the very thing the Senator is talking
about?

Mr. McGOVERN. It has been my un
derstanding that the legislative history as
outlined by the committee in writing in
that section is that a nutritionally ade
quate diet would be set in the so-called
economy figure which is $100 a month;
and the Secretary of Agriculture stated
that if this bill, that is, the committee
bill. which represents at least a part of
the administration point of view, were
enacted as presently stated he would set
that figure at $100.

Mr. ELLENDER. That would not mean
that under the section I have just read he
could not raise it, would it?

Mr. McGOVERN. That is correct.
Mr. ELLENDER. Exactly. In his bill

the Senator is tying it to $125.
Mr. McGOVERN. Whatever the Secre

tary sets as an adequate diet year by year.
Mr. ELLENDER. Which is provided

for in the section I have just read.
Mr. McGOVERN. I again come back to

say to the Senator that the Secretary has
stated and told the committee. as the
Senator will recall. that without a specific
figure in the legislation he would set that
diet level at $100 a month. That is why I



September 24, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 26853

have specified that the level be set at
the $125 figure.

Mr. ELLENDER. Who sets that $125
figure?

Mr. McGOVERN. I think this is where
the confusion comes in. I wish to say to
the Senator that we are setting a mini
mum of $125.

Mr. ELLENDER. Where is it in the
Senator's bill? It is not in the bill. The
Senator uses virtually the same language
as is provided in the section I have just
read; that it will be up to the Depart
ment of Agriculture, through the Secre
tary, to provide stamps in order to pur
chase food sufficient to give a nutritional
ly adequate diet.

Mr. McGOVERN. I shall read the lan
guage in the substitute bill.

Mr. ELLENDER. I have one further
point.

We have the Secretary fix that amount
whereas the Senator would have the
Agricultural Research service to fix it.
We provide that the Secretary would fix
it.

Mr. McGOVERN. I shall read the lan
guage that relates to that point in the
substitute bill. It is found on page 6 of
the substitute bill beginning on line 11:

In no event shall the amount determined
by the Secretary to be necessary to purchase

"a nutritionally adequate diet for any house
hold be less than the amount which the
Agricultural Research Service of the United
States Department of AgricUlture determines
to be necessary to permit a household of
comparable size to purchase the kinds and
amounts of food contained in the low-cost
food plan established by the Agricultural
Research Service of the United States De
partment of AgriCUlture and pUblished in the
"Family EconomJ.cs Review."

Mr. ELLENDER. Is that fully ade
quate? Does it state it is fully adequate?

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes. That is my
understanding.

Mr. ELLENDER. Under the language I
have just read the Secretary must pro
vide food stamps sufficient to buy food
for a nutritionally adequate diet. It is
not a question of low or high diet, but it
must be nutritionally adequate.

Mr. McGOVERN. If the Secretary had
told our committee that he regards the
nutritionally adequate diet to be based on
the findings of the Agricultural Research
Service, which says a family of four can
not be fed on $100 a month, that they
must have at least $125 at today's prices,
then I would accept that language with
out any further spelling out. However, in
the absence of that kind of assurance
we should write in a provision that would
state that a family of four gets not less
than $125 a month.

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not wish to con
tinue to press the point, but the Secretary
is the one who must fix it to provide a
nutritionally adequate diet. If the re
search board states $100 or $125 that is
what it is going to be because the Secre
tary fixes the amount.

Mr. McGOVERN. I agree with the Sen
ator, but then the Secretary tells us he is
going to fix it at $100 a month and his
own research service says pot more than
10 percent of the people of this country
can be fed an adequate diet at that level.

Mr. ELLENDER. Whom are we to be
lieve, the Secretary or his subordinates?

Mr. McGOVERN. When I interrogated
the Secretary, I thought he was quite
wobbly on trying to assure us that a
family could be adequately fed on $100 a
month. The Senator will recall that he
did not come back with very much con
viction that a family could eat adequately
on $100 a month. He was talking more
in terms of budget pressure than he was
of the pressure of a hungry stomach.

Mr. ELLENDER. If it requires more
than $100 a month, he will have to pro
vide more money under the language
provided for in the committee bill, would
he not?

Mr. McGOVERN. If the Senator could
develop legislative history to support
that, I believe that would strengthen the
committee's bill.

Mr. ELLENDER. I have no doubt of it.
It is as plain as it can be, where it says:

The face value of the stamp or coupon
allotment which the State agency shall be
authoriZed to issue to any household certified
as eligible to participate in the Food Stamp
program shall be in such amount as the Sec
retary determines to be the cost of a nutri
tionally adequate diet.

I do not see how we can make it any
plainer than that.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Dakota yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr AIKEN. I would think that putting

the responsibility on the Agricultural
Research SerVice, rather than the Secre
tary would be the same thing, in effect,
as putting the State Department above
the President in formulating foreign
policy.

The Secretary, of course, would prob
ably use the Agricultural Research Serv
ice, but there might be other agencies he
would also want to use. In the final
analysis, he has the responsibility. He Is
the only one we can hold responsible.

Mr. McGOVERN. I agree.
Mr. AIKEN. I would put the respon

sibility on the Secretary of Agriculture
rather than on a subordinate agency.

Mr. McGOVERN. Let me say to the
Senator from Vermont that my sub
stitute bill does put the responsibility on
the Secretary. It says, "He shall deter
mine it," but that, "he shall not do so
at a level less than the amount deter
mined by this agency as constituting an
adequate nutritional diet." In other
words, this sets a guideline below which
the Secretary cannot go. It still makes
him responsible for establishing--

Mr. AIKEN. That would be the same
as saying the President could make
foreign policy but he could not make it
above or below that recommended by the
State Department. It does not seem to
me that that would work. After all, the
Agricultural Research Service is under
the Secretary, and I suppose the Secre
tary could change the personnel of that
agency whenever he saw fit to do so. He
has the final responsibility. Thus, I think
that the responsIbility should be placed
on him, with the expectation that he
would use the Agricultural Research
Service to the best of its ability.

I am wondering whether the Senator
from South Dakota expects a vote on the
substitute bill as a whole. I realize that
some of the amendments to be offered

will, doubtless, receive greater considera
tion by the Senate than others.

Mr. McGOVERN. I would anticipate
that there would be a vote on the bill as
a whole.

Mr. AIKEN. And then the Senator will
offer his amendments one by one.

Mr. McGOVERN. If the substitute
carries, as I hope it will, that will not be
necessary.

Mr. AIKEN. I think maybe it will be
necessary. With particular reference to
the use of food stamps for the purchase
of bathtubs--

Mr. McGOVERN. I beg the Senator's
pardon. Is the Senator against bathtubs?

Mr. AIKEN. They could use food
stamps for the purchase of bathtubs?

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes; but I think be
fore people eat, they should wash their
hands.

Mr. AIKEN. Some of the amendments
will probably be considered by the Sen
ate. Thus, I hope we would be able to
get to them one by one. Of course. they
are the Senator's amendments, not mine.
I was just trying to get the "lay of the
land."

Mr. ELLENDER. In connection with
our discussion, I wonder whether the
Senator from South Dakota would tell
us what he means relative to page 9,
which has a provision which states:

NotWithstanding allY other provision of
this Act, a household may. if it so elects.
purchase any amount of coupons le~s than
the full coupon allotment it is entitled to
purchase.

What does the Senator mean by that?
Mr. McGOVERN. If a family were en

titled to buy $125 worth of stamps at a
price, let us say, of $25 and they did not
have the $25 in a particular month, but
they had $10, they would be permitted
to buy $10 worth of stamps with the total
proportion reduced in accordance with
what they have paid. If at some later
time in the month they received addi
tional money, they could gO back and use
the unused allotment to make other pur
chases. In other words, this is to get
away from the contention that they have
to buy the whole allotment at one time,
or they have to buy the same amount
month after month.

Mr. ELLENDER. If that language is
left in there, would it not mean the re
cipient would not have to buy a sufficient
number of coupons so as to provide him
with an adequate diet?

Mr. McGOVERN. If he did not have
the money at any given time in any
given month, if he were short in any
given month, what this would mean is
that he would not be out of the program
entirely. He could buy such stamps as
his funds would permit. and then. as his
financial condition improved, he could
come back the next month at the regu
lar level. This is the so-called variable
feature.

Mr. ELLENDER. Would it not also
mean that he could use them as cash
for purposes other than to buy food?
That, I presume, would be what would
cause him to desire to spend less money
and get less diet.

Mr. McGOVERN. I believe that every
one of these poor families, of the kind
we would probably be dealing with at
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some time or other, will be faced with
the situation that they will have rent
pressing in, medical bills to pay, and
other problems. What was revealed, as I
am sure the Senator will recall from the
testimony we took, was that there are
times when it is almost impossible for a
family to make its normal food stamp
purchases. But why not let them go as
far as the funds they have will permit
them in that month, and then come back
the next month at their regular level?

Mr. ELLENDER. That could be easily
accomplished if the State decided to have
them buy four times a month, if they so
desired. We provide a minimum here of
twice a month, but the States could pro
vide for four times a month if they de
sired.

Mr. McGOVERN. That is the provi
sion in the substitute bill, that there
would be a provision for weekly pur
chases.

Mr. ELLENDER. We have that in our
bill. We fix a minimum of two per month,
but the States would have authority to
make it four times a month, or five t1mes
a month, at their convenience.

Mr. McGOVERN. I understand the
Senator's point.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Dakota yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. The point I want to

make is that administration testimony
the other day indicated it felt there was
great need for the kind of variable pur
chase plans which I think are contem
plated in the substitute amendment. I
am glad to see it is reached, in part, by
the committee. I think they are both try
ing to deal with the same problem.

Mr. McGOVERN. That was brought
out on page 15, in testimony from Secre
taries Hardin and Finch, that they
favored the so-called variable provision
that would permit a family to purchase
differing amounts of food stamps from
month to month, and also at different
times during the month.

The second major provision required
of a realistic food stamp program is that
it offers stamps ata price which the poor
can fairly be expected to pay. What is
this price?

Some 1.3 million Americans have no
cash income at all. OEO estimates that
561,000 are unrelated individuals; 770,
000 live in families of varying size.

The Agliculture Committee not only
rejected a proposal to authorize free
stamps to families with incomes of less
than $40 a month, it wrote into its bill
a minimum charge of 50 cents per per
son per month-a provision more re
strictive than present law which, a t least
technically, authorizes free stamps to
households with no "normal expendi
tures for food,"

To require that families with no in
come pay for their stamps will simply
write out of the program 1.3 million poor
who have no cash income, on the false
assumption that the poor need some in
centive to save their money for food and
learn to budget their food dollar.

More than 5 million poor people have
incomes lower than the amount they
must have for food alone-less than the
equivalent of $125 a month for a family
of four. Food is the first necessity of life

which they need desperately. Food is
what they bUy with the money they have
left over-if they have any left-after
they pay to keep from being evicted by
the landlord, to keep their lights from
being shut off, and to keep from freezing
in winter. It is cruel to ask such a family
to choose between food and medicine and
other necessities and call that choice an
education in effective budgeting.

We have given free food to poor fami
lies for decades under the commodity
donation program. Yet we do not call that
program a dole. Instead, we use the ra
tionalization that we need to dispose of
the surplus our farmers produce. I have
never been really able to understand why
it is acceptable-and it has beenaccepta
ble for years-to Members of Congress
to provide free direct food without any
cost and yet we feel that, somehow, there
must be a charge for food stamps that in
turn are converted into food. We provide
free education for American families
whether they are poor or rich. We provide
income supplements in the form of pub
lic assistance, based, theoretically, on a
family's minimum basic liVing expenses,
including food, and we do not ask the
poor to pay into those programs on a
"let's not give something for nothing"
rationalization. The food stamp program
is the only Federal poverty program that
requires the poor to pay an admission
fee--a token fee except for those who
cannot pay, designed to put us safely on
record against "the dole."

We should have the compassion and
decency to waive that admission fee for
those whose incomes and standards of
living are so low that they are in a state
of hopeless poverty. A family whose in
ceme forces it into a perpetual state of
hunger and malnutrition should receive
its food stamps free.

One of the most important provisions
of the substitute will provide free stamps
to such families-families whose entire
monthly income is less than $80.00.

In other words, any family of 4 with
an income of $80 per month, an average
of $20 per pErson, or below, would re
ceive its stamps without cost.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. Am I correct that the

pending committee bill prohibits the dis
tribution of free stamps?

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes.
Mr. ELLENDER. No.
Mr. McGOVERN. I think I am cor

rect. Is there not a minimum charge
made?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes, but that charge
must be paid by the State agency.

TIle bill reads, on page 3, beginning at
line 18:

The State agency shaH arrange for payment
from State or local sources, inclUding sums
made available by charitable and similar or
ganizations, of such portion of the lninimum
charge as may be necessary to insure the
participation of all households certified for
participation at the lninimum charge.

Mr. McGOVERN. In other words, the
stamps would not be made available free
by the Federal Government, but what
ever minimum cost was involved would
be picked up by the State and local
agencies?

Mr. ELLENDER. By the State, that is
right.

As I stated on the floor yesterday, this
program will be better administered if it
is on a cooperative basis, the same as our
school lunch programs. The Senator well
knows that what made the school lunch
programs so popular and so effective was
that it was a cooperative effort on the
part of the Federal Government, the
State government, and the children in
volved, as well as the counties and the
school distlicts. In that way we have been
able to put on a program involving the
expenditure of over $2 Y4 billion, with the
Federal Government paying out a sub
stantial portion of it. We want to get the
State governments involved to some
extent.

Under the bill the only thing the States
would pay would be the cost of adminis
tering the program and being responsible
for the stamps. The Federal Govern
ment would pay, I think, half of the cost
of servicing people not on welfare. It is a
very small charge.

The Senator will remember that the
Senator from Kansas (Mr. DOLE) or the
senator from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS) of
fered an amendment to require the
States to pay at least 10 percent of the
cost of the program. The committee
voted down that amendment. It strikes
me that $3 is a very small amount that
they will have to contribute. That is the
only amount the State would have to pay,
plus the cost of administration.

Mr. McGOVERN. There is much logic
in the Senator's point in that it seems
to me the State and local agencies would
be willing to pick up part of the cost;
but, as the Senator knows, we have had
great trouble in getting States and coun
ties to participate in the program. I do
not know whether it is because they are
so hard-pressed that they do not want
to spend a few dollars, but it occurs to
me that the problem of hunger and mal
nutrition is so important, particularly
when we are talking about families at
the bottom economically, that for the
few additional dollars it would cost to
make that food available to the very
poorest of families, we would avoid much
delay and confusion if we wrote into the
bill that those stamps would be made
available without cost to the recipient.

It seems to me we are going to spend
as much money collecting that little fee
and getting the machinery set up as we
would to write off the cost of the whole
program. It is a small amount, the Sen
ator will agree, in terms of the cost of
the total effort we are talking about
here.

Mr. ELLENDER. It is a small amount,
but, in my opinion, it would mean more
cooperation on the part of the States
with the Federal Government and would
make a better program.

Mr. McGOVERN. I appreciate the Sen
ator's point of view, and I know he feels
strongly about it.

I yield now to the Senator from
Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. I do not wish to inter
rupt the Senator from South Dakota
unduly at this point, but I believe the
point he makes about the need for free
food stamps to assist desperately poor
people-some of whom have no income
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or incomes that are hardly worth men
tioning-is essential if we are to get
food to those who are, by definition,
most desperately in need.

We have seen many unmtended effects
of our food programs, but I think one
thing was apparent wherever we went in
our field trips: that the the people who
most desperately needed food were the
ones receiving no assistance at all.

This is not a problem in only one
sector of the country. A series of arti
cles published in the Minneapolis Trib
une, which I had printed in the RECORD,
reported the fact that there were hun
dreds of families in Minnesota making
$20, $30, or $40 a month. who could not
possibly afford food stamps.

Thus, I see this part of the Senator's
proposal as the key to any hope for
reaching the national objective, declared
by the President of the United States, of
eliminating hunger.

One thing that bothers me about the
pending committee proposal is that it
does not deal effectively with one of the
most disBiPpointing aspects of the pres
ent programs-the failure of a number
of States and counties to participate in
the program. There are seven States not
even in the food stamp program, and a
number of counties with no food pro
grams at all; but, more important than
that, seven or eight hundred counties
have programs that are only token pro
grams, in which fewer than 20 percent
of the needy receive any help at all.

If we go on from that point. and add
a total charge of $200 mil:\ion to build
an incentive, we will discourage States
and local governments because anyone
who receives help imposes a larger
charge on the counties. If we have
learned anything from the program, we
know that many counties would be even
less inclined to be helped.

Mr. McGOVERN. I appreciate the
points the Senator has made.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield to the Senator
from Louisiana.

Mr. ELLENDER. I realize that, under
the laws that now exist, State could
not participate or did not participate as
much as they should have. But this new
act would make it possible for the Fed
eral Government to supply a needy fam
ily with an adequate diet at a cost which
would mean that all that the participant
would have to contribute would be a
token amount of, say, $3, either directly
or through a local church organization,
the Salvation Army, or what have you.
Under the present law that could not be
done, but under this new bill, we have
made the requirement so flexible that the
Secretary of Agriculture has a right to
expand its features to the fullest extent,
so as to provide for an adequate diet for
every family.

The bill, as presented to the Senate,
does provide for that; and it also goes
farther than the present law in this re
spect: The Senator stated an example
a while ago of the need for keeping a
little cash on hand for certain purposes.
Under this proposal, relief can be ob
tained in cases where it is needed. For

instance, it would be possible that if, for
example, a family of five has an income
of $1,000, and that family could show
that it must have more than half of that
for medical care, it could retain that
much cash for that purpose; or if it
could show that $750 would be necessary
to take care of that need, that amount
could be exempted. The Secretary of Ag
riculture would then be bound, under
this measure, as I understand it, to fur
nish sufficient stamps, irrespective of
what total income the recipient has, to
give that family an adequate diet.

That is how far the committee bill
goes; and I think it is far enough.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, an
other important provision of the sub
stitute stipulates that no poor family be
asked to pay over 25 percent of its total
income for stamps. Since the average
American family spends only 17 percent
of its income for food, I can see no rea
son for asking the poor to spend the 30
percent of their tiny incomes which S.
2547 requires them to spend on stamps.

The third critical requirement of a
decent stamp program is that it provide
administration and regulations which
help the needy family to participate,
rather than hindering or even prohibit
ing its participation.

The present food stamp program is
part and parcel of the welfare system
which President Nixon branded a "colos
sal failure." In order to reform that
system and provide what he called "ele
mentary justice," the President proposed
that applicants for assistance should be
certified by simple personal self-declara
tion and that any family earning less
than about $4,000 per year should be
eligible. Neither of these very important
reforms is made by S. 2547. Both re
forms, reforms which would replace cost
ly, humiliating eligibility investigations
with simple, effective spot checks, and
would substitute an adequate national
eligibility standard for the patent in
equity of wildly varying State-by-State
standards, are contained in the substi
tute.

Also written into our substitute for
S. 2547 is a workable guarantee that
every county in the Nation will have
a food stamp program by 1971. Since
it is widely agreed that the food stamp
program is our best food program, and
since it is obviously unfair to offer the
poor either no program at all. or an in
adequate substitute for the food stamp
program, the Gubstitute provides appro
priate authority for the Secretary to
operate stamp programs as a last resort
to insure that we will finally have a real
national program by 1971. S. 2547 sets
no date, and provides no authority for
creating a truly national food stamp pro
gram.

Each of these administrative and reg
ulatory reforms-national eligibility
standards. self-certification, and national
program coverage--have been accepted
as vital to a workable welfare system.
They are equally vital to that step-child
of the welfare system, the food stamp
program. Without these reforms it will
make little difference whether our food
stamp program offers the poor family a
chance to eat properly, for few families

will be able to cut through the existing
administrative mess to take advantage
of that chance. Only if the substitute for
the committee bill is adopted can we
fairly announce that we have written a
program which offers food assistance to
all of the poor, and offers that assistance
solely on the basis of the family's need.

The final, and in the last analJ-'sis de
cisive. prerequisite to any real effort to
end hunger is the provision of enough
money to do the job. The only honest
statement which can be made about the
annual cost of an adequate food stamp
program is that this cost cannot be ac
curately estimated. By juggllng "guessti
mates" of future participation and unem
ployment rates, one can obtain whatever
cost estimate suits his purpose. I do not
think we should engage in such guessing
games with respect to this substitute. It
will cost more than the Agriculture Com
mittee bill-perhaps 25 percent more per
person reached. How much the entire
program might cost depends entLrely on
factors which neither I, USDA, nor any
one else can predict.

The only way to absolutely guarantee
an adequate food stamp program is to
provide the sort of financial flexibility
which we already guarantee to our farm
ers through the back-door funding
scheme operated by the Commodity
Credit Corporation, and to our school
children through the open-ended au
thorization. But because I am aware of
the Senate's longstanding opposition to
financing of this sort, except for the ag
ricultural program, I have dropped my
publicly stated insistence on an open
ended authorization for the food stamp
program. I do that only as a concession
to the strong feeling on the part of many
of the Senators against open-ended au
thorization.

I fully agree with the cosponsors of the
substi,tute that the authorization levels
which it contains-$1.25 billion for fiscal
1970, $2 billion for fiscal 1971, and $2.5
billion for fiscal 1972-over the next
3 fiscal years represent the most far
reaching commitment of resources to the
battle of hunger ever considered by the
Senate.

In addition to the changes which I
have mentioned, a substitute for the
Agriculture Committee bill makes a
number of other improvements. All are
important. All meet needs exposed in
long days of hearings before the Select
Committee on Nutrition. All would amend
the food stamp program so as to insure
that it becomes at last what we have long
promised it to be--a strong first line of
defense against the hunger which afflicts
our poor.

Mr. President, there are some issues
that cannot be compromised. Ending the
hunger of America's poorest families is
one such issue. We have the opportunity
now to enact the first program which can
offer real hope to the very poorest fam
ilies in America-families which for
years have watched helplessly while their
children followed the same dismal cycle
that has ruined their own lives. This cycle
leads from infant malnutrition through
adult dependency to total despair. It
must be broken. In the words of Dr.
Charles Lowe:
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The most readily accessible step is also the

most critical. Were we to ensure that the
infants, children and pregnant mothers of
this country receive adequate nutrition, we
could interrupt the cycle and remodel the
future.

"Interrupt the cycle and remodel the
future." It sounds too simple to resolve
the seemingly insoluble problems we face.
Yet, as is often the case with what seems
insoluble, it may be the simple but basic
approach, rather than the complex reme
dy, that provides the ultimate solution.

I ask that the Senate take this simple,
basic approach to ending poverty by vot
ing today for the kind of strong, ex
panded food stamp program which will
finally win the long battle against hun
ger in America. Only the bipartisan sub
stitute to S. 2547 would create such a
program.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I rise to

support the substitute proposal offered by
the distinguished Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN) and several
other cosponsors. I am proud to be a co
sponsor of the measure.

Before I begin my remarks on behalf
of the substitute, I express my admira
tion for the magnificent work which the
Senator from South Dakota has done
first, in proposing the creation of the
Committee on Nutrition and Human
Needs, and next in chairing a truly re
markable series of hearings and visits to
provide us with a thorough knowledge
of the problems of hunger in our land
and recommendations as to what we must
do if we are to eliminate them.

The speech we have just heard and the
reports that have been issued by the Se
lect Committee on Nutrition and Human
Needs reflect the inspired and creative
dedication of the Senator from South
Dakota toward the end that we eliminate
the curse of hunger and malnutrition in
our land.

Mr. President, there are many aspects
to this issue. I do not intend to deal with
all of them in my remarks.

On July 3D, 1968, the Senate unani
mously approved Senate Resolution 281,
establishing the Select Committee on Nu
trition and Human Needs. That deci
sion was a turning point in the effort
to end hunger in the United States-for
the first time, the Senate was willing to
face up to the possible existence of wide
spread hunger and malnutrition in the
world's most prosperous country. Our
creation of this committee demonstrated
a willingness to come to grips with this
problem in a meaningful fashion.

In its relatively brief existence, the
select committee has thoroughly and
comprehensively documented the wide
spread existence of hunger and malnutri
tion in this country. And it has produced
substantial evidence of the failures of
Federal food programs.

I have served on this committee, and I
have heard witness after witness de
scribe the existence of hunger, its dev
astating effects, and the inadequacies of
existing programs.

The testimony of these witnesses con
firmed what I suspected to be true. But
testimony alone cannot adequately con
vey the shocking reality of hunger and

dire poverty. It was not until I traveled
\Vith the committee to southwest Florida
that I truly understood the meaning of
what I had read and heard.

In Florida, we saw many who lived in
shacks which were unfit for human hab
itation. We saw children and old people
who regularly missed one or two meals
a day and who depended on grits and
fatback to survive. And we saw people
of all ages who were obviously defeated
by these conditions.

In the evenings, I met privately with
migrant workers, who constitute a large
segment of the population of southern
Florida. They told me a story of un
equalled human misery and despair-of
seldom having enough to eat, of seldom
knowing where or when their next job
would be, of seldom being eligible for
community services we take for granted.

What I saw during the day and heard
at night had a profound impact on me.
But it is the faces of listless and under
sized young children that I cannot get
out of my mind-faces which stared
straight ahead, indicat;ng no compre
hension of the world around them. The
condition of these children was the vivid
and terrible proof of what nutritionists
and pediatricians had been telling our
committee for several months; that chil
dren who are malnourished suffer irre
versible brain damage, as well as injury
to the body's tissues.

I could see the result of many years
of malnutrition and sordid living condi
tions in the parents of these children.
It is not overdramatic to characterize
their existence as a "shadow life"
hemmed in by poverty in its most extreme
form and yet too weak, too ill, and simply
too worn down to press for change.

These conditions are not unique to one
State or to one region. The committee
saw essentially the same thing in the
District of Columbia, in California, and
in Illinois. And we heard witnesses from
almost every area of the country describe
to us what we had seen for ourselves in
other places.

Few of us would quarrel with Presi
dent Nixon's statement that "millions of
Americans are simply too poor to feed
their families properly:' And I think that
few of us would quarrel with the select
committee's finding in its interim report
on the failure of family food assistance:

In relation to the dimensions of the prob
lem, the Impact of the two major Federal
food assistance programs, the food stamp and
commodity distribution programs, has been
minimal. They have neither served a sig
nificant proportion of those In need of as
sistance, nor been administered to provide
sufficient food or food stamps to enable the
few who do participate to provide themselves
and their famllles with an adequate diet.
They have been neither funded nor admin
Istered to allleviate the problem of poverty
related hunger.

The bill reported by the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry is an attempt
to correct many of the deficiencies in the
most important of these Federal pro
grams-the Food Stamp Act. This bill
is a step in the right direction. The dis
tinguished chairman of the Agriculture
Committee (Mr. ELLENDER), who was
the author of the Food Stamp Act and
who has been one of the most diligent

and hard-working members of the select
committee, deserves an enormous amount
of credit for his efforts to improve Fed
eral food programs of all varieties. If
there is a more informed, honest, and
diligent Member of the Senate, I have
not met him.

But I believe that some aspects of the
program need strengthening. I believe
that the substitute proposed by the Sen
ator from South Dakota (Mr. McGov
ERN) fully deals with these problems.

The bill reported by the Agriculture
Committee does not eliminate some of
the most basic deficiencies in the food
stamp program. That is why nine of the
13 members of the select committee have
joined together in a bipartisan effort to
improve the Agriculture Committee's bill.
We have offered a substitute bill which,
in our opinion, contains essential re
forms which are lacking in the commit
tee bill.

For example, the substitute bill would
provide free coupons to families whose
total income is less than two-thirds the
cost of purchasing an adequate diet; the
committee bill prohibits free stamps. The
substitute bill woulld require the simul
taneous operations in a county of both
the food stamp and commodity programs
during the transition from commodities
to stamps until participation in the
stamp program equals previous partici
pation in the commodity program; the
committee bill prohibits the simultane
ous operation of these programs except
for 90 days after transition to stamps
if the State agency requests and pays for
it. And the substitute bill would simplify
the method of certiflcation for food
stamp eligibility by requiring only a per
sonal declaration in the form of an affi
davit; the committee bill leaves the pres
ent cumbersome certification procedure
substantially intact.

Each of these provisions, as well as
other basic reforms in the substitute bill,
have been fully explained by the chair
man of the select committee. But there
is one reform contained in the substi
tute bill which I believe to be absolutely
essential to the successful operation of
the food stamp program. It is found in
section 15 of this bill, and reads as
follows:

NotWithstanding any other provision of
this Act, the Secretary shall administer a
food stamp program through any private
nonprofit organization or through any Fed
eral, State, or county agency he deems ap
propriate in any political subdivision of a
State if

(1) he determines that in the admini
stration of the program in such political
subdivision there Is a failure by the State
agency to comply with the provisions of this
Act, or with the regulations issued there
under, or with the State plan of operation
approved by the Secretary and he has In
formed such State agency of such failure and
such failure has not been corrected after
a reasonable period of time; or

(2) he determines that a food stamp pro
gram Is needed In such poUtical subdivision
and the appropriate officials of such political
subdivision or the State have not requested
a food stamp program for such political sub
division after the Secretary has made an
offer of Federal payments as authorized by
this section; or

(3) a food stamp program is not being
operated, or Is not being operated in accord-
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ance with the provisions of this Act, in such
political subdivision on January 1, 1971, or
thereafter; or

(4) he determines 'chat the ratiu of the
number of persons participating in the food
stamp program to the number of persons
classified by the Office of Economic Oppor
tunitv as low income in such political sub
division is not adequate to effectuate the
policy of Congress and the purposes of this
Act.

When the Secretary administers a food
stamp program under the provisions of this
subsection, he shall observe, or require the
administering organization or agency to ob
serve, all of the appropriate provisions of
this Act and regulai;ions issued pursuant
thereto.

Without this provision, the other re
forms in the substitute bill, vital as they
are, will not dramatically improve the
administration of the present food stamp
program. For we have seen that the ab
sence of food programs in sume counties
and the token nature of these programs
in most counties is a result of one basic
flaw in the present legislation-no level
of government is ultimately responsible
for finding and feeding the poor.

I emphasize that because it is, in my
opinion, the fundamental findings of the
Select Committee on Nutrition and
Human Needs. It is the fact that hits one
in the face whenever he goes out on a
tO'lr to investigate hunger and malnutri
tion. It is dramatically and unarguably
set forth in certain statistics that I shall
submit for the RECORD: That is, that to
day no single level of government is
ultimately resPQnsible for fi'1ding and
feeding the 0001'. The problem of doing
so is still a oolitical football or a hot
potato. It is thrown from one level of
government to another. No one feels re
sponsible, and no one is. That is why
millions of Americans are hungry and
malnourished today.

Under present legislation there is little
that a person needing food assistance
can do if he has the misfortune of living
in a county with no food program. As of
June 13 1969, there were 413 such
counties 'throughout the United States.
A person could be starving, he could
be demonstrably near death from
hunger, and there would be nothing he
could do insofar as the official programs
of the county are concerned; there is
no direct commodity food program or
food stamp program in these counties.

A county's failure to request a food
program may be a result of the callous
ness and indifference of local officials or
it may be due to the fact that the county
cannot afford to pay the administrative
expenses of these programs. Whatever
the cause, the only real losers are the
poor and needy living in these counties.

In Collier County, Fla., county officials
repeatedly refused to participate .in ~~e

commodity program, ignoring theIr Cltl
zens' pleas for participation and ignor
ing the overwhelming need for such a
program. In a county where there are
often as many as 22,000 migrants in resi
dence the attitude of these local officials
was b~st expressed by one commissioner,
who told the select committee that the
county had no respOnsibility for its
migrants, since, as he put It:

The migrants themselves are Federal peo
ple. They are not Immokalee people. They

I

are not Collier people. they are not Florida
people. They are Federal people. and if there
is free food, these people wlll come early and
stay late. We will have them in town all year
long.

He went on to say that he thought it
was illegal to provide food to the hungry
migrants and farm workers in his count:y.
He is not unusual in this respect, nor IS
this an unusual county. The figures I
am about to introduce will show that
this is not a localized problem, not a
Southern problem; it is a nation~l prob
lem and it exists throughout thIs coun
try.' Unfortunately, UP until this p~int,
the record has been as I have described
it. No one is really responsible, and thus
the job is not being done,

Despite this incredible abdication of
local responsibility, despite the pressure
generated by the committee's visit to
Collier County, and despite the Depart
ment of Agriculture's authority to di
rectly administer a commodity program,
the people of that county still have no
food program-some 7 months after the
committee's visit.

But it is not just those people living
in the counties without any food program
who are suffering as a result of the "local
option" feature of present legislation. I
wish to emphasize this, because in recent
testimony, by the Secretaries of Health,
Education, and Welfare, and Agriculture,
there was an assumption that the Fed
eral Government had fulfilled its re
sponsibility when a county joined the
program. None of their testimony focused
on the question of token programs, and
that is the biggest problem of all. Coun
ties which join a program and serve
very few, and only a nominal or token
part of the hungry within their county,
comprise the largest part of the present
Federal food stamp program.

The Secretary of Agriculture was
asked how he intended to deal with that
problem. He said he was going to deal
with it through persuasion. It boggles
the imagination to know, in the light of
the record that has been established
over the years and the figures I am going
to produce, how "persuasion" could pus
sibly work.

Thus, even in those counties where
there is either a food stamp or commodi
ties program, most of the poor do not
participate in these programs. I empha
size that: Even in those counties where
there is either a food stamp or commodi
ties program, most of the poor do not
participate in these programs.

There are 1,125 counties with a com
modity distribution program: In 327 of
these counties less than 20 percent of the
poor participate in the program; in 431
of these counties, less than 40 percent
participate; in 241 counties, less than 60
percent participate; and only in 126 of
these counties-less than 12 percent of
the total number of counties in the pro
gram-cloes the participation of the poor
rise to more than 60 percent.

These statistics are shocking, but they
are not as shocking as going and look
ing at the situation firsthand; because
the people who are denied the help are
almost invariably the worst off-the
poor, the sick, the aging, the young, ~he

enfeebled, the illiterate, who are so In
capacitated because of deprival that they

are unable to assert any rights they
might have. They suffer silently, in a sort
of shadow life, suffering from hunger and
malnutrition, which often takes their
lives or stunts them so thoroughly that
they would be better off dead.

The statistics on participation in the
food stamp program are even worse.
Only 20 of the 1,139 food stamp counties
show a level of participation in excess of
60 percent. In other words, most of the
food stamp programs today-several
years after institution of the program
serve fewer than 20 percent of those
estimated to need food stamp assistance.
Only 20 of the 1,139 food stamp counties
show a level of participation in excess
of 60 percent, In 701 of the counties
enrolled in this program, participaticn by
the poor is less than 20 percent. In 322
counties, participation is less than. 40
percent, and in the remaining 96 counties,
participation is less than 60 percent. I
might say that at this point, that there
are seven States in this Union that have
yet to join the food stamp progran:
seven sovereign States out of 50 which
refuse to have any food stamp program
whatsoever.

Indeed in the past year, the Cali
fornia L~gislaturepassed a bill providing
that every county in the State must have
a food program, and the distinguis~ed

Governor of that State vetoed the bill.
What accounts for the massive failure

of these programs to reach the people
theY were designed to serve? A large part
of this failure can be explained by the
various deficiencies of the programs
bureaucratic certification procedures, the
inability to pay for stamps, and rigid
eligibility standards. The substitute bill
would correct, or partially correct, most
of these deficiencies.

But there is another basic cause of
these shamefully low levels of participa
tion: In many of these counties, local
officials are sinIply unconcerned by the
fact that most of those needing food as
sistance are not receiving it. In some
of these counties, officials are indifferent
to the condition of malnutrition and
make no real efforts to inIprove the lev.el
of participation in these programs; 111
other counties, officials are motivated by
the belief that it is their duty to protect
the public purse from "welfare
chiselers."

In Lee County, Fla., the harsh and re
strictive administration of the commod
ity program by the county welfare di
rector-who is known lovingly by the
community as "Mr. Crab"- has led to a
situation in which less than 2 percent
of the county's population receive com
modity foods, while 32 percent of the
population earns less than $3,000 per
year. The officials in this county have
repeatedly refused to hire outreach
workers or to set up food distribution
centers nearer to the depressed areas of
the county. . ' .

The substitute bill and Its prOVISIOn as
signing ultimate responsibility for these
programs to the Federal Government
will make it possible to reach those ~o~t

in need of food assistance. The bill IS
based on the premise that the food stamp
program is the most effective means. of
ending hunger and malnutrition. SectIOn
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(15) empowers the Secretary of Agricul
ture to a.')sure that every county in
America ha.') a meaningful food stamp
program.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the
RECORD the finding of the Select Com
mittee on Nutrition and Human Needs as
set forth on page 33 of the committee
print entitled "The Food Gap: Poverty
and Malnutrition in the United States:'

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

LOCAL OBSTRUCTION

The committee believes that LOcal coopera
tion is essential to the operation of all Fed
eral food assistance programs. In most food
stamp and commodity counties, local offi
cials do the best they can with what they
have to work with. But the committee has
found some counties where local officials
refuse to help their own citizens and others
where local program administrators simply
have little or no regard for the people they
are serving.

In those counties, such as Collier, Fla.•
where local officials simply refuse to feed the
poor, the committee sees no alternative to
Federal administration. The law now per
mits the Department of Agriculture to ad
minister the commodity distribution pro
gram directly where a county will not as
sume this responsib1Uty. The Department
should use this power in any county that
refuses to feed its poor regardless of whether
the county is among the thousand poorest
in the Nation. Similarly, the Department
should be allowed to administer the food
stamp program directly in counties which
arbitrarily refuse to participate in the face
of clear need. In other counties, ways must
be found to deal with the all too familiar
litany of long lines, too few administrators,
too short hours, humiliating investigations
and other inconveniences Which discourage
participation.

Far too many counties either have no food
programs or programs in which so few par
ticipate that they can only be described as
token. Bureaucratic inefficienc: s as well as
statutory inadequacies often combine With
the obstruction of local officials with the re
sult that most of the poor in these counties
remain hungry and malnourished. Some level
of government must be given the Ultimate
responsib111ty for finding and feeding the
poor.

Ending hunger in America is a national
objective. The responsib1l1ty for fulfill1ng
that objective should encompass Federal
authority to override recalcitrant local offi
cials so that those who most desperately need
Federal food assistance will receive the help
they need to overcome malnutrition.

Mr. MONDALE. I woUld like to refer
to this language, because I think it un
derscores the feeling and the findings of
our committee. It concludes with this
language:

Far too many counties either have no food
programs or programs in Which so few partici
pate that they can only be described as
token. Bureaucratic inefficiencies as well as
statutory inadequacies often combine with
the obstruction of local officials with the re
sult that most-

I underscore the word "most"-
of the poor in these counties remain hungry
and malnourished. Some level of government
must be given the ultimate responsib1l1ty
for finding and feeding the poor.

Ending hunger in America is a national
objective. The responsibll1ty for fulfill1ng
that objective should encompass Federal
authority to override recalcitrant local offi-

cials so that those Who most desperately
need Federal food assistance Will receive the
help they need to overcome malnutrition.

Under present food programs. there is
clear evidence of resistance at the local
county level. Some local officials do not
like to set up convenient distribution
centers because they cost money; they do
not like to hire outreach workers be
cause it costs money to do so. However,
thp, pending committee proPClSSl would
require local counties or States, or both,
to assume the cost of assisting the im
poverished in paying the cost of food
stamps.

It is estimated that initially the cost to
local governments would be $200 million.
To the extent that a county ha.') a suc
cessfUl program to reach all the hungry,
those costs would rise; to the extent that
it was a token program and most of the
hungry ignored, those costs would drop.
In light of the record of token partici
pation-and the statistics are unargu
able-we are creating a financial incen
tive to ignore the hungry.

Under the select committee's substitute
bill, the Secretary of Agriculture is di
rected to establiSh a food stamp program
in any county which has refused to re
quest such a program in the face of
evident need.

Section 15 also provides for the es
tablishment of a nationwide food stamp
program by 1971.

In order to deal with the most preva
lent problem of inadequate participa
tion by the poor, section (15) requires
the Secretary to administer the program,
either directly or indirectly, in any
county where he determines that the ra
tio of the numbers of persons participat
ing in the food stamp program to the
number of low-income persons in the
county is ir-adequate to effectuate the
purposes of the act; or that local officials
have failed to comply with the provisions
of the Food Stamp Act and its regula
tions.

The committee bill does not deal effec
tively with this problem of indifference
or inaction on the part of local officials.
The bill does authorize direct Federal
administration in counties which refuse
to accept a food stamp program. But as
Senator MCGOVERN observed in his indi
vidual views to the committee report:

This provision . . . is so incumbered by
conditions lUld restrictions as to be almost
totally ineffective. First, the Secretary must
find and notify the State welfare agencies
that there is a "xnanifest and urgent need"
for the program. Then, If the State agency
"fails and refuses" to request a program tor
the area concerned for 90 days, and il the
Governor requests, the Secretary may ad
minister a. program directly.

Not only does this provision seem to re
quire that the Secretary all but declare an
emergency before finding a need for a pro
gram, it makes the State welfare agency re
sponsible for the recalcitrance of local county
officials and then puts the Governor in the
position of having to overrule his own wel
fare department and invite Federal Inter
vention.

The assignment of ultimate responsi
bility for finding and feeding the poor to
the Federal Government is both proper
and essential. For as the select commit
tee observed in its intelim report-

;Ending hunger in America is· a national
objective.

This is not to say that it is desirable for
the Department of Agriculture to directly
administer the food-stamp program in
any county where the poor remain hun
gry and malnourished. Section (15) gives
the Secretary the flexibility to adminis
ter the program "through any nonprofit
organization or through any Federal,
State, or county agency he deems appro
priate in any political subdivision of a
State." The bill thus recognizes that
"local cooperation is essential to the op
eration of all Federal food-assistance
programs" and woUld allow the Secretary
to turn to another local organization or
agency where local officials with primary
responsibility have failed.

Nor Is the select committee's substitute
bill designed to end local control over the
food-stamp program in those counties
which simply cannot afford to pay the
administrative costs of the program. The
bill authorizes the Federal Government
to pay the largest part of the adminis
trative costs of the program where a
county Is unable to do so. I think this is
a very important part of the measure.

The bill, then, is not aimed at cen
tralizing the operation of the food-stamp
program. Rather, its purpose is to assure
that some level of government will be
ultimately responsible for providing food
assistance throughout the country. The
bUck must stop somewhere, and this bill
will enable those who are barred from re
ceiving needed food assistance to look to
the Federal Government for help.
It would be tragic if Congress enacts

legislation which improves aspects of the
food stamp program but fails to solve
the problem of indifference and obstruc
tion on the part of local officials. That
is why section 15 of the substitute bill
is so vital. It is the key to any real and
lasting improvement in the food stamp
program.

Today, we have the opportunity to cre
ate, for the flrst time, a truly meaning
ful food stamp program. If we fail to
take this opportunity now, each passing
year without action means millions of
children are born to face hunger and
the shadow-life existence of their par
ents.

I do not mean to be over!y dcamatic.
But I am convinced that if there was
ever a time for decisive action, it is now.
We have stUdied, analyzed, and talked
to the poor to the point of embarrass
ment. The decision to approve the select
committee's substitute bill is another
crucial turning point-for the time has
come to see if the Senate meant what it
said when it mandated the committee
to study the extent of hunger in America
and to make recommendations to allevi
ate and eliminate this condition.

Mr. President, I have several docu
ments to substantiate the remarks I have
just made. The first document is a table
which shows the percentage of poor peo
ple serveq by food stamp programs by
State and county as of February, 1969.
The table shows that as of February
1969, out of 1,139 counties participating
in the program, 701 counties distributed
food stamps to fewer than 20 percent of
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those estimated to be needing assistance food programs to food stamps. Where afford to participate in the food-stamp
in those counties. In very few counties, this occurs, there has been, on the aver- program. I ask unanimous consent that
indeed, have we had a higher percentage. age, a 50 percent dropoff in participation the table to which I have just referred
There are many counties in which there in the number of families being served be printed in the RECORD.

was no food stamp program whatsoever. by food stamps as against direct com- There being no objection, the table
The policy of the Department of Agri- modities. One wonders what happened was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,

culture is to shift from direct commodity to the lives of those people who cannot as follows:
TABLE 30.-THE PERCENTAGE OF POOR PEOPLE SERVEO BY FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS BY STATE AND COUNTY, FEBRUARY 19691

60 plusState

Average
participa· Number of counties reaching given per·

tion in centages of the poor 3
Number of State' -~-------------
programs (percent) 0 to 19 20 to 39 40 to 59 State

Average
participa· Number 01 counties reaching given per'

tion in centages of the poor 3
Number of State' ------------

programs (percent) 0 to 19 20 to 39 40 to 59 60 plus

o
o
o
o
1
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
1
o
o
o
5
1
o
o

2096

o
o
o
2
6
1
1
o
2
o
o
1

3
o
5
o
o
o

15
8
o
2

24 3
3 14

16 29
24 6
17 4

19 15
2 2

41 26
7 3

24 2

43 2
o 0
o 0
3 7
5 8
4 2

17 9
23 6
34 14
o 0
o 1

20 18

701 32221.6

13.7
o
o

27.9
38.7
29.3
17.1
15.8
28.1
o

25.1
24.6

21.6
18.5
17.0
12.6
12.5

45
o
o

12
20
7

27
29
50
o
1

39

37
4

73
10
26
23 ..
27
37
54
30
23

1,139

Nebraska __ ..
Nevada ' .•
New Hampshire ... -- __ ..
New Jersey... • __ ...
New Mexico.. __
New YorL .... __ . __
North Carolina • .
North Dakota .. __ ... __
Ohio . __
Oklahoma'•.......
Oregon.. . __
Pennsylvania..••.....
Rhode Island ' __ __ .
South Carolina. __ .
South Dakota .
Tennessee .
Texas .. __
Utah __ . __ . .. __
Vermont' __
Virginia. __ __ ...
Washington '.
West Virginia ..... •
Wisconsin _
Wyoming __ .. _.. _

U,S. total. . __

1
2
1
U
1

1
1

14
o
1

8
12
24
1
1

.....0---- -- --.0-- .... ----0
1 0 0
o 0 0

14 4 1
o 0 0
o 0 0
6 0 0
4 0 0
5 0 0
o 0 0

19 14 4
19 1 1
1 0 0
2 0 0

12
27
4
o
5

18.2
21.3
36.6
21. 0
32.1

AlabamL •••••.......'..... 19 17.4 10

~~i;~~:,~~::::::: ::::::::: 3g 0.· .. ·· 0"""'" 0·········0······
Arkansas...... .. __ 52 18.8 37 10 5
California.. .. __ __ . __ . 9 35.3 1 4 4
Colorado __ • 43 27.2 25 14 3
Connecticut ,__ .. __ . __ .. . ..... __ . __ ... __ .
Delaware • .. • 0 0 0
District 01 Columbia .... 1 40.5 0
Florida __ .... . __ .. 0 0 0
Georgia . .____ 72 17.1 53
Hawaii.. . . 4 16.4 4
Idaho ...... . 0 0 0
l11inoi5.. . . 69 19.2 63
Indiana... ... . 21 17.0 17
10wL . . 73 11.3 68
Kansas.. ..... . 7 9.8 7
Kentucky.• . .______ 51 29.3 14
Louisiana__ .. __ ..... __ .____ 35 23.1 14
Maine.... __ . .. .... 1 12.2 0
Maryland.. 16 17.0 14
Massachusetts' __ • __ __ __ __ ' .. __
Michigan __ 22
Minnesota 42

~:~~~s~:rpi .•.::::::::::::::: 4~
Montana..... .. .. . 8

1Participation rates are based on USDA figures lor February 1969 for those counties that had
lood stamp programs established belore September 1968. Counties in which programs operated
in only part 01 the county are not included in the analysis since data concerning the number 01
poor was available only on a countywide basis except lor independent cities in Virginia and for
New York, Baltimore and Sf. Louis. The number of poor was calculated by taking the 1960 census
data for the number 01 poor and multiplying it by ~3 in order to rellect the decreased number of
poor in 1968 relative to 1959 (26,000,000 compared to 39,000,000). The delinition 01 poverty used
IS that 01 the Social Security Administration which defined a nonlarm family 01 4 as poor il their
income was below $3,060 in 1959 or $3,335 in 1968. This table differs slightly lrom the table that
appeared in the Congressional Record on June 24, 1969 page 16907. The table in the Record was
based on figures calculated by USDA that used a total base of 39,000,000 poor people rather than
the base 01 26,000,000 poor people used in this table. The above table does not include counties
in which programs have been recently established and thus are likely to have lower participation
rates.

, The average lor the State refers to the percentage 01 poor people being served by food stamp
programs in those counties thai had programs in operation belore September 1968. An average
based on the total number 01 poor people in the State would be much lower since many counties
have a commodity distribution program instead 01 the load stamp program or have no program
at all. Average figures for the combined programs can be found in table 32.

3 The term "county" refers to all administrative units 01 government that operate food sta m·
programs. This would inclUde independent cities, parishes, and Indian reservations where approp
priate.

• Alaska and Vermont have lood stamp programs in all areas of the State. However, calculations
about the program lor this table were impossible since census data about the number of poor are
based on counties and food stamp units are welfare districts that vary from county lines.

• No food stamp program operates in the State.
, All food stamp programs that operale in the State are in cities rather than countywide and

lhus calculations for this table were impossible.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I also
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the RECORD a table showing the per-

centage of poor people served by com
modity distribution programs by State
and county as of February 1969.

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

TABLE 31.-THE PERCENTAGE OF POOR PEOPLE SERVED BY COMMODITY DISTRIBUTiON PROGRAMS BY STATE AND COUNTY, FEBRUARY 19691

Number 01 counties reaching given Number 01 counties reaching given
Average percentages 01 the poor'

Number
Avera~e percentages of the poor'

Number partici· particl'
01 ~ation oto 19 20 to 39 40 to 59 60 percent of

in B~:i~~
oto 19 20 to 39 40 to 59 60 percent

State programs in tate' percent percent percent and over State programs percent percent percent and over

Alabama............ ____ .• 46 44.7 0 19 19 8 Nebrask"- _____ - - - - - ~ -. - -- 2 38.4 0 1 0
Alaska'............. __ .... 0 0 0 0 0 0 Nevada..... 10 24.9 5 2 2
Arizona............... __ .. 12 45.6 2 5 2 3 New Hampshire __________ .. 10 16.1 5 5 0
Arkansas............ ____ .• 21 27.5 7 9 4 1 New Jersey , ___ . __ .. __ .. __ . ____.... __ . __________ .. ____ .. _. ___ ~. ____ • 4 __

Ca Iifornia............... __ • 25 42.6 7 5 8 5 New Mexico.. __ . ___ . _____ • 10 43.4 1 2 6 1
Colorado ' ............... __ 0 0 0 0 0 0 New York.. ____ 40 38.9 1 13 24 2
Connecticu!.. ........ __ .... 3 25.8 1 1 1 0 North Carolina. ----------- 59 21. 3 25 27 6 1
Delaware__ .............. _. 3 59.1 0 0 2 1 North Dakota. ________ 7 44.7 2 5 0 0
District of Columbia'....... 0 0 0 0 0 0 Ohio _____ . ___ ._ .... ____ . __ 18 25.4 9 7 1 1
Florida.... __ ........ ____ .. 47 24.5 7 17 22 1 Oklahoma ____ .. _____ .... __ 71 53.1 1 23 28 19
Georgia.. _.......... __ .... 79 34.0 10 30 33 6 Oregon... ______ .. __ . _____ . 34 60.9 2 3 12 17
Hawaii '. ____ ........ _____ . 0 0 0 0 0 0 Pennsylvania .... __________ 16 15.3 10 6 0 0
Idaho.......... __ ......... 11 42.5 2 6 2 1 Rhode Island ..... ____ ...... __ . __ . ____ ._ .. __ . __ -----------_._--
Illinois. __ ................. 12 19.7 9 3 0 0 Soulh Carolina •__ 0 0 0 0 0
Indiana_ .......... __ ...... 67 15.6 52 15 0 0 Sou th Dakota.... 35 35.3 21 9 0 5
Iowa...................... 13 25.1 9 3 1 0 Tennessee. __ _____ 14 27.8 5 8 0 1
Kansas.................... 14 35.4 8 5 I 0 Texas __ ... ___ ... 128 20.1 45 62 15 6
Kentucky.............. __ •• 64 25.2 19 42 2 1 Utah , __________ . 0 0 0 0 0 0
Louisiana..... _... ____ ..... 16 63.2 0 1 3 12 Vermont' __ .. __ . 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maine__ ............. __ .• __ 15 24.9 7 6 2 0 Virginia __ _______ 38 23. 4 17 20 1 0
Maryland__................ 1 14.4 1 0 0 0 Washington' .. _....... 0 0 0 0 0 0
Massachusetts ' ................................... _____ ' __ . ______ . __ •. Wesl V:rginia , _____ 0 0 0 0 0 0
Michigan......... __ •_"'" 47 36.6 6 23 12 6 Wisconsin _____ . ___ 30 21. 9 17 7 5 I
Minnesota................. 21 18.8 15 6 0 0 Wyoming' ... __ 0 0 0 0 0 0

~:~~~~:r.~i•••~::: :::::::::::
38 58.1 0 6 15 17
57 39.6 9 25 11 12 U.S. total.. 1,125 32.7 327 431 241 126

Montana.................. 4 71. 3 0 1 1 2

1Participation rates are based on USDA figures lor February 1969 lor those counties that had
commodity programs established belore September 1968. See lootnole I, table 30, lor further
information concerning methodology.

• The average lor the Slate relers to the percentage 01 poor people being served by commoaity
distribution programs in those counties- that had programs in operation belore September 1968.
An average based on the total number 01 poor people in the State would be much lower since many
counties have a load stamp program, rather than a commodity program, or have no program at all.
Average figures lor the combined programs can be lound in table 32.

CXV--d693-Part 20

3 The term "county" refers to all administrative units of government that operate commodity dis·
tribution programs. This would include independent cities, parishes. and Indian reservations where
appropriate.

, No commodity distribution program.
'Commodity distribution program on city basis only so calculations lor this table are impossible.



26860 <:ONGRESSIONAL RE<:ORD - "J~J.'I.el..L n

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in my remarks a table pre
pared by the Department of Agriculture
which sets forth-on a state and county
basis-the percentage of persons partici
pating in food stamps and direct com
modity distribution programs.

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

EXHIBIT 2
TABLE H.-FOOO ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY

(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS
Percent 01 persons participating In county and city administrative

units (computation based on: (I) 1960 census 01 families with
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro·
gram participation as ot February 1969)

(I n percent)

33
14
15
14
4

18
8
6
6
8

40
48
13
4
7

28
14
11
3

12
8
5

(')
4

12
17
8
6

10
20
14
29
16
7
8

11
(1)
14
12
10
15
21
4

14
31
8

19
8

10
3
9
4
9
3

Food
stamp

23 __
37

Commodity
distributionState/Adm. unit

FLORIDA
Alachua •
BakeL __ . . __ _ _ .

Footnotes at end of table.

CONNECTICUT

Harllord: Hartford (Dis!.)_..._................. 26
litchfield........................ 3 .

New ~:;eH~ven (Disl.)........................ 23
Waterbury (Dis!.)_._ _.. 38

New London..................... 16 -- ... -.- ....

~i~d~~iii:::::::=:::::::::::::::: 2~ :::::::::=::

DELAWARE
Ken!._.......................... 35 .

~~:'e~~~t~~.__.::::=:::::::=::::::: ~~ ::::::::::::
District of Columbia: Washington .

CALI FORN lA-Continued

~:~r}~~~l~co::::=:::: :::::::::::....•..•.~~.""" -. --ij

mi~fe~~!~~~:::::::::::::::::: ~~.::::::::=:ii
Santa Barbara__ __ ._ _.. __ 35 .... -..... --
Santa Clara _ __ 32
Santa Cruz _... 20 _.. _.

~~~~~a ~=.._._:::::.'::::::::::::=::::=:::::: =:: ~~
Stanislaus _... 30 ,,_ __ .
SutteL_ 5 __ .
Tehama _.. _._._............ 14 _..
Tulare _.._........... 10 _..
Tuolumne _......... 36 ..
Ventura .. _ __ 28 -._ ..
Yolo_ __ _.... 32 . __
Yuba _._._ _..... 3 __ .. ,_.

COLORADO
Adams. __ ..
Alamosa _ .

~;~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
Baca __ ••••• __ .
Bent. _ __ .
Boulder.. _ .
Chaffee _ __ __ .
Cheyenne _ __ .,,, __ .
Clear Creek _ __ .
Conejos .
Costilla _ __ _
Crowley _ __ __ •_"'"
Custer. _ .
Delta __ __ .
Denver_ _. __ __ .
Dolores __ ._ _ .
Eagle __ __ .
Elbert.• _ .
EI Paso_ __ .
Fremont..•_ __ .
Garfield.. _ .
Gilpin _ __ .

g~annn~so';:::::: ::::::::::::::::::: ~: :::::::::
Huerfano..•. _ .
Jefferson __ _ _._.
Kiowa __ __ •__ .
Kit Carson.. __ _ .
Lake__ , '_"" ._._ .
La Plata.. __ . ._ .
Larimer_._ __ .
Las Animas .. __ _ .
lincotn __ __ .
Logan - .
Mesa._ __ _._ .
MineraL_ _._ _ .
Moffa!.. .
Montezuma _. _ __ .
Montrose __ ._ .
Morgan _ .
Otero _. . __ _ __ .
Phillips.__ •.......• .
Prowers _ .
Pueblo _ _ .
Rio Blanco __ .
Rio Grande.._ __
Rout!..._ · ·· __ •••
Saguache .
Sedgwick .
Teller_ _ · •• ·
Washington .
Weld.. _ - - -- -- .
Yuma _ ·· _ •

EXHIBIT 2-GontillJled

TABLE II.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percent of persons. participating in county and city admi.n!strat!ve
units (computatIOn based on: (1) 1960 census 01 famIlies WIth
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro'
gram participation as 01 February 1969)

(I n percent(

Food
stamp

Commodity
distributionState/Adm. unit

ARKANSAS
Arkansas __ 6
Ashley _ __ 18
Baxter. _ _. __ . 9 __ .. _ _
Benton __ _... 8 __
Boone_.. _ _ _ _ 3
Bradley __ _.. _ _.. _. . 6
Calhoun _ _.. _. . 5
CarroIL __ _.. _.. __ . 4 __"'''''''.
Chico!..._ _ _._._ _.. __ . __ . __ . 28
Clark _ __ ._.__ 11 .

g:buriii:::::::::::::=:::::::::: n::::::::::::
Cleveland _.. 13 ._ _ ..
Columbia __ _ __ . 4
Conway._ _ _ _._... 9
Craighead-.._ _ _" _..... 9
Crawford __ _. __ __ _ 7
Crittenden. _._ _ _.. '."" __ "" ._..... 36
Cross _ _.. 18
Dallas._ _ _ _ __ .. .. 6
Desha .. _ _ _ _... 15
Drew _ _ _.. _ __ • 14
Faulkner.. _ _ 4
Franklin _..... 13 ..
Fulton .. __ _ _..... 22 _ _
Garland__ _..... 5
Gran!.. _.. _ _.... 8
Greene_ _ _ __ _. 8

~~r!~:r;:::=::: ::::::::::::::=:: iii' _ _.~
Howard.._ __ 8 _ ..

l~~;;t~~~:~~::::::::::=:::::::::::=:::::::::: ~
Jackson _ _.__ 16
Jefferson _ __ ._......... 14
Johnson_ _ __ .. _ 8
t.afayette _ _ _.. _ _..... 14
Lawrence._ __ _.... 10
t.ee _ _................ 34
lincoln _ _.. _.... 24
little River.. _ _. 6
Logan.- _..... 7
t.onoke _ _..... 8
Madison __ __ 14 .
Marion _................................. 6

~:~;i~sippc:: :::::::::::::::::::::=:::::=::: 2~
Monroe __ 36
Montgomery__ 17 ..
Nevada_ _.. 16 _ .
Newton._ _..... 42 .
Ouachita __ 5
Perry.._..................................... 14
Phillips _._............................ 37
Pike _ __ _..... 12 .
PoinsetL.................................... 23
Polk _ __ •__ 6
Pope_._ __ 6
Prairie _.................... 9
PulaskL ..__ __ 8
Randolph. .. _ __ 7
SI. Francis _ _.. _ 38
Saline __ _..... 6
scotl. _ __ .. __ 8 _..
Searcy........................... 27 ''''''''''''
Sebastian __ 4
Sevier _................... 4
Sharp __ __ 9
Stone _ _... 14
Union __ 6
Van Buren._..................... 23 .
Washington •.••.._.. __ 4
White_ .. _.. _ _ _.. _..... 17 ..
Woodruff_....................... 34 _
YelL.. ._ _................. 6

CALIFORNIA
Alameda . __ .. _.. _. ... _.. ....... , 30
AmadoL._._._ ._...... 6 __ ._ .. _ _.
Colusa. __ .. __ _ 19 .... __ _..
Contra Costa._ _._ _•. _.. _._.... 61
EIDorado._ __ ._............. 41 ._ _. __ .
Fresno._ .. __ . ._. 35 ._ _.
Humbold!.. __ .. __ _ _._. . 25
Inyo . . . __ 12 ..
Kern.. ._ __ __ 43 ..

t~k~s::.._:==:::::::::=:::::::=::: ~! ::::::::::::
t.assen __ .._ _._ _ __ 30
Los Angeles.. -.- -- --- .. -----.. 20
Madera. __ ._. _ _.. 48 ..
Mendocino._ _._......... 3 ..
Merced__ _ ._ 2 _ .
Modoc ._ .. _.. _... 6

~I~l~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~::::'"-.....~~. :=:: :==:::~~

EXHI BIT 2--l:ontlnued

TABLE II.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAM~EEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAM$-Continued

Perc~ntol persons,participating in county and city administrative
Units (computation based on: (1) 1960 census of lamilies with
incomes U,n~er ~3.ooo. (2) an average lamily 014, and (3) pro
gram participation as of February 1969)

[In percent]

Food
stamp

5 _.
18 _ _ _..
9 _ .

26 _ .
63 .
18 .
30 _ .
18 __ .._.
40 _ ..
31 .._.. __'__ .
58 _._. __ . __
32 _ _.. _
10 _
21 .

Commodity
distributionState/Adm. unit

ALABAMA

~~I~~'~===:=:::=::=::::==:=::::= :~ :::::=:::=:=
Barbour.• __ _ _.. 10
Bibb............................ 27 .
Bloun!.. _•. _ ._ _ 18 _._._ _..
Bullock __ _.. _ _... _..... 41
Butler_ ._ .. 35 , ..
Calhoun 18 _.. _ .
Chambers _._. __ __ 33 _. .
Cherokee........................ 25 _ _.
Chilton.. _ _ __ 28 _ _._.
Choctaw _ _ _. __ .. __ 15
Clarke __ _ __ 5

g:biJ'rn'e'_::::::: :=:: :::::::::: ::= ~g ::::::::::::
Coffee _ __ 25 _.. ._
Colber!.......................... 22._ .._ ..
Conecuh _ _..... 38 _ ..
Coosa __ _... 27 __ ._ .

g~~~~t~o~=:=:::::: ::::::=::=:=::= ~~ ::=:::::::::
Cullman 28 ..
Dale _............... 28 . __
Dallas_ _.. _ _._ 24
De Kalb .• _.. _.. _ __ . __ ._ .. _ 16 _ __
Elmore _..... 33 .
Escambia __ __ 41 _ .
Etowah_ __ 24 .•_ .

~~r~~\iii=::=::=:=::::::::=:::=::= ~~ :::::::=:::=
Geneva _............ 22 .
Greene. __ . __ __ _.... _.. 42
Hale . __ . 24

~~~~o,;:: =: =::::=:::: ::::::::::: _~~." -., ii
Jackson .. 23 _. __ _.. _.
Jefferson.................................. 8
LamaL __ ._ _._.. 9
Lauderdale _ _....... 23 ..
Lawrence _...... 35 .
Lee __ 36 _
limestone....................... 26 ..
Lowndes........................ 92 _ .
Macon _ _ _... 74 ..
Madison 25 _._.

~:;ronng~::::::::::::::::=:::==::: y~ ::::::::::::
Marshall. .. _ _ _... 27 _ __ .
Mobile _ _ _ _.__ 19
Monroe__ .. _.. _. .._........... 55 _ ,.

~~~~~;~~~.:.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ii
Pike_ .. _. __ •__ __ __ __ . __ • 10

~~~~~III~~:::::::::::::::::::::::: __~~ •. - 14
st. ClaiL.. _._ _............ 18 ..

~~~~lr_-_::::::::::::::::::::::::_ ~~'-'- - iii
Talladega---- ----.......... 38 .. __ ..

~~I~~~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::: _..~~.- Iii
Washington _.. __ 16
Wilcox.._ _.. _ __ 68 _
Winston __ _ .._... 23 _.

ALASKA
TotaL _ _.._ _... 30

ARIZONA
Apache __ .. , __ ._. ..•
Cochise.._ , .. _. _." _ .
Coconino , .
Gila __ . _ .
Graham_._._ _.. _ _._ .
Greenlee ., _ , __ .
Maricopa.. _.. _ _. __ .
Mohave _ _. .. _..• _.
Navajo_ __ _._
Pima_. __ _.
PinaL __ _ _
Santa Cruz_.. _ __ .. _. __ _.
Yavapai. _'" .. _._ .
Yuma _ _ _ .
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EXHIBIT 2-Continued

TABLE H.-FOOO ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CO) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percent of persons participating in county and city administrative
units (computation based on: (I) 1960 census of families with
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average famity of 4, and (3) pro
gram participation as of February 1969)

(I n percentl

EXHIBIT 2-Continued

TABLE II.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CO) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percent of persons participating in county and city administrative
units (computation based on: (I) 1960 census of families with
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro
gram participation as of February 1969)

[In percent]

EXHIBIT 2-Continued

TABLE II.-FOOO ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percent of persons participating in county and city administrative
units (computation based on: (I) 1960 census of families with
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro·
gram participation as of February 1969)

(I n percent]

State/Adm. unit
Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp Slate/Adm. unit

Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp State/Adm. unit

Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp

GEORGIAAppling • 24 _
Atkinson___________ __ __ _ 47 • • _
Bacon_ ___ __ __ __ 25 _
Baker. • __ , • 50 _
Baldwin_ 14
Banks______ _ 18 _
Barrow ._______________ 17 _
Bartow • • 14 _
Ben HilL • • 12
Berrien__ __ 4
Bibb ._ 13
Bleckley ._______________________ 13
Brantley____ _ 32 _
Brooks__ __ __ __ ___ _ 43 • _
Bryan_ 38 • _
Bulloch__ __ _ 25 _
Burke • .___ __ __ 22
Butts____ ___ __ __ __ __ __ ____ __ _____ 35 ._
Calhoun_ __ __ __ 8
Camden_________________________ 47 • _
Candle!.. • •_ __ __ _ 33 _
CarrolL. • •• 6
Catoosa • __ ____ 11
Charlton .______ __ __ ___ __ __ __ _ 35
Chatham • ._ __ __ _ 10
Chattahoochee ._ _ 68 •
Challooga ._ __ __ __ __ __ 22 _
Cherokee__ ___ __ __ _ 11 _
Clarke • •___ ___ _ 12 _
Clayton • •• ___ _ 13 • _
Clinch • • • • •_._ __ _ 14
Cobb __ •__ ._. __ • __ • ._ ...• 12 __ • _
Coffee__ • • ._. __ •• _.__ 24 _
Colquitt. __ • • _ 12
Columbia ._. .____ 25 __ • _
Cook. .• .___________ 20 _
Coweta._ •. • __ . .____ 7
Crawford . _ 41 _
Crisp • • ._ 9
Dade ._." ._________ 14 __ •. _. _
Dawson • . _ 6
Decatu!.. • • .___ 13
De Kalb__ • .____________ 19 _
Dodge_. _.____ __ __ __ __ ___ _ __ _ 18

g~~~hertY~~:::: ::::::::::::::::: . ~~ _--- --. -.. -i4 See footnotes at end of table.

GEORGIA-Continued

\!f.i~~i::: :::::::::::::::::::::::--------'23- .. _~
Walton • • 7
Ware ._. ._. • 32 • •.
Warren • • •••• __ 18
Washington__ • •__ • • 15
Wayne • • ._._ 33 __ ._. __ • _
Webster. •__ __ 40 • _
Wheeler • •_. •__ • ._ __ 10
White .____________________________ 4
Whitfield._____________ __ _ 16 • _
Wilcox • .____ __ _ 38 _
Wilkes • __ • • .____ 7
Wilkinson • • _ 47 _
Worth • •• ._ 34 • _

ILLINOISAdams •• • .___ 6
Alexander .__ __ 12
Bond • •__ • ._ 3
Brown. • • • • .__ 2
Bureau • • • __ 1
Calhoun • • .___ __ 6
Carroll • .______________ 3 • ._
Cass • • .______ 3

~~~i~t~:~~~-::::::::::: :::::::::: :::::::::: ::: ~Clark •• __ •• I

~irXi(jn:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~Colee.____ __ 3
Cook__ • • • ._ 18
Crawford __ • • • • •__ ._ __ 3
Cumberland . .___ 3
De Witt._. • ._ • • 1

~~~~d~E:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1
m~!~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~Franklin • • __ ,_. __ • 11
Fulton •. .__ __ 3
Gallatin •__ •• •__ • 6
Greene • • • ._ __ __ _ 4

~~~,~Wfa-ri:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~Hancock • • ._. • 2
Hardin_. • • • •• •_ 10
Henderson__ ._. ._. __.________ _ 14 • ---.

r~~w~-~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~: ..--- ------~
j~ffe~~oii:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~
1~rD';fvie;s:::::::::::::::::::::::- ------ -- T ._. .__~
Johnson • . _. ._ 6
Kane • • __ • .__ 2
Kankakee ._. •• ___ 7
Knox.• _. ._. • _•• __ __ __ ___ __ 4
La Salle __ ._ _ __ __ __ __ _ 2
Lawrence • • __ • .___ 12
Lee • ._.____________ 9 __ •• __ •• _

~Wfftj~~~~~~Z~ZZZL::~::::t------·--··!Macon • •• ._. .__ __ 9

~:~?su:~~:::::~::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::: 1~Marion .... . • __ • •• 8

14
17

~2

16 •__
21 • • • _
17 • _
71 _
12 _._. _
19 • _
26 •• _
10 __ • _
24 •__
47 _
32 • _
14 .. __

IDAHOBenewah • • • _
Bonner__ • •. _
Boundary • _
Clearwater _
Fremont. • • _
Idaho ... _
KootenaL.. . • •
Latah _
Lewis • • • _
Nez Perce • • _
Shoshone _
Teton '_' •• __ • • _._

HAWAIIHawaiI. • •_. • • _
Honolulu. •• • • • __
KauaL • • _
MauL __ •__ •• _

GEORGIA-Continued
Douglas • __ •. _. ._____ 13 _
Early •• .• ._.________ 49 _
Echols. __ . ._. • . • •• _. _•• _____ 37
Effingham._. .• _. . •. __ 48 • . _
Elbert. •• _. ._. • __ •_._ ••• ___ _ 9
EmanueL._ .. __ • •.•. __ 29 _
Evans ._______________ 32 •. __
Fannin . ._._._ .. __ .• 15 ._. _
Fayette_. • • • ______ _ 6
Floyd . .__ 20 __ .. _._ .. _
Forsyth .. • • • ._ ____ __ _ 3
Franklin __ ._. . .__ 12 ._ .. _._
Fulton .. • .• __ ... 23 ._ .. __
Gilmer... .. ._. •. •• _.• . 5
Glascock. __ ... • __ _ __ 32 ._

gz.d~ii::::::::::::: :::::::::::::__ .. __ .._~~_--- --- ..5
Grady_. __ • • •____ __ _ 12
Greene • " •_. ____ __ ___ 6
GwinnetL ••• ._____ 15 __ •__ .. ._
Habersham_••• • . • __ __ _ 5
HaiL. • _____ __ _ 6
Hancock . _. • __ •___ _ 27
Haralson •__ _ 19 ,_, •
Harris • ._ __ __ 35 _
HarL • • •_•• ___ _____ _ 8
Heard . _ __ _ 13
Henry __ ._____ __ _ _ 19 ._
Houston •__ ___ __ _ 14
Irwin ._____ ___ 35 _
Jackson •• _ __ 16 • _

1~ffPb~ViS::: :::::::::::::::::::::- -- --- ---2i -. ~~
Jefferson • __ 37 • _
Jenkins ._____ __ _ __ __ __ __ __ _ 12
Johnson_. .___ __ ______ ___ _ t8
Jones • _______ _ 11
Lamar •• . __ . ___ __ __ _ 6
Lanier __ __ __ __ __ ____ _ 12
Laurens. •• __ __ __ __ _ 12
Lee__ _ ___ __ __ __ ____ 34
Liberty • ___ _ 36 _
Lincoln . •• __ _ 10
Long • ._____ __ __ __ 48 _
Lowndes________________ __ ___ __ __ __ __ __ __ _ 11
Lumpkin • ._ •• __ • . __ __ _ 11
McDuffie .____ 4
Mclntosh .... 34 • _
Macon . • •_ 61 _
Madison •__ •_. ._ _ 4
Marion •__ •• ___ __ ___ 38 _
Meriwether • • _. .__ __ __ _ __ _ 14
Miller. .____ 29 _
MitcheIL ••..• _. • •_. ___ _ 22
Monroe ... •_. •_. _ 24 • _
Montgomery_. __ .. _. .. ._ 34 ._
Morgan •• • _. .______ _ 12
Murray ._ .. _.__________ 11 __ .. ._
Muscogee.. • • .. 18 • _
Newton • •_.____ _ 22 ._
Oconee .. • ._ __ __ _ __ _ 8
Oglethorpe •• __ ..... _... • _.________ _ 6
Paulding • .. _. __ • 26 • _
Peach. • • • .. • .. _ 7
Pickens •_. ._ ____ ___ 5
Pierce • .. •• 11
Pike_. • • .. __ . _ 17
Polk • __ ._._._ .____ __ ___ __ __ __ _ 5
PulaskL •__ •• __ ___ __ ____ 17
Putnam .•.• .___ 14
Quitman .. 78 ._
Rabun •_. _. • • • ._ _ 21

~rc~ct,::~~-_:::: ::::::::::::::::: ::_ ... ~~_--.- -------6
Rockdale .. ".... 26 _
Schley•• ._._. __ ._.___ 35 _
Screven .____________________ 41 • ._
Seminole. • .. _.. _.___ _ 15
Spalding__ • • . _____ __ _ 9
Stephens . •• • __ .. .____ 6
StewarL. ••• _ 39 _
Sumter. • •• __ ._ ___ 37 • _
Talbot • .... .. _._ .• __ 33 _
Taliaferro • • __ • • • 56
TallnaIL_•• •• .___ 30 • ._

i~r,I:i~:·_:::::: ::::::::::::::::::: ~~ ::::::::::::
Terrell • __ • .. .______ 58 _. • __
Thomas •__ •• _. __ • •• _.__ 16
Tift • • • __ • 12
Toombs__ •• • •• ._. 7
Towns • • • •_._ _ 12
Treullen__ • .______________ __ __ ___ 12
Turner • • 28 • _. • _
Twiggs • •• • •____ __ 21
Union • •__ •• 21 • • _

12 _
33 _
10 _
o _

41 _
35 _
11 _
20 ._
30 • _
18 _
26 _
24 • _
74 • _
25 _. _
29 _
37 ._
37 _
15 _
24 _
13 • _
13 • _
28 _
28 _
51 ,_, , __
26 _
10 _

9 ._
22 _
26 _
38 • _
39 _

8 _
18 _
18 _
16 _
14 _
8 _

48 _
23 _
31 _
33 _
29 _
28 •• _
27 _

9 _
41 • _
30 _
35 _

FLORIDA-Continued
Bay _
Bradford _
Broward • _
Collier _
Calhoun _
Columbia _
Dade _

8rx~~:0::~:::: :~~::::::::::::::::DuvaL _
Escambia •• _
Franklin _
Gadsden _
Gilchrist. • _
Glades _
Gulf • _
Hamilton ._.
Hardee ._. • _
Hernando • • •__ ••
Highlands • • _
Hillsborough _
Holmes • _
Jackson • • _
Jefferson_. _
Lafayette _
Lake _
Lee _
Leon • _
Levy • _
Liberty • • _
Madison _
Monroe • _
Okaloosa _
Okeechobee _
Palm Beach _
pasco _
Pinellas _
Polk • _
SI. Lucie _
Santa Rosa _
Sumter • _
Suwannee _
Taylor _
Union _
Volusia _
Wakulla _
Walton " __ •
Washington •
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EXHIBIT 2-Conlinued

TABLE II.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMilY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Conlinued

Percent of persons participating in county and city admi~~strat!ve
units (computation based on: (I) 1960 cen.sus of famIlies with
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro·
gram participation as of February 1969

lin percentl

EXHIBIT 2-eontinued

TABLE II.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMilY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Perc~nt of persons participating in county and city administrative
umts (computation based on: (1) 1960 census of lamilies with
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro.
gram participation as of February 1969)

(In percent]

EXHI BIT 2-Contil¥Jed

TABLE II.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMilY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percent 01 persons participating in county and city administrative
units (computation based on: (1) 1960 census of families with
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average lamily of 4, and (3) pro
gram participation as ot February 1969)

lin percent]

State/Adm. unit
Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp Slate/Adm. unit

Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp State/Adm. unit

Commodity
distribution

Food
slamp

8 _

17
13

9
43
23

MarshalL _!ll.1~~~~_ ____ __ __ __ __ __ __ _ 3
Mason . _. .. __ __ __ ___ 4
Massac . __ __ _ _ 8
Menard .. .. .. 2
Mercer.. .. ... 10 __
Monroe __ . .. . __ __ __ __ 4
~ontgomery-- .... __ ... __ ___ __ ____ ____ __ _ ~

M~~ftr~e:::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 3
~:~~ii.::::::::::::::::::::::: :::_ .. ._5_- - - - - - -. - -Ii
~:;:{L::::::::::: ::::::: :::::::::::::::::::: ~
Pike_ ..... __ .. .. __ .. ...... __ . 5

~~faeskC :::::::: ::::::::::::::: :::::::::::: 25
Putnam ... .. __ __ _ 1

~rcnh~~~d~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~
Rock Island .. . .. 17 ......
SI. Claif. ... .. .. ... .. 27

mi~~!:~~: ~ ~ ~ ~~::: ~:~: ~~ ~~ ~~: ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~ i
~~~~~eli.·_:: :::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::: l
Union.. ...... _.. 6

~e;~~~o.n._:::::::::: :::::::::::::::: ::::::::: ~
Warren ... 7 .... __

E~rt~~-~~~~::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::: Ii
~~j~~~id~::::::::::::: :::: 10 1
Williamson____________ 5
Winnebago____ ___ __ __ ___ _ 22

INDIANA
Adams- ... 4 .. _
Allen____________________________ 18 _
Bartholomew .________ 12
Benton._______ I _
Blackford_.____ 9 _
Boone ._ 2 _
Brown .. 17 _
CarroIL_.________ 6 _
Cass.. 6
Clark________________________ 13 ..
Clay._ .. __ .. 10 _.. __ ._ .....
Clinton 2 . .. __ . __
Crawford. 12 .
Oaviess_._~_. . . . _
Dearborn __ •. __ _ __ __ . 10
Decatuf. ..•. 7 .. __
De Kalb_ __ _ 4 •__ .. __
Oelaware __ _... 11 • •.. __
Oubois __ . .. _. •.. __ __ • 3 ,
ElkharL __ .. •• __ . 5 __ __ ..

~~~it~ei~.:.:::::::::::::::::::::::..-.......;.:::::::::: ~~
Franklin .. 10 .. .. _.
Fulton __ .. 2 .. . __
Gibson . __ .. . __ __ . 6
GranL .•. __ __ 10 __ .... __ .
Greene.. __ 12 . .
Hamilton.... _ __ _ 3 .. . __
Hancock.. _ 5 .
Harrison ..".".. ,., __ __ 5
Hendricks_...................... 3 .. ......

~~~7r(I.:::::::::::::::::::::: :::_ ."_" .__~." ... -- .. --6
~a"ck~~~~o.n :: :::::::::: ::::::::: 1~ ::::::: :::::

m~~~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::: !::::::::::::
Jennings _ __ 12 .......•.•••
Johnson . __ 9 __ _ ..
Knox.. , . 6
Kosciusko_....................... 3 _.

t:~~~n.g~-_~::: :::::::::::::::::::_....... __~.' ----- - 26
la Porte _............... 11 __ .
lawrence 11 _ ..
Madison_ .. .. _._ _.............. 7
Marion.. _. _ __ 9
MarshalL __ _•••. __ __ .. 4
Martin __ _............... 17 ..
MiamL. __ .. __ _. 6 _
Monroe .. 12 .

~~~;!~~~?:-::::::::::::::::::::: 1~ ::::::::::::

INDIANA-Continued
Ohio.. __ .. __ • 8 __ __ .
Orange __ __ . 13 __ ••
Owen __ ._ ._.. 10 __ __ .•..
Parks _.. 13 .•... __ .
Perry_ .. 18
Pike.. __ . .. __ .. __ . __ .. 10
Porter __ 5 .
Posey. __ __ """ __ . _ _. 9
Pulaski. __ __ 3. __ _..
Putnam .. _.. 3
Randolph __ __ . __ . 7 . __ ..

~~;h~::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ ::::::::::::
51. Jospeh .. __ 10 .
Scot!. __ .. 19 .
Shelby __ _ __ 4 _ .

~faerk~e_r._.~:::::: :::::::::::::: :::.... --...g' __ ~~
Sullivan .. _ _.. 13 __ .
Switzerland 6

~I~foe;~.n.~~._:::: ::: ::::: ::::::: :: ......•~. -' -·..· .. ··5
Union _ 4 __ __

~:~~1~?oU;~~::::::::::::::::::::: -------..1;( __ . _. ~~

~:~tiash~:::::::::::::::::::::::: 2\ ::::::::::::
Warren.. .. _...... ... ... 2 __ .... _
Warrick . ..... _. 9
Washington .. _..... _- __ .... _.. 8 __ ...... _...
Wayne .. _.. .. .. 13. .. ..
Wells __ .. _.. ._. __ __ .. __ I ..
Whitley..... .. __ 2 ..

IOWA
Adair.. .. _
Adams .. _
Allamakee _
Appanoose __
Audubon .
Benton _
Black Hawk __ 34 .. .
Boone_ 16 __
Buchanan______ 9 __ .
Buena Vista__ 2
Butler_ __________ ___ 2
BremeL ._____ 3
Calhoun ... . .. _.. __ .... __ . 3
Carroll .•. _"'" ..'" __ _ .. __ . 6
Cass __ __ . 5
Cedaf. __ .. __ 6 __ ..
Cerro Gordo _ 7
Cherokee.. .. _ __ . __ _. 3
Chickasaw _ __ .. __ 10 .
Clarke _. __ __ . _ __ 2
Clay .. _. .. .. 5
Clayton.... " .. _.. '" __ .. __ 5
Clinton.. .. __ .. _.. _ ._ _........ 7
Crawford __ .. _.. _.. 7 ........•.••
Dallas .. __ .. .. __ __ 5
Oavis .. .. 6
Decatur.. .... .. • 6
Delaware... . .. ' ." 5
Oes Moines ..• .. . 4
Oickinson.. .... __ .. _.. 3
Oubuque.... . .. 15
Emmel.. .. . _. . . 3
Floyd .... .. __ .. __ .. .. __ ._ _ 4
Franklin. ._. .. .. _.. 2
Fremon!.. . 4
Greene.. .. _.. __ 3
Grundy _._ ... . ___ 2
Guthrie_. . . .. __ _ 2
Hamilton...• .. _. . 5
Hancock _.. __ __ __ . 2
Hardin . .• 3
Harrison .. __ .. .. __ .. .. __ __ _ 4
Henry. .. ... .... . . 2
Howard.... _.. ._ .. _.. .. 3
Humbold!.. .. .. _.. _. __ . . 6
Ida __ .. .. .. __ ..... .. _. _ 2
lowa __ .. .. 5 .... __ .. .
Jackson.••.. __ .. ,, .. .. ... 6
Jasper.. __ .. . __ .. " __ .. _ 5
Jefferson.... . .. _ 5
Johnson_. .. __ 5
Jones . .. ""__ _ 4
Keokuk .... ..... __ 9 . __ .. __ .....
Kossuth -. ._ .. .. _ 6
lee_ .. . .... ..... 6
linn_ .. .. ._______ _ 9
louisa .. 17 .. _
lucas . . _.. __ . 11
lyon .. .. . ' __ .. __ 2
Madison .__ __ __ __ __ __ ___ 3
Mahaska .. .. _.. 15 __ ...... .

IOWA-Continued
Marion...• _.. . "'" _.. __ ....... 8
MarshalL _.. __ .. _ 4

~:}b~:I~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~
MononL. __ . . .. .. 5

Warren_ _ _•.•.. _ _. 5

~:;~~n_g..~.~::::::: :::::::::::::::::: ::::::::: ~
Webster. __ 25 .. __ .
Winnebago __ """ .. _ _.. _. _ __ ..
Winneshiek _ __ .. _. 9 .. __

~~~~b~r:__.___.___.___._.___._._._:::::: :::::::::: ::::::: 1~
Wrigh!. ... ...• " .... . __ . _.. 4

KANSAS
Atchison . _ .. _ _..
Bourbon_. _ _.. __ _ __ .. _ .
Cherokee __ __ .. _ 8
Clark __ __ 5 .. _
Crawford_ __ .. __ _ _.. _....... 5
Elk __ .. __ . 4 .... _
Ford __ _ .. __ 7 .. _
Gran!.. .. _.. 18 .... __
Greenwood . __ . .. _. . __ . . _.. 5
Hamilton ._ .. .__ 11 .. _
Harper__ .. _.. __ . .. .. 4 .... ...
Hodgeman __ .... .____________ 3. .... _

~!~i~:~__·~-:-__~-__~·:::::::::::::::::: _..!.:::::: :::::i
leavenworth _._ •• _.•.. "."" .•.•.. ,... 4
Meade _•.•.... __ 3 .. . _

~~~~~~:.-~.-~--.:~::::::::::::::::: ~~ ::::::::::::
Sherman 15 .. _
Wilson _ __ _ __ .. _.... ,_ __ 3
Wyandolte __ 39. __ . __

KENTUCKY
Adair.•.......•.......""'. __ . __ .. _._ •• _
Alien _.•••..•_•••__ ••.•• __ ••.._ 4
Anderson.....•.•.•. _.•.•. __ ••_.. 4 ._ __
Ballard __ _....•.. _.••_._ 8 __ . _
Barren _._ 13 _. __
Bath _ _.•.. , _._. •__ •.••• __ ._ 19
BeIL._ __ .•_._.__••.•.• 34
Boone _..... 6 __ . _

i~!t~~:: ::-::':':':':':.:':':':':':-:':.:':==.:= y~ ':::'::~: -:-_._--
BreathilL _....• • 48

~~m~~~~~~~::::::::::::::::::::: a::::::::::
Buller._ .. .. __ __ _ 10
Caldwell__ .. .. .. __ 17 . __
Calloway...... .... _.. __ .. _... 8 _

g:rti~~e~I~::::::: :::::::: :::::::::•. "'--" 16'_. . 12
CarrolL ...... 12
Carter .... __ ._ .•. _. __ •. '" __

gh~iltia''- __'::::::::::::::::::::::."'-" -.14'
Clark __ . ._. __ ._ .

. Clay • __ _...•.. __ __
Clinton . . __ . _.. __ _
Crillenden __ . ._......... 12 . __
Cumberland .._.... __ . .. __ ''' . . 18
Daviess __ .. ..... 20 ..... _._
Edmonson __ . .. _.. __ 25 .. __
Ellioll. __ .. . .. __ 30
EsIiIL. .... .__ 26
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EXHIBIT 2-Continued

TABLE II.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percent of persons participating in county and city administrative
units (computation based on: (1) 1960 census of families with
incomes u.n~er ~.OOO, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro'
gram partIcIpation as of February 1969)

(I n percent]

EXHI BIT 2-Continued

TABLE II.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percent of persons participating in county and city administrative
units (computation based on: (1) 1960 census of families with
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro
gram participation as of February 1969)

(In percentl

EXHI BIT 2-Continued

TABLE II.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percent of persons participating in county and city administrative
units (computation based on: (1) 1960 census of families with
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro
gram participation as of February 1969)

[I n percentl

State/Admin. unit
Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp State/Adm. unit

Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp State/Adm. unit

Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp

MICHIGAN
Alcona__ .. __ .... __ .. __ .. .. 24 _.. _
Alger .. . __ __ _ 19
Allegan .. .. __ ___ __ __ ___ __ __ __ __ __ 12
Alpena .. .___ _ 25 • _
Antrim .._.. .. .. 24 .. __
Arenac_ .. __ .. .. .. __ 21 .. __
Baraga-------------- .. ---.. ----- 39 ..... __Barry_. __ • .. .. .. ____ 10
Bay_____________________________ 29 .. _.. _..
Benzie .. __ .. _ 29 __
Berrien ....... _.... __ • .. __ __ 14
Branch .. • __ 15 __
Calhoun .. 37 __ .. •
Cass .. .. __ • .. 17 .... __
Charlevoix .. ___ 16 .. __
Cheboygan.______________________ 26 .. _.. _

gr~rf.~~~::::::::: ::::::::::::::: .._.._~~.' -..----- -15
Clinton .. • ___ __ __ __ _ 7
Crawford .... 19
Delta ..__ .. • 27 _
Dickinson .. .. 29 .. ..
Eaton .. __ .. __ .. .... __ 6
EmmeL .. __ ........ 15 _
Genesee • .. • __ • 19
Gladwin ..... 20 _.. _
Gogebic-----. ___ ____ ________ _ 13
Grand Traverse 16
Gratiot.. __ .. __ .... 10
Hillsdale. __ __ 6
Houghton .. __ .. .. .. .._.. ' _.__ 24
Huron __ .. .. .. ___ __ __ 4
Ingham .. .. • • .. _ 16
lonia •• .. • 12 __ • .. _
losco .. __ 21 •• _._. __
Iron .. _.... .. ._____ __ 13
Isabella.. .. __ .. .. __ __ _ 11
Jackson .. __ •• .. .... 15
Kalamazoo .... __ .. ___ 9
Kalkasha .. .... _ 52 __ •__ .... _
KenL_. .. _._.. .. __ 29 .. __ ..
Keweenaw_" _.... .. .. • _.... __ _ 47
Lake.. _.. .. 35 __
Lapeer • ...... . _... _ 9
Leelanau __ .... .. .. __ 10
Lenawee.. .. .. ... 16 __
livingston-- _._ .. ___ _ 16 .. - -- ----- ..
Luce .. __ .. .. __ .. 31 _
Mackinac_ ._ __ .... __ • . .. • 13
Macomb_ .. ." .. __ ___ __ __ __ _ 11
Manistee .. 25 _

~:~~~~~~--~::::::::::::::::::::: ~g ::::::::::::
Mecosta.. .. 11 __
Menominee .. _ __ __ _ 16 -- -- •
Missaukeo __ .. .... 32 .. __
Monroe . .. . • 7
Montcalm.. .. __ 15 __ .. __
Montmorency. .... _ 22 •
Muskegon. .. .. .. _ 25
Newaygo .. .__________ 23 _.._.. _
Oakland .. .. .. __ .. __ .. .. __ .. __ _ 9
Oceana • .. 22 .... _
Ogemaw--.. ------ ... -.. ---- ..... --- .. 17
Ontonagon .. __ .. .. .. ____ 10
Osceola .. .. .... __ 20 __ .. _..._.. _
Oscoda_ .. 43 -------.----
Otsego---- .. --- .. -------- .. -_--. 11 ...- .. •
Ottawa .. .. 16 ------------
Presque Isle ...... 19 ----.. -.----

KENTUCKY-Continued
Fayette••••• __ •••••• _•••••• _••.• _ 9 _

~:~~~~g---~~::::::::::::::::::::::----- ~~.--- -------24
Franklin .__ 19 __ • •
fulton •• ._________ 40 •
Gallatin •__ • • 18 • __ •
Garrard • • •• __ .__ 11 ••••• _•• _
Grant.._•• _. •••• •• _••• ._ •• _._ •• _ 6
Graves __ • ._••• _. __ •• _._... 9 ••••• _
Grayson .___ __ __ _ _ 13 • _
Greene • •••• _. 13 • __

~~~~~~t::::::::::::::::~::::::: I~ ::::::::::::
Ilardin._________________________ 11 _
lIarlan__• •• • • ___ ___ __ _____ 36
lIarL • • __ ._____ 15 _
lIenderson •• _. __ ••• 11 __ . _
Henry • • __ • __ •• __ ••• 10 ._ •• _
Hickman ._._. ••••• ••_.__ __ 10
Hopkins .___ 7 _
Jackson .__ __ 28
Jefferson •• .__ 6
Jessamine • ._ _ 13 _. _
Johnson • • • _. _. 28
Kenton_ •__ • • • __ _ 13
Knott .______ __ ___ __ __ __ 50
Knox •• • • 36
Larue • • 11 • _
LaureL ._ •• _. • __ ._____ __ __ 22
Lawrence • •• 27 • _
Lee. • • • ___ __ ___ __ 37
Leslie • • •• _ __ __ 59
Letcher •• ••• __ • ._ ___ 30
Lewis • __ 26 _

t:~~~~ion--::::::::::::::::::::::------- -- ii - ~~
Logan .__ ___ 7

l;(coeracken::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~ ::::::::::::
~~~~:~': ::::::::::::::::: :::::---- --- --21 - . _~~
Madison_. .____ __ ____ __ _ 12 • _
Magoffin._ • • • _. __ • • ._ 47
Marion_. _• .___ __ _ 24 • _. __
MarshaIL • ._ 6 _
Martin____________ __ __ __ __ __ ___ 53
Mason •• .____ 12 __ • _
Meade ._____________ 6 _
Menifee • •• _. __ 19
Mercer. ._______ 15 _
Metcalfe ._______________ _ 10 _
Monroe ._. 17 _

~g~l~e~;-:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~:::::::::~~: . ~!
~~i~~'_a~:::::::::::: :::::::::::::.- -- ~I ::::::::::::
Oldham__ •• • • • 15._. _
Owen • ._____________ 15 __ • _

~::~r~ii;n-__::::::::::::::::::::::.-' -' --.-i4-_._ ._;. ~~

~fk~~~ ~~~::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::: ~~Powell • • • _. __ ,_ _ 31
PulaskL. • • .______ __ 12

~~~:~~~~- ~:::: :::: ::::::::::: ~~.------- ---29
Rowan •• _. .____ 16
Russell. _. •••.. .__ 13
Scoll •• ._____ 11 • __ ._. _
Shelby. _. • .__ 3
Simpson •__ ._, __ • ._ 5
Spencer. .____ _ 10 • _

i~~t: ~: ::::::::::::::~:::: ._~~. ---- ---- ---5
Trigg. __ • • _•• __ __ __ _ 21 • _
Trimble_. .______________ 10 •
Union •• 13 • •__
Warren. ._._._. __ •• • 9 • •
Washington • ••• _._ •••• • 16 •

~:~~tee-r~~~:::::::~~~~::~~:::::~:' -- -- -- - -is- ._._.~~

~~~~~y----::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~Woodford__ •• • .__ 18 -__

LOUISIANAAcadia • _. 18
Allen_________________ _ 16
Ascension .____ 46 _

~~~~r~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~r
gr:nu:irW:.~::::::: ::::::::::::::: --- -.--- -.j.j - ~
Caddo • __ __ __ __ ____ _ 6

LOUISIANA-Continued
Calcasieu __ • • __ • • • 19

~f:i~~~;·;-~~~~~~~ ~.~~ ~~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~:::: :::::~i:::::::::: :;f
Concordia_••• • _. __ • .__ __ 20
De Soto • • ._. .__ 8

~:~: g:~~~l~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 2~
~:~::II;,~~a_~~: ::::::::::::::::::: ~~.-' ------- -.Ii
Franklin • _. ._ .________ 29
Grant. _. __ • __ ._ __ __ _ 45 • ._ • __
Iberia • • .__ 8
Iberville • • .___ 25
Jefferson Davis • __ ._ ._.___ __ __ __ _ 11

t:f~~r,~~::::: :::::::::::::::::::---"'---28- ~~
~~~~:~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::: . ~~ _----- -- -. -22
Morehouse_. __ •• • ,_ __ 22
Natchitoches__ • .___ __ __ __ __ _ 18
Orleans_._. ._. _•• • • • ._ __ _ 6

~:~rTJ~~~;;~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: }!
Richland •• • .____ __ _ 25
Sabine •__ ._ __ _ 45 ._
Sl. Bernard •• ._________ 53 __ ._. •
Sl. Charles • __ ._._. ._ 35 _. • __
St. Helena_. • • •• _. • • 14
Sl. James • • ._ •• 13
St.John the BaptisL .... __ .. __ .. ......_ 18
Sl. Landry...... __ .. _.. 29
Sl. Martin .. __ .. __ _ 25

tb~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~_::::::::::i~
Union .. .. _. __ __ ___ _ 13
Vermilion .. .... • 7
Vernon __ ....... .. .... __ __ __ _ 13
Washington .. __ 45 _
West Baton Rouge ...__ 61 .... __
West CarroIL .. .. __ .. __ 21
West Feliciana .... .. __ 68 .... __
Winn .. __ ... .. _____ __ _ 10

MAINE
Androscoggin .. .. .. ___ 19
Aroostook.. __ 35 .. _
Cumberland.. .. .... _ 18 __ .. .. __
Franklin ..__ .. 4 __ .. __
Hancock .. .______ 14 .. .... __
Kennebec.... .... _ 18 _
Knox. .. 27 .. .
lincoln __ .... .. .. 7 __ .._.. _
Oxford .. 10 .. •
Penobscot. .. 14 .... _

~~~c:J:~~~.---~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~:~~~: ~l ~~~:~~~:::::
SomerseL .. 2 _.... _
Waldo __ .. 7 __
Washington------ .. ---- .... ----.. 10 .. __York. .. .. _ 11 __

MARYlAND
Allegany.. .. .. __ .. __ 8
Anne Arundel.. ...... __ ____ __ __ __ ___ __ 12
Baltimore • _. .. • _ __ _ 5
Caroline. _.. __ __ _ _ 8
Carroll .. .. _.. __ _ 4
Charles .. ." __ __ _ 31
Dorchester.. ._ __ _ __ __ _ 3
Frederick.. ....__.. .___ __ _ 3
Garrett__ .. .._.. • • 9
Harford .. 10 _
KenL _.... .. ___ _ 4

~r~~~°G:~es::: ::::~:: ::::::::::::::::::::: 1~
~~~~~~s~e~:: :::::::::::::: ::::::::: :::::::: 1~
Somerset.. _~ . • " __ • 3

~~~ico::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::: ~
WorcesteL. .. . __ _ 1

Independent city
Baltimore City ... __ ____ _ 19

MASSACHUSETTS
Bristol: New Bedford (city)________ 21 .. ..
Essex: Lynnfield (city)_____________ (I) _

Footnotes at end of table.

MASSACHUSETTS-Continued

Franklin:
Bernardston (city) .. _
Buckland (city) __
Deerfield (city) _
w.ringfield (city) _

. Springfield (city) _
Hampshire:Amherst (city) .. _

Easthampton (city) • _
Goshen (city).. .. _
Northampton (city)__ .. _
Williamsburg (city) _

Middlesex:
Cambridge (city)__.. .. _
Lowell (city) .. __ .. •__
Maiden (city) .. _

Norfolk: Quincy {city).. __
Plymouth:

Brocton (citX)- .. _.
Whitman (clty).. _.... .. __

Suffolk: Boston (city) __
Worcester:

Gardner (city) • __ • _
Winchendon (city) .. _

(1) .. ....

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

~:1 ~~:::::::~::
(11------------(I _
(I _
3 __
(I) __

15 .. _
28 _.. .. __
14 __
7 __

34 _

(I) ----,--- .. --28 __...... _

(I) .. __ • __ •
(I) _
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EXHIBIT 2-Continued

TABLE II.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMilY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percent of persons participating in county and city administrative
units (computation based on: (I) 1960 census of families with
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro·
gram participation as of February 1969)

(In percent)

EXHIBIT 2-Continued

TABLE H.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percent of persons participating in county and city administrative
units (computation based on: (I) 1960 census of families with
incomes u.n~er ~3,ooo, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro
gram parllclpallon as of February 1969)

[In percent)

EXHIBIT 2-Conti~ued

TABLE II.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMilY
(CD) AND fOOD STAMP PROGRAMs-Gontinued

Percenl of persons participating in counlY and city administrative
units (computation based on: (I) 1960 census of families wilh
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro·
gram participation as of February 1969)

(I n percent)

State/Adm. unit
Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp State/Adm. unit

Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp Stale/Adm. unit

Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp

MISSISSIPPI-Continued
Claiborne_ __ ______ __ __ __ ____ __ _ __ _ 31
Clarke ._ __ __ __ 52 _
Clay ._ __ _____ 40
Coahoma__ • • • • ____ ___ 49
Copiah • • 41 _
Covington__• • • __ ._ __ _____ 25
DeSoto • _ __ ______ __ __ 50
Forrest. . 18
Franklin ._____________ 34 •__
George • •• 51 _
Greene •• .___ _____ 53 _
Grenada ._ __ __ _ __ ____ __ __ __ 22
Hancock • • 20 _._. _
Harrison__ • • ._ __ _ _ 12
Hinds • • .__ _ 24
Holmes • •• _. .___ 48
Humphreys ._ __ ___ ____ ______ __ 40
Issaquena__ __ __ __ __ ___ 61 _
Itawamba •__ • __ __ ___ __ 9
Jackson_. ._ __ __ __ __ 14
Jasper __ __ _____ ___ __ __ __ __ 31
Jefferson • ___ __ __ __ __ _ 73 • • _
Jefferson Davis________ __ _ __ __ __ __ __ _ 31
Jones •_ 27
Kemper. ._______ ___ 44 _
lafayelte. _ __ __ ____ __ _ 31 _
lamar.. .__ 19
lauderdale • __ _ 32 _
lawrence_. •____ __ __ _ 48 _
leake__ • • __ 60 _
lee •__ __ _ _ __ __ __ __ __ __ 17
leflore. ____ __ _ __ __ ____ __ __ 43
lincoln • .___ 18
lowndes ._._ __ 19
Madison .__ __ __ 30
Marion__ _ __ __ ____ __ __ __ __ __ 15
MarshaIL_______________________ 73 • _
Monroe • .__ __ 20
Montgomery • • __ __ __ 25
Neshoba_._ __ ____ __ __ _ 23 _
Newton • ._ 26 _
Noxubee . __ ._ __ _ _ 75 _
Oktibbeha_ _____ _ __ __ __ __ __ _ 21
Panola • . ._.___ 31
Pearl RiveL. ._. .______ 22 _
Perry • ._. .______ 31 _
Pike . .______ 19
Pontotoc . •______ __ _ 23 •__
prentiss_ .__ __ ___ __ __ 14

~~~tl:i~~:::::: :::::: :::::::~:::: :--- ---- --54" ~~
Scolt . ___ __ ___ 24
Sharkey_____ __ 89 _
Simpson •___ __ __ 14
Smith ._________________ 31 ._._
Stone_. • .__ 30 • • _
Sunflower..___________________ __ 35
Tallahatchie •• ._ •• _. __ __ __ _ 44
Tate ._. . c. .___ 50 _._. • _

~:~g~~jiigo:::::::::::::::::::::: ~~ ::::::::::::
Tunica • • •• •_. ._ 53
Union • • ., __ • ___ __ __ ___ __ ____ _____ 16
Walthall •_________ _ 57 . _•__ • _
Warren. _.• _. •. ' . __ __ _ 15
Washington ._._. _•. • . _. 29

~:~~fe-r~ ~~:: ::::::::::: :::::~::: ~~ :~::::~:::::Wilkinson • ' __ __ _ 66 . _
Winston_____ __ __ _ 40 • ._
Yalobusha ._ _ 24
Yazoo • •__ ._ _ __ 40

MICHIGAN-Continued
Roscommon .________________ 29 • • •• _
Saginaw ._ __ __ ________ __ __ __ _ 28
SI. Clair._. • ___ ______ ____ _ 14

~;n~~sce~_h_~~~: ~:~: ::::::~::: ::~:: - -- -. - - --.5- ~
Schoolcraft • _. _ 32 • _
Shiawassee • • 21 _
Tuscola_____ __ __ 15 • _
Van Buren • •• 7
Washtenaw__ •• .__ _ 4
Wayne • ._.___ 13
Wexford •• 26 _

MINNESOTAAitkin ._._. •• 8
Anoka__ ___ __ ___ __ __ _ 25
Becker. ______ __ ___ __ ______ ____ __ ____ 13
Beltrami.._ __ __ ___ __ ____ __ __ _ 17
Benlon_ ____ __ __ _ _______ ____ _________ _ 8
Big Stone____________ 9
Blue Earth ._____ __ _ __ __ ____ _ _ 8
Carlton __ • . _._ __ __ __ __ __ 24
Carver • . •_. .__ _ 5
Cass __ •________ _ ___ ____ ___ 12

~~l!ri~~;:: :::::::::::::: :::::::~~~~:~::~~~~ -- ~
Cook •. _. __ 34
Coltonwood .•.•. 5 . __ ._. _

g~~~t~i~~:::::::::::::::: :::~::: :~:::: :::::: l~
~~~g~~li:::~::: :::::::::: ~: ::::: 15 :~::::: :::: ~

~~a£~:~f-:::::::: :::::::::::::::::::: ::::~~: --. ------ -j~

i~Jt::_:_:_:::: :::::::::::::::::- ---------~-~~:~~:~~~ ~~~

~~~I..:::~:.~:::::' ····;1
lake of the Woods •___ __ _ 13

trn~~I~~r_-_-_~~~~: ::::~~~::::: ::::~:::::::::::: ~

~fff~~:EII~~:: ~:~~~ ~~ ~~: ~ ~ ~ ~ ~::::~:::: ~;: ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~:i
Morrison • • 57 • --

IRtf.::).~.:··•••••~:·~••••::••~: ~
iit~~(:H~C~:~~~~~~~:~~~~~:::~~~?(-·-------2i

~.: •••••• ~.:: ••:•••:•••••••••••••lr.:•••••. ';
Todd. ._ _ 13 _._ ----- __ ._

W:d:~~~-::::::::: ::~:~~~ ~~~: ::~: . ~~ _--- -- -.- ---'7

g~~~~~~~j~i: ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~: ~ ~ ~ ~~~:::: ::::::~:----- -----ii
MISSISSI PPI

~rc~~~:.~~:: ::~ ::::::::::::::::: ~~_--- -----·-i9
~~l::: ::::::::::::::::: :::::::: ._~~_--.----- --26
~~n~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~_------···-48
Calhoun .____ 32 _

g~\~~~saw::::::: :::::::::::::::: ._._54 _----------2i
Choctaw. ._ __ 43 ------- -. ---

MISSOURI
Benton • • ._
Bollinger _
Buchanan _
Bu��er. • • _
CaldwelL • _
Cape Girardeau • _
Carter •
Christian • •
Clay • • _
Dade • __ •. _. ._._. _
Dallas.. ._._._._. • _
Daviess •• _. __ •• • _
De Kalb ._. __ . • _
Dent. _
Douglas _
Dunk�in _
Gentry__ • • •
Greene • _
Harrison_. • • • _
Hickory • . _
Howell_. • • __ ._. .

14 _. _
27 _
19 •• __ •
35 _
1 _

18 __ •• _
49 • ._
17 _
10 _
13 _
24 __ • _
11 . __
1 . _

25 _
21 •__
34 _
1 _

23 • _
10 _
18 ._. _
21 • _. __ • _

MISSOURI-Continuedlron______ __ __ ____ __ ______ _ 43 _
Jackson______ ____ __ __ __ __ __ 17 _
Jefferson_ •• .__________ 17 • _
lewis_ __ _ __ ____ ____ _ 13 _

~~rnisiciri::::~: ~~: :::~:::::::::: 1~ : ::::: ::::::McDonald._ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ 14 _
Madison___ ____ __ __ __ __ __ 26 _
Maries•• __ .________ _ 12 • •
Marion .____ 16 •__ ._. __
Mercer__ __ __ __ 10 _
Mississippi.. • _ 54 _
New Madrid • ._______ 44 _
Nodaway • ._______ 1 • _
Oregon_._______ _ 27 • _
Osage. ••••_• • 13 _
Ozark. •_____ _ __ _ 23 • ._
PemiscoL______________________ 52. • _
Perry .__________ 1 • •••• _
Pike • .__ 15 ._. _
Polk__ • • 27 • • _
Putnam • ~_________ 14 _
Ralls_ ___ ___ 11 _
Reyno�ds_ ___ _ ______ __ 70 _
Ripley __ __ __ __ __ _ 38 • _
SI. Charles ._.___ 45 _
SI. Clair__ ._. • • 12 __ • ..
SI. Francois ._______ 31 • _
SI. Louis_________________________ 20 • _
Schuyler.___ __ _ __ ____ _ 1 _
ScotL • • 42 _
Shannon____ __ _ 36 _
Shelby __ __ __ _ ___ 19 __ •• _
Stoddard_ _ __ _ 37 _
Stone_ ____ ___ __ 21 _
su��ivan_ __ _ _ __ __ 11 • ._
Texas__ __ ___ _ 23 _
Washington ._ ___ __ __ 44 _

~:~~:er::::::~::::::::::::~::::: 1~ ::::::::~:::
Worth___________________________ 9 _
Wright • __ 22 _

Independenl citySI. louis • 15

MONTANACascade_ ___ __ __ __ ____ ____ __ __ __ __ _____ 27
Deer lodge_ •• ._______________ 18
Flathead .____ __ 30 • _
Glacier__ __ __ __ __ 8
Lewis and Clark______________________________ 8
Lincoln • .____ __ __ __ 38
RooseveIL______________________ 65 _
Silver Bow • • _. 22

~j~:~x:::::::::::: ::::::: ~::::::.-- ------if ~~

NEBRASKAAntelope ._ 3
Boone • ._._ __ 4
Boyd___ __ __ 6
Box Bulle • 4
Buffalo • 4
Butler • 2
Cedar • 4

g~%ing-~::::::::: ::::::::::::~::::: :::::~::: ~Custer •• _._ __ __ __ __ 3
Dakota___________________ __ __ 8
Dawson_____ __ 4
DeueL__ _ 3
Dixon •• .__________ __ __ 5

Dodge ---- --------- --- ---.--------------- 2~Douglas • ., _
Franklin ._ __ __ __ __ __ __ ___ 2
Gage .___ 3
Garfield_______ __ __ __ __ 4
Gosper • 3

~~~r~~~:~~:~:~:~::~::~ ~ :~:~::: :~~:~:~: ~~:~:~: ~Harlan______ __ __ __ _________ ___ __ ____ _ 6
HoIL ._________ 2
Howard_______ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ 3
Johnson • __ 1
Kearney________ __ 3
Keilh •• 5
Knox • ._._•••_._._ _ 13 .
Lancaster _ 6
Madison__ __ __ 1
Merrick ••• __ 3
MorrilL .__________________ 4
Nance •___ __ __________ __ 1
Nemaha_ _ 3
Phelps________ __ _ 4
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EXHI BIT 2-Continued

TABLE 1I.-FOOO ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CO) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percent of persons participating in county and city admi~istrative
units (computation based on: (I) 1960 census ot famIlies wIth
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro·
gram participation as of February 1969)

[In percenl1

EXHI BIT 2-Continued

TABLE II.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percent of persons participating in county and city administrati'e
units (computation based on: (I) 1960 census of families with
incomes under $3,000. (2) an average family of 4 and (3) pro-
gram participation as of February 1969) ,

(I n percentl

EXHIBIT 2-Continued

TABLE II.-FOOO ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percent of persons participating in county and city administrative
units (computation based on: (1) 1960 census of families with
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro·
gram participation as of february 1969)

(I n percent)

State/Adm. unit
Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp Mate/Adm. unit

Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp State/Adm. unit

Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp

NORTH CAROLI NA-Continued

Craven__________________________ 18 _
Cumberland_________ __ __ _ 17 _
currituck_ 24 __
Dare .___ __ __ ___ __ __ _ 8
Davidson_.______________________ 6 .
Davie_ ___ __ __ _______ 5
Duplin___________________________ 14 _
Durham_. ___ ___ 14
Edgecombe________________ 31 _
Forsyth____ _ 7
Franklin • •____ 17
Gaston_ __ __ __ __ 11 __
Gates____________________________ 19 _
Graham_________ __ __ 17 _
Granville_____ __ ___ __ ____ __ ____ _ ___ ___ __ __ 9
Greene . 26
Guilford__________________________ 14 _
Halifax_ __ ____ __ _ 24
Harnett___ __ ____ __ __ ____ __ _____ ___ __ ____ _ 4

~:~dmon~~~~:~~:~:~~:~~=::::::: 2g ~~::::::::::Herllord .______ __ 38 _
Hoke__ __ 34 _
Hyde .__ 46 _
Jackson_________________________ 15 _
Johnston_________________________ 12 .
Jones________ _ _ 40 __
Lee__ ____ __ __ __ __ ____ __ _ _____ -15
Lenoir...________________________ 17 __
McOowelL • .________ 7
Macon____ ___ __ 10 _
Madison_____ ___ __ __ __ __ 23 . _
Martin __ .___ ____ __ __ ___ __ _____ ___ ___ __ __ __ 25
Mecklenburg__ __ 20 _
MitcheIL___ __ ___ 30 _
Montgomery_____________________ 13 • __ • _
Moore . __ _ 7
Nash__ __ _____ __ __ __ ___ __ __ __ ____ __ __ 18
New Hanover.________________________________ 8
Northampton . __ _ 19
Onslow • 11 _

~~~W:o.-_-=::::::::::~::::: :~::::- -- ---- --is- ~
Pasquotank_______ __ __ __ __ __ __ 17 _
Pender__________________________ 15 _
Perquimans_______ ____ __ _ 23 __
Person_ _ ____ __ ___ __ __ _ __ __ _ 13
PitL____________________________ 37 _
Richmond____ ___ __ __ ___ ___ ___ _ 4
Robeson_____ _ __ __ _ 17 _
Rockingham . 3
Rowan___________________________ 7 __
Rutherford_______________________ 7 _
Sampson________________________ 15 • _
Scotland__ ____ ____ __ ____ __ __ __ __ ___ _ 18
Stokes__________ __ 9 - _

~~:k:~: ~~~:::~: ~:~~~::~~: ~~~~:- -- ---- --22--- ---~

~~~ft:-~~~ ~~~~:~~~ ~ ~ ~~~~~~: ~~~~ ~~_:::: ::~:::~ ~
Vance___________________________ 28 _
Wake______ __ _ 18 __ . _
Warren .___ _ 29
Washington . 39 _
Watauga__ __ __ __ 25 • . _
Wayne___________________________ 22 ••_. _
Wilkes . __ __ 11 ,_
Wilson . 21 •
Yadkin__________________________ 6 _
Yancey__________________________ 18 _

NORTH OAKOTABarnes_ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ _ 13
Benson____ _____ __ ___ __ ______ __ _ 21
Billings__ ___ __ __ __ ___ __ ___ ________ __ _______ __ 5
Bottineau__ _______ ______ __ ___ _____ _______ __ __ 5
Burke ____ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ___ __ ___ __ __ __ __ _ 5
Burleigh_________________________ 24 __
Cass____________________________ 14 __
Cavalier__ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ____ __ _ 18

gie~dL:~~::::::::::::: :::::::~::::::: :::::: 1~Dunn • • 5
Emmons • • __ 25
Foster • ._. 9 __
Golden Valley_____ __ __ __ __ ___ __ __ _ (')
Grand Forks______________________ 18 _
GranL .. ___ __ ____ ___ _ 5

~J~~!_e~=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: !
La Moure ••_. .__ 11

l:c~:nrY~::::::: ::::::::::::::::::=::::::=::: 1~

NEW YORKAlbany .______ __ __ 13 _
Allegany___ 22 _
Broome_______ __ __ 22 _
Binghamton (city)________________ 46 . __

g:~~1f~~~~:::::::: ::::::::::::::-- --- ---.~~-::::::::::~~
~~~~[~u~c~~:--~-_~ ~ ~ ~~:~: ~~ ~~~:~~~ f,~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~~::: ~ ~
Jamestown (city)__ ____ __ __ _ __ (I)

g~~lo~~~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~: ~:~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~: ~ ~ ~ ~~_--- -- -----j 4
Columbia___ __ __ ___ 19 __
Cortland__ ___ __ __ __ __ __ __ ____ _ 27 _
Delaware __ __ __ ___ __ ___ ___ ___ ___ _ 25 . __
Erie . __ __ __ 20
Essex___________________________ 30 _
Franklin . . 44 _
Fulton_____ __ __ _ 38 _
Genesee_ __ 28 __
Greene___ __ __ ___ __ _ 13 _
Hamilton__ _ __ __ __ 31 _
Herkimer___ __ __ __ __ _ 18 _
Jefferson________________________ 28 •
Lewis_ ___ __ __ __ 50 _
Livingston_______________________ 19 __
Madison____ __ __ __ __ __ __ _ 30 __
Monroe__ ___ __ ___ ___ __ __ __ _____ __ 25 _
Montgomery_____________________ 22 _
Nassau ~ __ ____ __ _ 20 _

~ra~a~~~~_~~i~~~-_:~:: :::: :::: ::::: ~~_ -- - ---- - --24
Oneida__ __ _ 27 _
Onondaga__________ __ 39 . __
Orleans__________________________ 30 __
Oswego_____ __ __ _ 40 _

g:~:s~~a~;~~~-_~ ~:::::: :~::~::~::: ~~ ::::::: ::~::
SI. Lawrence_____________________ 39 _
Saratoga_________________________ 14 _

~~~h~;i~~a~:_-_~~~~:::~:~~:::~::~~~ ~~ ::::: ::~::::
Schuyler.___ __ __ __ ___ ___ __ ______ _ 30 . _
Seneca. __ __ _ 24 _
Steuben____ _ _ 33 ._
Suffolk ._ __ 29 __
Tioga . .____ _ 34 _
Tompkins.. .____________ 20 __
Ulster.__________________________ 12 _
Warren__ __ __ _ 27 __
Washington_ 33 __
Wayne______ __ ___ ____ ___ __ __ ___ 8
Westchester._____________________ 18 _
Wyoming_ __ __ _ __ __ __ __ __ __ ___ 5
Yates --______________________ 25 _

NORTH CAROLINA

Alexander.._____________________ 12 __
Alleghany_.____ __ __ 15 .
Anson .____ __ __ ___ 12
Ashe ._____________________ 12 __
Avery - ._________ ___ 23 __
Beaufort__ .______________________ 11 . __
Bertie____ ____ __ _ __ __ _____ 32
Bladen__ __ ___ ___ __ ___ ___ __ 29
Brunswick_.__ _____ ___ ____ __ __ ___ 12
Buncombe_______________________ 12 _
Burke_ ___ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ___ 5 _
Cabarrus_________ __ __ __ __ __ ___ 4
CaldweIL_______________________ 6 _
Camden_________________________ 30 __
Cartere!. ._________ 11 __
CasweIL________________________ 16 _
Catawba_______ __ __ __ 4
Chatham . __ __ ___ 6
Cherokee_ __ _ 13 • _
Chowan_ _ __ ___ __ __ __ _ 11
Clay .________ 17 ., __
Cleveland .. ____ _ _ 5
Columbus ••_.... 23 _•••••_ •• __

NEW MEXICO-Continued
Rio Arriba._ _ __ __ __ __ __ _ 60
Roosevelt . _ __ _ __ __ ___ 20
Sandoval. ______ ___ __ ________ _____ _ 49
San Juan________________________ 50 __
San MigueL_____ __ _____ _ 50
Santa Fe___ __ ___ ___ __ __ __ __ _____ _______ ______ 47
Sierra___________________________ 23 __
Socorro__________________________ 56 __
Taos . .__________ 4
Torrance______ 32
Union_ __ _ 8
Valencia_________________________ 47 __

18 _
14 __
19 __
23 _
7 __

11 __
15 _

5 _
8 __

12 _

21 __
13 _. _
20 _
16 • _
51 _
15 • _
29 _
34 __
9 _

27 __
18 _
28 _

NEW HAMPSHIREBelknap ••_._. __
Carroll ---
Cheshire • ._ - _- _.
Coos. __ • • - --
Grafton • _
Hi��sborough • ----
Merrimack •_._. ----
Rockingham_. • ----_
Strafford ---
Sullivan - -- -_

NEW JERSEYAtlanta .____ __ _ 20

~~~~~~iori:--- ---- ------ -- -- --- ----- -- -- ----- 6
Mount Holly (city)_____ (I) _' __ . __ -- ---
Mount Laurel (city)___________ (I) _
North Hanover (Clty)._________ (I) _

Camden .___ __ __ _ _ 18

~~~b~~~iid~_-_~~~~~~~~~~~~:~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~i
Essex: Newark (city)______________ 22 -----------
Gloucester:Glassboro (citO .________ (I) _

Washington (township)________ (1) ------------
Monroe (city)________________ (I) _

Hudson ._________ __ __ ___ __ ___ __ __ _ 27
Mercer__ __ __ __ __ __ __ _ 15
Middlesex . . ___ __ __ ____ 19
Monmouth:Asbury Park_________________ (I) _

Keyport (city) .______ (I) _
Ocean ._ __ __ __ _ 24
Passaic . __ __ ___ _ 6
Salem__ _____ __ __ __ __ __ ___ 23
Somerset: Millstone (city)_________ (I) __
Sussex: Franklin (city)____________ (1) __
Union ._ __ 12
Warren_ __ __ __ ___ __ __ _ __ _ 10

NEW MEXICO
Bernalillo__ __ __ __ _ 49
Catron___________ __ __ __ _ __ 17 --- __
Chaves__ __ __ __ __ __ __ ___ __ __ _ 18
Collax___ __ __ ____ __ _ 19

E~r~a-ca~ ~: ~~~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~:~: ~ ~~ ~ ~~::: ~ ~~:~: ~: ~:::: l~
Dona Ana________________________ 34 ---- _

~~~~c:: :::::~ :::::::::~ :::::::--- -- -- --25---- - -- -~~
Guadalupe_ __ __ __ __ __ _ __ __ __ _ 41
Harding____ ______ __ _____ __ __ ______ _ 12
Hidalgo____ __ __ __ 34 --- ---
Lea__ __ __ __ __ __ ___ _ 13
Lincoln . __ __ __ ____ __ _ 10
Luna____________________________ 41 _
McKinley__ __ __ 47 -- _
Mora____ __ __ __ __ __ 44
otero_____ __ __ __ __ __ ______ _ 18
Quay •• _ __ 21

Footnotes at end of table.

NEBRASK~ntinued

Pierce ._________________ 1
Pawnee__• ._ ____ 3
Rock_ __ _____ _____ ____ _____ 6
Sarpy__ __ __ __ _ 9
Saunders . 3
Scotts Bluff__ 10
Sheridan._________________ __ 7
Sherman • • __ •• • ' ___ 2
Stanton • • ._ __ ____ ___ 3

[~~-:~1-:-1~~:1-~~-1--\~~;~~;;~~~~T -- ---- -- --j
NEVADAChurchill , _

Clark__. -- -- __
Elko • - __
Eureka - --
Humbold!. -._
'Lincoln - __
Lyon - __
MineraL •
Ormsby _
Pershing • ----
Washoe • -- --
White Pine. -------
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EXHIBIT 2-COntinued

TABLE II.-FOOO ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percent of persons participating in county and city administrative
units (compulation based on: (1) 1960 census of families with
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro·
gram participation as of February 1969)

(I n percenll

EXHIBIT 2-Continued

TABLE \I_-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percent of persons participating in counly and city administrative
units (compulalion based on: (1) 1960 census of families with
incomes under gooo, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro·
gram parllc,patlon as of February 1969)

(I n percentl

EXHIBIT 2-COnlinued

TABLE JI.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued -

Percentol persons participating in county and city administrative
unils (computation based on: (1) 1960 census of families wilh
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro
gram participation n of February 1969)

lin percentl

State/Adm. unil
Commodity
dislributi on

Food
stamp Stale/Adm. unil

Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp Slate/Adm. unit

Commodity
distribulion

Food
stamp

26 • ._•• __
19 •• _•• _••
38 ._•• _
22 •• _
47 •• _
57 • • •
40 _
56 • • ._.
31 •
48 •• • _
4 _

37 • _
25 •• __ ._.
50 •• _

71 , • • __
11 _
34 • _
28 _
20 ._. _
20 • ._
37 • •__ • _
12 •__ ••• _._
33 ._
37 _
41 ._
19 _
20 • _
43 _
16 _
20 •• _
18 _
32 _
22 • _
45 _
14 • _
11 _
17 • _
30 _
30 _
9 _

26 _
16 • _
48 • _
36 _
30 _
27 _
43 •
24 _
13 ._
26 _
52 _
45 _
22 _
27 _
33 _
20 ••
53 _
45 _
38 _. _
30 • _
30 _
42 _
18 _
32 _
40 •
37 • _
40 _
21 • _
24 _
23 __ • • __ '_
17 _
26 _
25 _
26 _
36 _
12 _
23 _
40 _
65 _
23 _
24 • •__
41 • _
25 •
36 • _
19 __ •• ._
11 ._•• __ • •
12 • •• __ ••

OREGON-Continued

Jackson •••• __ • .__ 24 __ ._. __ • _
Jefferson ••• •• _. •• 49 • _
Josephine__• •••• • • 48 • _
Klamath_. •• _._ ••• ._. 27 _•• ._
lake . • __ .____ 37 _•• _' _
Lane •• • ••• • 56 . _
lincoln • • • 34 • _
Linn____________________________ 45 _
Malheur • .____ _ 32 • _
Marion •• 39. •__ • _
Morrow • •• 19 _
Multnomah. • •• 15
Polk • • • __ .______ 36 _
Sherman • •• 16 _
Umatilla .____________ 30 _
Union • __ • •_ 17 . _
Wallowa ••• 24 _. _
Wasco___________________________ 31 _

:~~~I~~~~~~:::::::::: ::::::::::: ~ri ::::::::::::YamhiIL • ._______ 28 _

PENNSYLVANIA
Allegheny • • •__ •• __ __ 23
Armstrong ._____ 13
Beaver • • __ ._____ __ 17
Bedford ._ __ 16 • _
Berks. • • • ._ 8
Blair • ._ 9
Bradford •• •• __ __ __ 19
Bucks • • ___ ____ __ 17 __ . _
But�er. • •__ • •________ 11
Cambria. • •• • _. •_ 13
Cameron • ._____ __ __ ___ 15
Carbon • .________ 9 •__
Centre • • ~ • •_ 10
Chester. ._._ __ 5 _
c�arion .____ 22
Clearfield ••• • ._____ __ __ __ ___ 15
Clinton •• __ • • • __ • ._. 10
Columbia • • • 5
Crawford •• • • __ • __ 8
Cumberland • •• 7 _
Dauphin • __ __ __ __ 9
Delaware • .__ __ 20
Elk_. •__ _ 7
Erie • 10
Fayelle_. ._. • __ __ __ 27
Fores'- •• • 10 _
Franklin__ __ __ _ __ __ ___ 13 _
Fullon .________ 23 _
Greene_ ______ __ ____ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ 24

rnud1~i~:~~~~:::::::::::::::::: :::::::: ::::::: l~Jefferson •___ __ ___ __ __ __ ___ 11
Juniata_._ ____________ ______ ____ _ __ _____ 7
Lackawanna • • _____ 14
Laltcaster._______________________ 4 • _
Lawrence • • 25
Lebanon .________________ 6 _
Lehigh .______________ 5 _
Luzerne_ _ __ __ __ __ __ __ _ __ _____ 9

llc"li:ai~~: __ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1~
Mercer • • ._______ 9
Mifflin .__________________________ 10
Monroe • __ _ ____ ___ 11
Montgomery________________ _ 6 _. _
Monlour.. __ • • • 2

~~~~~~g~~l:lnii::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: I~
Perry • __ • •• ___ ___ 8
Philadelphia •__ ._. • •• 18
Paller. •• • _. •• •• __ ___ 18
Schuylkill. ._. • __ • ., 14 • _
Snyder • • •• ._ 9 ._ •• •
Somerse!. • •• • • •• 13
Sullivan •• •• _ 9

i~~;;;;;;:::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::i~: __. ~~
Venango • __ ._._. .__ __ ___ 16
Warren_. ••••• ._ •• __ __ __ 11 • _
Washington_ ••_• • • •___ __ 16

~:~r~iirelanii:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1~
Wyoming ••• •••••• •• ._ •• • 6
York_ • •• ••• ••• ._._.___ 14

RHODE ISLAND

NORTH DAKOTA-Gontinued

Mcintosh •• • .____ 7
McLean ••• ._____ 5
Mercer .____ 6
Morton_ __ __ __ _ __ 12
Mountrail._ ____ _____ ____ __ ___ _ 12
Nelson_ ____ __ __ ____ __________ _ ___ 3
Oliver ._ ____ 7
Pembina ._ ___ __ __ II
Pierce__ ____ __ __ __ ____ __ _ _ 9
Ramsey ____ __ __ ___ 4 _
Ransom .__ __ ___ 5
Richland____ __ ____ ______ ____ __ 7
Rolelle_ ____ __ __ ___ __ _ 15 _
SargenL_________ _ 10
Sheridan_____ _______ ________ __________ __ ____ _ 8
Sioux____ _________ ____ ___ _______ __ __ __ _ 3
Slark____ _____________ __ ____ __ _____ __ ____ _ 13
Steele__ ______ ____ __ _ __ ______ _______ 4
Towner.__ _ ________ __ __ _____ _____ ___ ____ _ 9
TrailL_______________________________________ 9
Walsh__ __ _ 16 _
Ward____________________________ 21 _
Williams__ __ _ 13

OHIO
Adams__________________________ 21 _
Allen______________________________________ 10
Ashland_ ___ __ ______ _________ ________ __ _ 2
Ashtabula_. __ • ' 10
Athens • •__ • • • _ 12
Belmon!. __ • • ,.. 7
Brown___________________________ 14 _
Buller_______________________________________ 9
Carroll_ __ _____ ____ ____ __ _____ _____ __ __ __ _ 4
Champaign_______________________ 4 _
Clark ._____________________ 9
Clermon!. __ ___ __ ___________ __ __ __ 23
Clinlon • ' ____ _ 19 _
Columbiana_ __ ______ __ __________ __ __ __ __ __ __ _ 10
Coshocton_ __ __ __ ______ __ ______ __ __ __ _ 3
Crawford ._ __ _____ __ __ _____ __ _____ 5
Cuyahoga______ ____ ________ ___ __ __ ___ 36
Darke___________________________ 7 _
Erie ._____________________ 8
Fayelle__________________________ 17 _
Franklin____ __ __ __ ________ __ __ __ ______ __ __ 22
Fullon__ __ __ __ __________ _______ __ __ __ _ 2
Geauga ______________________________________ 8
Guernsey_ __ __ _______ ________ ______ _______ 6
Hamillon_______ __ 21
Hardin_ _______ ___ _ ________ __ ___ __ _____ 3
Harrison___ _ ____ ________ __ __ __ __ __ _____ 4
Highland_________________________ 17 _
Hocking_ __ ___________ __________ __ __ _____ 8
Holmes___ __ __ ___ ______ __ _______ __ ___ _____ 2
Huron____________ __ ___ __ __ ___ 6
Jackson_________________________ 41 _
Jefferson_ _____ _________ __ __ ________ ____ ____ _ 21
Knox •• _____ ____ ____ ____ _ 5
Lake_._ __ __ _______________ ____ __ __ 7
Lawrence_ ____ ___ ____ __ _____ __ __ 26
Licking__________________________ 10 _
Logan__ _ __ _____ __ _ __ __ 5
Lorain___ ___ __ __ ___ __ __ ______ __ ____ 27
Lucas__ __ __ __ ___ ____ __ __ __ __ ____ __ ___ 30
Madison_________________________ 20 _
Mahoning , __ _____ ___ __ ___ 18
Marion___ _____ _ __ __________ __ ____ ___ 9
Medina__ __ __ _____ __ ____ ____ _ ____ __ ___ 4
Meigs__ ___ _____ ___ __ __ __ __ ____ __ _____ 12
Miami. ._. • _____ _ __ __ ___ 5
Monroe • • ___ 9
Montgomery • __ ._______________________ __ 15
Morgan • ._ __ ___ __ 9
Morrow .___________________ 6 _•• • _
Muskingum. _ __ __ 14
Ollawa .______ _ __ __ 10
Perry • • _ 11 • _
Pickaway • ___ __ ___ _ ___ 20 __ •• _
Pike • .____ __ _ 43 __ • • _
Portage____ ____ __ ___ ____ ___ 8
Preble____ __ _____ ______ __ _ 7 ._. __ • _
Richland ._ __ ________ __ __ __ __ _ 6
Ross •• __ • __ ___ _______ __ __ __ __ __ __ ___ 13
Sandusky______ _______ _____________ __ __ ___ 6
Sciolo_ __ _____ ___ __ ___ __ _____ 19
Shelby .______________________ 4 • _
Stark________________________________________ 11
SummiL____________________________________ 17
Trumbull_ ________ __ ____ ____ ____ ____ __ ___ 15
Tuscarawas • _________ _____ __ _____ 7
Union •• .______________ 7 ._
Van Wer!.__________ __ __ 4
Vinton____ __ __ __ __ ______ __ __ ________ _____ 9
Warren .______________ 9 _

OHIO-Continued

~:~~~~~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::Wood _
Wyando!.. _

OKLAHOMAAdair • _
Alfalfa_. _
Atoka _
Beckham _
Blaine • _
Bryan _
Caddo __ • _
Canadian _
Carter _
Cherokee _
Choctaw _
cimarron_ ~ _
Cleveland _
CoaL _
Comanche _
Collon • _
Craig • _
Creek _
Cusler _
Delaware _

~11~~! :: ::::::::::::::::::::::
Garfield _
Garvin ~ ~. . __
Grady _
Gran!. _
Greer _
Harper _
Haskell _
Hughes _
Jackson _
Jefferson _
Johnston _
Kay _
Kingfisher _
Kiowa _
Latimer _
Le Flore _
Linco�n _
Logan _
Love _
McClain _
McCurtain _
Mclntosh • _
MarshalL _
Mayes _
Murray _
Muskogee _
Noble _
Nowata • _
Okfuskee _
Oklahoma _
Okmulgee _
0sage _
Ollawa _
Pawnee __ ._. _
Payne _
Pillsburg • _
Ponlotoc • _
PoUawatomie _
Pushmataha _
Roger Mills _
Rogers ._
Seminole _
Sequoyah _
Stephens • _
Texas__ • • ._. _
Tillman. ••• • • •• __
Tulsa • , •••
Wagoner • ._
Washington •• •• ._
Washita • •••
Woodward •••• • __ • __ ._._

OREGONBaker •• • ._
Benton _
Clackamas ••
Clatsop • • _
Columbia _
Coos • _
CrooL _
Curry •
Deachules ._
Douglas _
Gilliam_. _
Gran!. _
Harney • • _
Hood River _

5
4
8
7

Bristol:
Bristol (city) • •••_
Warren (city)_. . __ •• __

Footnotes at end of table.

(1) • _
(1) •• ._
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EXHIBIT 2-Continued

TABLE II.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Contin~ed

Percent of persons participating in county and city admi~istrative
units (computation based on: (I) 1960 census of lamilies WIth
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family 014, and (3) pro·
gram participation as of February 1969)

lin percentl

EXHI BIT 2-Continued

TABLE II.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percent of persons participating in county and city administrative
units (computation based on: (I) 1960 census 01 families with
incomes un~er ~3,ODO, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro·
gram parllclpallon as of February 1%9)

[I n percentl

EXHIBIT 2-Continued

TABLE II.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS--Continued

Percent of persons participating in county and city administrative
units (computalion based on: (I) 1960 census of families with
incomes u.n~er ~,OOO, (2) an average lamily of 4, and (3) pro·
gram parllclpallon as of February 1969)

[fn percent]

Slate/Adm. unit
Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp State/Adm. unit

Commodity
distribution

food
stamp State/Adm. unit

Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp

SOUTH DAKOTA
Beadle._._ __ 6
BennetL _ _..•_ __ ._ .•.. _ 3
Bon Homme _._ .•••.•_._._.... 6 .

~~~~k~~~~~:::~:~::::::::::::::::: _ ~ - j
Brule._.......................... 13 .•.... _ .
Buffalo _...................... 10 .
Campbell _. 18 ....•. _.•...
Charles Mix...................... 21 ... _•• _.....
Clark__ _.• _._ •••....•...•....... _...... 4
Codington._••.•.•_....•.._ _._.... 6
Corson _.•. _._........... .•... .•.• 4
Davison_ _.•.._........ 9
Day..._._ _.•._ _... ~ 14 "_.'..• '
DeueL .•.•••.•._ _...•.•.•._. 11 ..
Dewey..•••__. __ •__ _ _.. 17
Douglas_ ••_._.__ .•.•._.•. _. ._ 8 _.

Footnotes at end of table.

TEXAS
Anderson._...................... 6 _ _.
Angelina _.................. 42 .. _ ..
Atascosa_........................ 12 ........•...
Austin _. __ .••.... 8 _ .
Bastrop.. _ _ __ 18 _._ ..
Bee_ _._ _••.... __ .. _ 4 .. _ _..
Bexar.......• _.....•........ _ _. 12
Brewster.. _ _._._._............... 12
Brooks........• _ _ _.. _.... 61 ._ .
Brown .......•...._.............. 11 _..• _.. _ .
Burleson.• __ .._._ .........•..... _ 28 _..
CaldwelL. _ _..... 16 _ .
Callahan _.__ 9 _ .
Cameron _ _..... 14 .•... , .•.. __
Camp_ __ .•.. _ _._..... 24 ....•. _ .
Carson __ ._._ _ _...... 3 _..
Cass _.. _ _...... 18 _ _ .
Cherokee........................ 11 _ _.
Childress _..•....._........ 7 ..• __ .. _ .
Cochran _ __ _. 18 .•.....•....
Coke.....•_._................... 8 _..•..
Comanche........•.....•..• _.... 10 _ _ .
Cooke.. _ _ _•...•..... _ 11 _ .
Cottle._._ _.. _ _. 24 .

g~~~~~son~:.·.: ::~::::::::::::::::._ ~ ·is
Dallam_ .. _. __ _.. 6 _.
Dallas _ _.......... 12 .
Dawson __ 16 _ .
Delta_ .. _ _._ _ 15 _
De Witt _ _ __ 16 ......•.....
Dickens _ _ _... 19 _ _.
DimmiL __ _ __ ._ 30 .
Duval. _. _ _ _ _ _. 51 .. _._ .
Eastland......................... 11 _. __ .
EI Paso _ _ _ _ _ _... 13
Falls._ ..• _._ _._. 17 .......•....
fannin _..................... 21 .
Fayette _ _ _._ _.. _. 9 _ .
fisher. _ _ _. 10 _. _..•.
Floyd _._ .. _ _ 10 _ _
Foard..•........ _............... 12 .
Franklin.. __ _ _._._. 15 .
Freestone _................. 19 _ .
frio ._. ._. 32 _.. _ .
Galveston.. _._ .. __ 10 .
Goliad. __ _ _ _.. 34 .. _.. __ .
Gonzales.._ _._ _ _.. 20 _.. _._. __ .._
Grimes_ _ _ 25 _ .

g~'Z~~~·(ciii)::::::::::::::::::::·······-·(I)·::::::::::::
Guadalupe....•.• _ _ _.... 8 __ .
Hale _._ _ _..... 13 _ .
Hamilton _ _.............. 5 __ .
Hardeman _................ 13 __ .
Hardin _ __ 19 _.. _ .
Harris•........ _ __ 10 .. _._ .
HaskeIL.._ _ _._.......... 14 _._ ..•

TENNESSEE-Continued

Meigs _ __ ' .. ' __ ._ ._._ .. .... 12
Monroe _._. __ .. _._... 9

~~~~~~~ry ~::::::::: :::::: :::::: ::::::::: ~
Morgan._ __ 32
Obion_ __ _.. _ _ _. .. 4
Overton _ _._ _ 14
Perry _ _. __ _ _._..__ . 12
Pickett _.. 14
Polk_ _.... 8
Putnam._ __ _._ _ _ _ 9
Rhea. _•. _._ ..•... _..• _ _ _ _. 17
Roane _•. __ _ _.... 17
Robertson __._._ _... 13 .
Rutherford _........•........_ _. 5
Scotl_ _.•.... _ "............ 39
SeQuatchie_ .. _ _....•. _. __ _ 23
Sevier........ 6
Shelby _...................... 8
Smith. __ _._•. _ _ 7
Stewarl. _........ 21 __ .
Sullivan._ _ __ 11
Sumner....•............ _ _.... 9

~ro~s~aie:: :::..- :_ ~:::::::::::::::::::: 2~
UnicoL _ _•••..........•.. _._ 17
Union _ _ _._...... 24 .._ _.
Van Buren..•..•. _.._ _ _ _ 11
Warren _ _.. _ 6

~:~~~~~~~~.~~~~.~:~~::::::::::::::: :::::::: :~: ig
White. _.. _ _.._•........ _ __ ._.. 11
Wilsen _ _... 6TENNESSEE

Anderson.. _ _ __ ._ _... 25
Bedlord _ _ _. _. 3
Benton _ _.... 16 _
Bledsoe _ __ .. _._ __ ._ 26
BlounL .. _.. _ _ _........ 10
Bradley _. _ _ _ __ 8
CampbelL.. _ __ ._ .. _ _ _.... 27
Cannon _.. _ _. 12
CarroIL _.. __ _.... 12.
CarteL _ __ 18
Cheatham........................ 20._ .... _.. _
Chester __ __ . _ __ 6
Claiborne _........... 18
Clay. _.. _ _ _. _.. _........ 16
Cocke _ _. __ _.. _ _. _._ 10
Coffee......... 8
Crockett_ _......... 14
Cumberland.................•..... _.... ...•. 14
Davidson _. _ __ .. _._. 4
Decatur. _................. 13._ .. _. __ ._._
DeKalb __ . _.. _. __ _.... 8
Dickson.. _ _....................... 6
Dyer _ __ . 13
Fayette _................................ 39
Fentress _.. __ __ __ .. __ . __ . 20
franklin •.. _._._ .. _. _.. 10
Gibson_ __ _.............. 19 ._._ .. ._
Giles .. __ _._ _ __ . ._... 6
GraingeL _. _ . __ . 14
Greene_ .. _ _.. _ __ .. 5. _..
Grundy _......•.... _ __ . _. 17
Hamblen_ _.. _ _._ _ 12 _._._.
Hamilton. __ _ _ _.. __ __ .. _.... _ 8
Hancock _. _. _ _'.'. __ . _ _ 23
Hardeman_. __ __ .. _._._ 51 _
Hardin _ __ . ._ _ 15
Hawkins _ _ __ . 10
Haywood._ .. _ _._ _._......... 41
Henderson.' _ ' .. ' _ _ 12
Henry _ _ _. _.. __ _. _. _ 4
Hickman _ __ .. 14
Houston _........... ......•.......•....... 13
Humphreys._._ _. 12
Jackson....•.............•..••...... _....... 13
Jefferson._._.................... 17 ....
Johnson.•............ _•..•.. _.... ..........• II
Knox._ _........... 9
Lake._... •.......... 31
Lauderdale_•....................... _.•....... 29
Lawrence. .......•..•.....• 7
Lewis._ •..... _ _ _.. 9
Lincoln_ _ _. 7
Loudon._. 9
McMinn__ _ _ __ .•••._..... 7
McNairy••.•........ _ _.... 13
Macon.._.•...•................_ _ _... 6
Madison .•. _ _._..... 10 __ ._ .
Marion._ •. _ _.•_•.......... _........... 26
MarshaIL_ _ 11 _ _.
Maury•.•.. _ _....• 5

SOUTH DAKOTA-Continued

Edmunds._ _....... 10 ........•.. _
Faulk._ _.... 6 .......•....
GranL.......................... 6 ' ' .••.
Gregory..........•.._............ 11 _.
Hamlin_ .. _...................... 5 .......• _..•
Hand............................ 9 .
Hanson.......................... 3 ...........•
Hutchison.... .•....................... 2
Hyde..•.•..•................. _. __ . _. 9
Jackson.•....... _ __ . __ _..... _ __ .. 8
Jerauld•........ _ _.. _.. _ __ 5 _ .
Kingsbury_....................... 12 .. _ .
Lake _ _.. 6
Lincoln _ _ _ _.. 3

~cc~~ii::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ ::::::::::::
McPherson _ _.... 4 .
MarshaIL .. _ __ ._.... 7 __ _
Mellette __ _._... 8 .
Miner. ...•....... __ ._. . ... 4 .......•....
Moody_ _ _........ 16 .
Pennington _........................ ..... 22
Perkins _............ 9 _•..
Poller. _.................... 10 .
Rdberts.....•..... _.............. 8 .
Sanborn _ _. 6 _._ .
Todd __ _. 6 _.
Tripp _ _........ 16._ _.
Turner _ _ _ _........ 3
Union __ .._...................... 9 .. _.. _.. _
Walworth_ ......•.............. _. 23 __ .
Ziebach _ _...... 32

4
8

24
3

18
18
20
24
19
9
6
6

13
31
16
17
40
19
13
8

26
36
7
3

17
16
16
11
7
6

40
5

31
18
31

5
7

18
5
4

11
5

16
5

40
14

(I) ... _. _... __ .
(1) ....•.••...
10 .
(I) .
(I) ...........•

(I) .•..••...•••
(I) IN/A

RHODE ISLAND-Continued

Abbeville .
Aiken .
Allendale .
Anderson ··· .. -

~:~~e:L·.~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
Beaufort .
Berkeley....•. _. _ _ .
Calhoun _ _ __ ._ .
Charleston _•..•.......... _
Cherokee.._ _ _..•.. -. - -•......
Chester.._ -
Chesterfield._ _._ -
Clarendon _ _ .
Colleton.....•....... _ _•..... - .......•

g~r~~~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
Dorchester ···· .

~~FJ-~r~~:~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
Florence _ _.. _ _. __ •........
Georgetown _•..... _ .
Greenville -..•.......
Greenwood _._ _ ······
Hampton••••.••••...... _ - ......• -••...
Horry. _ __ - .
Jasper•.......••••••.....•..........•....•...
Kershaw .
lancaster.•....•.........•••....•_ .
laurens_ _._ -.
Lee_ _ _...•.•_ _ .
Lexington..••.••••.•..•_.••... _.•__ .
McCormick•••_.•_•.•..•••••.•••.•._._••.. _•• _
Marion..•..._ _.•_. _ _ .
Marlboro_ .•• _.•.... _ _•..... _.•. _
Newberry_ _.•_ .
Oconee_ _•.. _ .
Orangeburg _.•.•.......•.•_._ _. _._.
Pickens._ _. _ .
Richland _.••.•.....•.._•..
Saluda•••. _ _ _.._.•...
Spartanburg.._._ __ ._ __ ._.
Sumter•.... _._ _.. _ .
Union••. _ _ _ .
Williamsburg.. _.._ _•.._...•........•
York _. _.•_._.••....

SOUTH CAROLINA

Kent:
Coventry (city).•.............
East Greenwich (city) .
Warwick (city) .
West Greenwich (city) .
West Warwick (city) .

Newport:
Jamestown (city)..•..........
Newport (city) .

Providence:
Burrillville(city).............. (I) _ .
Central Falls(city) _ _. .. IN/A
Cranston(city)._............. 12 .
East Providence (city) _. IN/A
Foster(city).................. (I) _.. _..•..•.•
Glocester(city)............... (I) _•.•. _••.••.
Johnston (city)........ (I) ..•......•..
Lincoln (city)................. (I) ....•....•.•
North Providence (city).. _..... (I) ._ _ .
North Smithfield (city)........ (I) ._ _.
Pawtucket (city)...••.... _ _.......... (I)
Providence(city) _ __ . 25
Smithfield (city).............. (I) _ .
Woonsocket(clty) __ _.... (I)
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EXHIBIT 2-Continued

TABLE II.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percent of persons participating in county and city admi~i.strati.ve
units (computation based on; (I) 1960 census of families with
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro
gram participation as of February 1969)

lin percentl

EXHtBIT 2-Conlinued

TABLE II.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-tontinued

Percent of persons participating in county and city administrative
umts (computat,on based on; (1) t960 census of families with
incomes u.nder ~3,OOO, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro
gram partlc,pallon as of February 1969)

[I n percentl

EXHI BIT 2-tonqnued

TABLE II.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-tontinued

Percent of persons participating in county and city administrative
units (computation based on; (I) 1960 census of families with
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro
gram participation as of February 1969)

(In percenU

StateiAdm. unit
Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp StateiAdm. unit

Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp StateiAdm. unil

Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp

5
5
3

VERMONT<

Addi~i~djebii;yi:::::~~:~::::::::::::::::::::----------~I~
Bennington • • _

Cale:oeni~~~~~O~ ': ~ ::~~~~:~~~~~ :::~:~ ~::~:::~~ ~I~
Morrisville (WD)_________________ __ (I)
S\. Johnsbury (WO) . .___ (I>

Chillendon. __ . _
S\. Alban's(WD) ._ (I)
Burlington (WD) __ .____ __ __ ______ _ 30
Middlebury (WD)_ __ _ __ ____ _ (I)
Morrisville (WD) -- ____ _ (I)

Essex _
Newport (WD) .____ (I)
S\. Johnsbury (WD) . • __ __ ___ (I)

Franklin _
SI. Alban's (WD)_________________________ (I)

Grand Isle . ~ _
S\. Alban's (WD)_________________________ (I)Lamoille _
Morrisville (WD) -- - - --__ (I)

Drange _
Harlford (WD)_________ __ __ __ _ (1)
Montpelier (WD)_ __ ______ ___ (I)
SI. Johnsbury (WD)_____ ___ _ (I)

Drleans _
Newport (WD) ._________ (I>

Rulland _
Rulland (WD)_ __ __ __ __ (I)

Washington _
Montpelier (WD)___________ (I)
MOrriSVille (WD)_____ __ __ _ (I)
SI. Johnsbury (WD)_ -- -- ---- --._ .• ___ __ __ _ (I)Windham _
Brattleboro (WD)___ _ ___ __ (I)

. Springfield (WD)__________________________ (I)
Wmdsor •_. • • _

Hartford (WD) • • __ ________ (I)
Springfield (WD) • _•. . _________ _ (I)

VIRGINIA
Accomack_____ __ __ __ ___ __ _ 7 _

~~~~:st~::::: :::::::::::::::::::-- --- -- -- ii" ~
Appomattox ._._ __ ____ ___ 17 . _
Bath .• • • 16 _
Bland • • • 11 _

~~~~~~~cnk_:::::::::::::: ::::::::: 1~ ::::::::::::
Buckingham .. __ •__ ._______ 15 •__ •
Caroline • • __ •____ __ __ _ 2
Carroll. •_. _. ._ 9 _
Charles Cily. •• • . ______ ___ 5
Charlolle .___________________ 9 • _
Craig • __ • .• _. __ .__________ 13 •• _
Cumberland•. ._. __ .___ 15 __ ._. • __
Dickenson •__ • ._ ____ 23
Dinwiddie. __ •__ • . • • __ . .____ 6
Essex . _•. •. ., __ • •__ 3
Fairfax . . •• _._. • __ • ._ 5
Floyd. • .__ 5 ._. _
Fluvanna. • __ ••• _. _______ 18 __ • ._
Franklin • ._ •• • • 6. ._. __
Giles .• __ . .____ 18 •• _._
Goochland • __ •_. • •_. ••. _. 2

Footnotes at end of table.

Grayson ._ •• _•• ••• __ __ ____ 4
Greene • • • __ •• __ 19 ••• __ •__
Greenville. ._ • • __ __ 16 _. _
Halifax__ • • • ._._ __ ___ 18 __ • _. ._
Highland •_. • • I

~l~~o~~~:~~~~~:~::::::::::::::::_. ~~_::: :::::::i~
Louisa __ • • .__ _ 11 . _. _

~uad~~:~~~::::::::::::::::::::: :: ~~_-------. ---4

~rd~I::xu_r~::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::: ~

~~~r~;t~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~~~ ~ ~~ ~~ Jt:::::=:::::~

1~~;,:iii~i;~:illi:I;:I; 1_:~;;:[::;;,
!~~~;;t:~~~~ ~ ~ ~~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~~~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~~~~:::::: ::: :i~
Washington ._ __ 6

~~s:~_o_r~~~~~::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1~Wythe. • 2

INDEPENDENT CITIES

g~~f~8:~~~:~::::::::: ::::::::=:::::::::::::: IiFairfax •• .________ (I)
Falls Church ._____ (I)
NOrfolk • •__ ._____ 7

~g~~oke:::::::::::::::::::::::::--- -. -.---9- ~I~

TEXAS-Conti nued

Hays .. _. __ ._ 19. _

~:~Je~~~n-_~ ~::::::: :::::::: ::::: ~ ::::::::::::
Hidalgo ._____ 17 _
Hills___________ __ 13 _
Hockley_________________________ 10 _
Houston _________________________ 20 -_--_- __
Howard ._._ 9 . _
Hudspeth • . . ____ ___ . __ . _ 17
Hutchison________________________ 23 • _
Irion • • 22 _-_ ---------
Jackson_________________________ 8 _

1:ff"~~vis~:::::::: ::::::::::::::: 2~_ - -- ---- -- -iii
Jefferson_ ______ __ ___ ____ _ Il _-_ ------ -__

1i~ ~~~L:::::::::::::::::::::: ~~ ::::::::::::Jones • .___ 18 • _
Karnes • ._ __ __ ___ 41 _- __ -- - --- __
KenL __ • .___ 18 _

~~il~~:~-:-:~~:::::::::::::::::::: n::::::::::::Lamb • • .___ 8 __ • _
La Salle • •• _.__ 45. •
Lavaca • .__________ 11 _
Lee • • .• 19 _
Leon • . • __ • 27 •__ ._

tl~e:~rone::::::::::::::::::::::: l~ ::::::::::::
t:e~g~~:::::::::::::::::::::::: 4f ::::::::::::
Lubbock_. • ._. • 6 •••• _. _
McLennan •_• • __ ._ ___ 6 -- _
Madison • • • __ ___ 25 _
Marion .___ 33 _
Martin______ ________ __ __ __ ___ 7 _

~:~~~f~~~:::::::::::::~:::: ::::: l~ ::::::::::::Madina .____________________ 16 _
Milam___________________________ 19 _

~~~~~~~~::::::::::: ::::::::::::: 1~ : ::::: ::::::
Morris___________________________ 19 _

~:;;{~~~~~~::::::::::::::::::::: ~~ ::::::::::::Nolan_ _ __ __ __ __ 15 _
Nueces_ 8 _

~~~~f::::::::::::::::::::::::::: l~ ::::::::::::Pecos • -- __ -_ - __ 12
Polk_ __ __ ___ __ _ _ 19 _
Poller. .______ 7 _
Presidio -- -- - -- __ 36
Rains_____ 15 _. _
ReaL___________________________ 33 • _
Robertson_______ __ _ 41 _
Sabine______ __ __ __ 10 _

~:~ fa~~~:~~n_e:::::::::::::::::::: ~~ ::::::::::::
San Patricio______________________ 27 _

~~\~~::::~:::::::::::::::::::::: 1~ ::::::::::::Starr__ ___ __ _ ___ _____ __ ___ 67 _
Slonewall._______________________ 18 ,
Swisher .__ _ 17 _
Tarran!.._ 6
Terrell - ---__ 6

~rt~l._::::: ::::::: ::::::::::::::: 1~ ::: :::::::::
Tom Green_______________________ Il _
Travis__ __ ______ ____ __ __ 20 _

!~:;~r-:::::::::::::::::::::::::: U::::::::::::
Val Verde Del Rio (city)___________ 23 _
Waller.__________________________ t4 _
Walker .. 38 _
Ward ._ 27 _

~~~~i~~~~~~: :::::::::::::::::::: ~5 ::::::::::::
Wilbarger.______ __ __ ___ 13 _

~mra"~son~:::::::::::::::::::::: n::::::::::::
Wilson . __ ._____ 15 _

ge:I;-_-~ ~::::::::::~::::::::::: ~~ ::::::::::::
UTAHBeaver . _

Box Elder _
Cache • __ • •. _

UTAH-Continued
Carbon . . .
Daggell . _
Oavis . _
Duchesne _
Emery . . _
Garfield _
Grand . . _
lron _
Juab _
Kane _
Millard _
Morgan • _
Piute • . _
Rich _
Salt Lake . _
San Juan . _

~:~fe~t~-.~:::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::Summit. • • _
Tooe�e •• _
Uintah__ . _
Utah • _
Wasatch . • _
washington •• _

~:~~~_---_:~::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

10
(')
11
11
6
8

11
6
4
2
2
4
8
1

18
26
6
5
4
4

10
10
6
4
1

19

VI RG IN lA-Continued

WASHINGTONAdams • • •• • _
Asotin • _. _

g~~~~=:::::::=::::::::::::::=:::::::::::=:Clark , _
co�umbia _
cow�itz _
Douglas_. •
Ferry • • _
Frank�in_ ._. _
Garfield • _
Gran!.. • _. _

~\:~d~.a~~_o~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::Jefferson _
King • _

~i:~i~~s:~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::Klickitat. __ • . • • __ • _
Lewis • • ._. • •• __
Linco�n • • _
Mason. •• • • • _
Okanogan • • • •
Pacific • • • _
Pand Oreille • • • _
Pierce • •__ • • •
San Juan. • • • _
Skagit. __ • • • _. • •
Skamania•• • • • • •
Snohomish__ • • • __
Spokane • • •• • _
Stevens • • • ., _
Thurston • •_•• • _
Wahkiakum • ._. • __ • •
Walla Walla __ •• • ._.
Whatcom • ••• •
Whitman •• •__
Yakima __ . ._. • _

WEST VI~GINIA
Barbour ••••• ~c . .
Berkeley • • • _
Boone •• • _
Braxton_. • ••• __
Brooke •• __ • • • _. __ • __

35
28
37
34
31
24
31
21
28
19
35
16
28
49
5

18
20
14
18
28
21
6

32
21
15
18
22
3

32
68
23
29
16
20
33
35
20
14
46

18
9

36
23
26
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EXHI BIT 2-Continued

TABLE I I.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percenl 01 persons participating in county and city administrative
units (computation based on: (I) 1960 census of families with
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro
gram participation as of February 1969)

[In percentl

EXHIBIT 2-Continued

TABLE H.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percent of persons participating in county and city administrative
units (computation based on: (1) 1960 Census of families with
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro·
~ram participation as of February 1969

[I n percent]

EXHIBIT 2-Continued

TABLE H.-FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS-NEEDY FAMILY
(CD) AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS-Continued

Percent of persons participating in county and city administrative
units (computation based on: (I) 1960 Census of families with
incomes under $3,000, (2) an average family of 4, and (3) pro·
gram participation as of February 1969

[I n percent]

State/Adm. unit
Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp State/Admin. unit

Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp State/Admin. unit

Commodity
distribution

Food
stamp

WISCONSINAdams • • ._.___ 11
Ashland • __ 29 •
Barron__ •• • • .___ __ 6

16

9
16
6

16
6
2
4

10
3
6

34
3

16
4
9

10
8
4

17
13

2
10
II

22Nationalaverage _

1 Not available.
, Included with Billings County.
3 Combined with Uintah.
• Welfare district.

WISCONSIN-Continued

Pierce ••• •_. • •
Polk__ • ._______________ II • ._._
Portage.. .____________________ 12 _
Price .. • .... __ 8
Racine__._. __ •• __ __ __ _ 30 __ .. 00

Richland __• ._ •. _. __ .. •• • 5
Rock .. ._. ._.___ 19 __.. _... _
Rusk_ • __ •• • • • • • 11
St. Croix. • ._________ 4
Sauk •• .__________________ 7 __ •• _

~~~r~io-_-_~::::::::::::::::~:~::: 2~ ::::::::::::

~~;~ol~~~::::::::::::::::::::::: 1~ : ::: ::::::::
Trempealeau_. ._ • "._ ____ __ 4
Vernon__ • • __ .. • 4
Washburn .____________ 27 .. ..
Washington______________________ 9 _
Waukesha_. ." " __ • ••• 9
Waupaca .______________ 9 •

~!~~~~~~~~~::::::::::::::::::::: :i ::::::::::::
WYOMING

Albany • • •
Big Horn •• ...
Campbell.. • • •
Carbon ._ • .. _
Converse•• • __ • • __ • •• •
Crook • • .. _
Fremon!.. .. • • ._
Goshen. • • _

~~~nSto~~~~~:: ::::: ::::::::::::::::::: :::::::Laramie ._ • • _
Linco�n __ • •• • • • __
Natrona ._ .. .. • •
Niobrara • • • _
Park. •• . __ .. _. __
Platte_. • • __
Sheridan.. .. .. ._ • _
sub�ette • • _
sweetwater __ .. ._. _
Teton • _
Uinta _
Washakie _
weston • • •

WISCONSIN-Continued

Bayfield_ _ __ __ __ __ __ ___ _ __ __ _ 10
Brown_._________________________ 14 _
Buffalo .. _. _____ __ __ ___ _ 11 __
Burnett.. ______ ____ _____ __ ________ _ 7
Chippewa:

Arthur (city) __ • __ •• •• __ (I) . ._
Bloomer (city)________________ (1) __ • __ •• _
Birch Creek(city) .______ (I) ._
Cadott(city) ._ (I) _•• _._._. _
Chippewa Falls (city)__________ (I) _
Cleveland (ciM__ • • (1) • __ • _
Cornell (city). ._____ __ (1) • _

Eagle Point(city). __ ._________ «:» __ .. _-_._-_-_-_-_... _-_-Estella (city) ._ •• _
New Holcombe (city)_. • (I) _
New Auburn (city) • ._ (1) _. •• _
Ruby (city) ._.____ (:» _.-__--_-_::::-_::
Samr.son (city)__ .____________ (
Stan ey (city) ._ _ (I) • ._

Clark • ._.__ 8 _
Columbia. • • .______ __ ___ 4
Crawford. • • •• .__ __ ___ 11
Dane • __ • • • __ • __ ._. 16 ••• __
Dodge • • __ • ._.__ 5 •• _
Door • ._. __ • ._.___ 4
Douglas • • • ._. __ .____ 24
Duan • • • __ ._. __ •• __ _ 7
Eau Claire • .__ 10
Florence • _" • .__ 40 • •
Fond du Lac • • .____ 7 _. ._._
Fores!... • __• •__ • ' 13
Gran!.. • __ • ._ • •__ ._ •• 6
Green_. • __ • • • __ • 3
lowa • • • 3
Iron •• •• ' ___ 6
Jackson. ._ • ._•• 16 _
Juneau. __ • __ • ._._. ._ 13 __
Kenosha • __ 00._.____ 32 • _
Kewaunee. _. _• .00 • 3
LaC rosse __ 00 • __ • .__ __ __ _ 12
Lafayelle. __ ._. .. __ • • 14 00 __
Langlade • • • • • 7
Lincoln 00. ._. ' 13
Manitowoc ._ ... 13 __
Marathon________________________ 10 _
Marinette.. • ._. __ • •___ _ II
Marquette • • •• _ 4
Menominee. ____ _ _ 85 • __
Milwaukee.. • ._________ _ 25
Monroe • • __ • • • __ • .__ 7
Oconto • •• II __
Oneida • • __ __ __ _ 18
Outagamie. 9 10 • _
Ozaukee. • ._ __ __ _ 8 • _
Pepin. • • ._______ 10

14
28
46
11
25
23
8

14
9

14
11
9

18
9

20
14
41
37
36
10
14
14
18
18
52
8

15
6

22
12
10
14
14
14
17
21
21
11
19
28
11
15
12
19
40
38
22

8
10
41

WEST VIRGINIA-Continued

CabelL. _. •• •••• •• _' ._.
Calhoun. _. • __ ._••• _•• •__
Clay ._ ••• _••••• _. - -- _-_-.,_
Doddridge. • • ' _. •• • _

~f(~~~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
Gra n!.. ••• _••• _._._. ._ - -•••••••
Greenbrier • __ ••• _. • • ,_
Hampshire__ • _. _•• •• _' _. •--
Hancock._ •• • ._ - • __
Hardy • __ •• • • • • _
Harrison • • • • •__
Jackson • ._. _. • •••• _.
Jefferson • • '" ••••••
Kanawha_. • •_. _. _••• __ •••_•• • __ •
Lewis•• • • • __ • • • _
Lincoln••_•••_"" _••__ • ., ' •
Logan_ •• _" • _. _. _. ._. • -. - _' •
McDowelL __ • ._ •••_••••••_•• __••• - _- _
Marion_. _._._._._._ • __ •••• __._. ' • •
MarshalL••• _._ ••• _._ •• ' - _- •• _---
Mason••_. _._._._. _. ,.,_. ' ••••_•• _•••• __
Mercer_'_' ••••_._._ ••••_••_••••••••• •• _.
MineraL ••' '" _••• _. ••••••••• •- • _--.
Mingo_. _•••• _. __ ••_._._._. __•••• __ • - _- - --
Monongalia•••• _" ._._._•••••••_. - __ •• _•••
Monroe. _. .,_•••_•••••_' _•••• ' - _-., _•• ,
Morgan••• _. _. _. ._•• • _. _•• • __ ._ ••••
Nicholas_•• __ • ." • ••••_••_. '._ ._._
Ohio • • _• __ • • __ • •• • -'" - _-. - --
Pendleton. _•••• _. _. _._ ._. •_. _. - ••• - _. _
Pleasants •• _. _._._._. •_._. •-.
Pocahontas • ._. _._. _. • -_ - _••• _.
Preston •• __ ,_., •• , _. ••• -_ - •••
Putnam • • _. _••_._. •• __ ,_ -- - •••_••
Raleigh •__ •••••• _. _. •.• ' _" _._ ,,_.
Randolph•••••"" _. ._. __ -. -. -. ••
Ritchie__ • _. _._. ••• __ ._. -_-. - ._
Roane •_. ••••_._ ._. __ • _. ,_ - ••• _.
Summers. •••_._. _. _. _' ' - -- - •• ,
Taylor__ ._ •••_••••••••••• _. _. __ • __ -. '_" --
Tucker_. _" ._._._ ._•• _. -. -_ -_ --.
Tyler •• __ ._••• _••_._._ •• __ •••_._._ - - -_. --
Upshur ••_'.'_ • __ ._._._._._._. • ._._

~:b~~er:::::::::::::::::~::: ~:::~::~: ~:~ ~~::
WetzeL _. • -. -_- _-•• -.
Wir!.._•• ._. • •• _. ._
Wood • • • • • __ --
wyoming ••••••• - - -_ - -.

EXHIBIT 3

STATE·BY·STATE PROFILE OF THE DROP IN PARTICIPATION IN COUNTIES TRANSFERRING FROM COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM TO FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 1

Decline in participation Decline in participation

State

Commodity Food stamp
participation participation Food stamp

just after just after participation
transfer transfer Jan. 1, 1969 Number Percent State

Commodity Food stamp
participation participation Food stamp

just after just after participation
transfer transfer Jan. I, 1969 Number Percent

Total'. ___ • ________ • 2, 78~,108 1,478,568 1,698,891 1,084,217 40 Montana __________________ 2,768 1,518 1,855 913 33Nebraska __________________ 12,872 6,992 8,665 4,207 33
Alabama•••• _._. ____ •_____ 69,562 27,308 28,302 41,260 58 New Jersey_______ .. _______ 5,138 19,856 31,414 +26,276 _________ • __
Arkansas___ • __ ••• ____ • ____ 118,777 47,630 64,464 54,313 46 New Mexico____________ .. _ 34,637 18,566 36,043 +1,406 ____________
California._____ •• __ •______ • 6,196 3,652 8,039 +1,843 (3) New York _________________ 54,569 33,289 36,044 18,525 34
Colorado_____ • _•• ____ 65,425 25,200 45,135 20,290 31 North Carolina __ •__________ 19,925 9,909 11,563 8,362 42
Connecticut. ____ •• _. ___ .::: 574 21,382 18,104 +17,530

67
North Dakota._ .. __ . _______ 1,582 1,968 2,127 +545. ___

Georgia ___ • ______________ • 31,325 7,316 12,086 19.239 Ohio __________ 00 ___ .. _____ 274,053 169,814 216.704 57,349 21
IlIinois_.__________ • _______ 112,394 42,191 43,792 68.602 61 Oregon ____________________ 31,383 9,841 11.703 19,680 63
Indiana•• _. ______ ._. ______ 49,846 22,255 35,162 14,684 29 Pennsylvania. _.. ______ •___ 416,685 231,241 223,197 193,488 46lowa____________ .. ________ 43,755 16,832 22,660 21,095 48 Rhode Island ______________ 4,299 4,591 6,282 +1.983Kansas__ •_______ •______ • __ 1,820 1,034 763 1,057 58 South Carolina _____________ 13,119 7,264 9.671 3,448 26

~;~i~~~L~ :::::::::::::: 196,083 95,071 119,968 76.115 39 Tennessee_________________ 98,412 73,066 72,870 25,542 26
113,444 66,336 66,068 47,376 42 Texas_____ 00 ______________ 7,844 5,207 7,534 310 4

Maine________ • _____ • ___ •• _ 1,070 647 2,738 +1,668 _ Utah ____________________ .. 9,957 4,852 4,786 5, I7l 52
Maryland_____ • _____ 00 __ • __ 43,447 31,634 32,339 11,108 _ __ __ __ __ 26 Vermont.. .... _____________ 2,297 3.679 4,777 +2,480 ____________
Massachusetts•• _• ____ 00 ___ '133 '294 '134 (') - Virginia ________ 00 _________ 13,838 10.019 6,519 7,319 52
Michigan____ •___ ..________ 217,162 113,070 86,925 130,237 60 ~ashin.gton, ________ •_.. ___ 76,028 37,362 60,923 15,105 20
Minnesota_. __ • _________ ._. 47,265 21,700 27,297 19.968 42 est VlrglOla ________ .. ____ 198,741 89.851 • 121,235 77,506 39

:I~~:~~i__.::::::::::::::: 295,500 176,415 178,050 117,450 40 Wisconsin __ .. __ • __________ 13,529 5.551 5,958 7,571 56
68,106 9,235 21,876 46,230 67 Wyoming __ • _________ • _____ 9,681 5,224 5,253 4,428 45

Footnotes on following page.
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, Includes only counties transferring during fiscal years 1961--68. Based on participation in
food stamp programs on Jan. 1. 1969, as reported by USDA and on USDA publication "Part!c!pa.
tion in Needy Family Program in Projects Prior to Transfer to Food S!a.mp 'program and Partlclpa.
tion in Food Stamp Program" C. & M. ~./CFP~, Dec. 2. 1968. Partlclpabon 10 food stamp pro·
gram on Jan. 1, 1969 includes only counbes whIch have transferred from the commodIty program,
thus, it is not equivalent to total participation in the food stamp program. Prepared by the Select
Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs.

'These totals vary slightly from totals in USDA table U because cities for which Jan. I, 1969,
participation figures are not available are omItted from th,s table.

'See the following table:

California:
HumboldL •••••••..•.•...••••••••
Modoc•••••••••••••.•••••...••....
Shasta•••••••.•••••••••..•.•••..••

Commodity
participation

just before
transfer

5,032
282
882

Food stamp
participation

just after
transfer

1,027
59

2,556

Food stamp'
participation
Jan. 1, 1969>

3,539
127

4,313

• This figure is based on the May 1968 participation, not the December 1968 participation as all
the others are.

, Returned to commodity program.

TABLE II.-PARTICIPATION IN NEEDY FAMILY PROGRAM FOR PROJECTS BEFORE TRANSFERRING TO FOOD STAMP PROGRAM AND IN FOOD STAMP PROGRAM AFTER TRANSFERRING AND
PARTICIPATION IN ALL PROJECTS OF FOOD STAMP PROGRAM,' BY MONTH

Transfers from needy family to load stamp Food stamp, all projects Transfers from needy family to food stamp Food stamp, all projects

Persons participating Persons participating

In needy In needy
family In food Persons family In food Persons

Month entered food Counties prior to stamp after participat· Month entered food Counties prior to stamp after participat·
stamp program States' or cities transfer transfer States' Projects' ing stamp program States' or cities transfer transfer States' Projects' 109

Fiscal year 1968:
517 277 1 1 277

Fiscal year 1964:
July••••.•... , •• September.. ..•.• 3,423 1,264 1,264
AugusL ...••••• 5,187 2,946 2 2 6,452
September•.••••• 5,940 3,008 3 3 7,749 Cumulative
October. ••.••••• 41,750 32,025 4 5 35,113 totaL •....•. 20 40 833,951 384,026 22 43 391,699
November..•.••• 574 21,382 1 2 37,922
January .......•. i,069"'" 1;024'

1 1 1,267 Fiscal year 1965:
February.......• 2 2 3 4 1,631 February ........ 3 8 45,980 26,652 3 8 26,652
March ..........• 11 26 • 42,750 32,620 18 72 72,315 March ....•.....• 6 12 81,209 40,094 8 19 61.102
ApriL. .......... 16 56 85,929 54,539 25 103 94,932 ApriL .•..•.•••• 10 15 101,569 73,400 11 20 156,465

May.•.•.••....• 5 12 63,201 29,042 7 15 33,587
TotaL......•• 23 94 183,716 147,821 30 193 258, 162 June............ 3 3 17.755 7.889 5 5 11,106

Cumulative to TotaL.•.•.•..• 17 50 309,714 177,077 21 67 288,912
date••••.••• 42 728 2,956,633 1,524,574 '43 '1,027 2,024,982

Cumulative
Fiscal year 1969: totaL •••••• 27 90 1,143,655 561,103 29 110 680,611

July•••••...••.. 6 18 38,505 ....... " 10 57 .' ........
August.......... 8 24 54,806 .......... 19 83 .......... Fiscal year 1966:
September.••••.. 1 2 494 - - - - - ~ - - - -- 4 13 ......... July'........... 5 6 84,444 36,988 5 6 37,240
October. ................................................ 1 1 .......... September.•.•.• 1 2 6,807 5,267 1 2 5,267
November. ..•••• 4 6 3,199 ........... 6 7 .......... October. ........ 4 8 43,537 24,321 5 9 29,532

November....... 12 25 83,854 57,070 18 32 74,119
TotaL•••••..• 14 50 97,004 ........... 24 161 .......... December....... 10 21 95.650 45,910 16 32 125,363
Cumulative to January......... 2 2 35,133 16,422 5 5 30,342

date•••••••• 42 778 3,053,637 ........... , 43 '1,186 .......... February........ 1 1 33,926 20,779 4 4 33,825
Fiscal year 1961: March ........... 2 4 22,079 7,987 6 9 12,173

May •••••••.•••• 1 1 36,673 11,287 1 11.287 ApriL ........... 9 15 53,006 21,746 18 31 55,253
June•••••••..••• 4 4 52,096 33,715 5 38,353 May............ 14 45 339,356 134,217 16 57 138,012

June............ 9 28 87,175 36,483 15 28 38,586
TotaL......... 5 88,769 45,002 6 49,640

Fiscal year 1962: TotaL ......... 24 157 884.967 407,190 37 215 579,712
July............ 2 168,238 91,315 2 91,315

Cumulative
Cumulative totaL ...... 33 247 2,028,632 968,293 41 , 324 1,260.323

total. ....... 257,007 136.317 8 140,955
Fiscal year 1967:

7,401 4.518 2 2 4,518Fiscal year 1963: July............ 2
October. ........ 1 1 32,285 11,500 1 1 11,500 Augus!.. ........ 1 12,984 9,167 1 1 9,167
November. •••.•• 3 6 50,106 28,829 4 7 31,372 September....... 1 3 4,299 4,591 2 4 16,532
December. •••••• 3 3 62,728 29,321 3 3 29,321 October................................................. 1 1 117
January•.••.•••• 2 2 79,922 20.239 2 2 20,239 November. ...... 8 38 45,878 25,787 13 62 39,926
February•••••••• 1 1 6,536 4,717 1 1 4,717 December....... 14 57 100,829 60,163 20 83 79,694
March........... 8 10 214,464 91,214 8 10 91,214 January....... __ • 17 91 157,256 79,489 18 112 89,291
ApriL ........... 2 2 18.705 5,163 2 2 5,163 February........ 10 47 103,638 64,593 14 56 68,108
May....... 2 2 90,544 46,568 2 2 46,568 March........... 10 22 79,402 45,445 15 35 59,655
June... 2 5 18,231 8,894 3 6 9,386 ApriL........... 14 30 51,548 27,587 17 44 36,830

May............ 16 49 56,821 26,134 18 60 32,094
TotaL. ... 16 32 573,521 246.445 18 34 249,480 June............ 9 47 124,229 63,465 14 54 70,565

Cumulative TotaL..••••••• 30 387 744,285 410,939 34 514 506,497
totaL ••.•••. 19 39 830,528 382,762 21 42 390,435

Cumulative
date........ 39 634 2,772,917 1,376,753 42 838 1,766,820

, Participation in needy family program is the peak of the 3 months prior to entering food stamp
program; participation in food stamp program is the peak month nationally in fiscal year.

'States are counted only once in arriving at fiscal year total; also, only once since beginning
of food stamp program in arriving at cumulative total.

3 Projects expanding city to county operation or new county joining existing projects are not
included as new projects.

• Includes District of Columbia.

'Rice County, Kans., withdrew Apr. 1, 1965.
• Cherokee County, S.C. (reentered July I, 1968) and Hardeman County, Tenn., withdrew July I,

1967; Nash County, N.C., withdrew Aug. I, 1967 (reentered Aug. I, 1968); Marshali County,
Miss., withdrew Dec. 29, 1967.

'Includes District of Columbia; Massachusetts discontinued program when Amherst (city)
withdrew July 31, 1968.

8 Amherst (city), Mass., withdrew July 31, 1968; Red River, Tex., withdrew Sept. 30, 1968.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the ta
ble to which I have just referred shows
that most food-stamp programs are
token programs that appear to be-but
are not-feeding the poor. Once again
Congress would be adopting a program
which has the appearance of dealing
with a problem but which in fact does
not do so.

Now, Mr. President, I am not pointing
the finger at other states because we

have the same problems in Minnesota.
In looking at the table, I find that, as of a
few months ago, there were 12 counties
in my State with no food programs-no
direct commodity program. no food
stamp program. I appealed to the Gover
nor of my State to help. I asked him to
set up a committee. He did not do so. So
that the citizens who need food assist
ance in those counties are still in need.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent that my letter of April 21, 1969, to
Governor LeVander be inserted in the
RECORD at this point.

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

APRIL 21, 1969.
Hon. HAROLD LEVANDER,
Governor, state 0/ Minnesota, state Capitol,

St. PaUL, Minn.
DEAR GOVERNOR LEVANDER: During the past

several months, the Select Committee en Nu-
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trition and Human Needs of the U.S. Senate,
assis~ed by numerous private and public ef
forts inclUding a survey by the U.S. Depart
ment of PubIlc Health, has carefully docu
mented the widespread existence of hunger
and malnutrition in this country.

As a Minnesotan who has been prlvlleged
to serve on the Committee and participate
In this study, I have become Increasingly
concerned about Its impIlcations for our
State. While we have not held hearings In
Minnesota, authoritative statistical and other
printed reports indicate that many of the
same patterns of Income variation, spotty
participation in supplementary food pro
grams, and Ineffective delivery of assistance
may also be present In Minnesota, where we
pride ourselves on the quantity and quality
of our food prOduction and our concern for
the needy.

THE NATIONAL PICTURE

Much work remains to be done in or
ganizing and evaluating the Information we
are gathering, but I belleve the foHowlng ob
servations represent a fall' appraisal of what
we have estabIlshed to the satisfaction of a
responsible bipartisan crms-sectlon of the
Committee:

1. Hunger and malnutrition are far more
widespread than any of us have thought.
Whlle figures are necessarily speculative at
this time, most responsible authorities would
now agree that approximately 10 mlllion
Americans suffer from some degree of mal
nutrition.

2. Although there may be pockets of more
serious and more concentrated nutritional
deprivation, hunger and malnutrition do ex
Ist In all parts of the United States and In
every State.

3. While programs to avert hunger and
malnutrition have expanded In recent years
they still fall substantially to meet their
goals. To summarize some of the Inade
quacies of major nutrition programs:
A. Direct commodity fOOd program (DCF)

DCF programs exist In only 1,342 of the
nation's 3,098 counties, or just over 43 per
cent. A county may not participate in both
DCF or Food Stamp programs. Foods distrib
uted under DCF programs are inadequate
to carry a needy famlly through the entire
month for Which they are provided. Ellgible
foods often do not meet the special re
quirements of the lll, the young, and those
who have special traditional eating patterns.

Food is often avallable at only one point
In a county, requiring as much as $7.00 to
$8.00 per month for piCk-Up costs If trans
portation can be found at all. Some county
adIninistrators carry out the program In such
a way that they unintentionally or Inten
tionally discriminate against certain recipi
ents or embarrass and harass the poor to the
point that they prefer to remain hungry.
Outreach workers are rarely available to find
those most in need.

B. Food-stamp program (FS)
The FS program is designed to perInit a re

cipient to purchase his own food according to
his family's needs, but the bonus value of
stamps is usually so meager that a famlly
receiving food stamps. as fonner Secretary
of AgriCUlture Freeman testified before the
comInlttee, may spend more money on food
stamps than it preViously spent on food
and will stU! spend a greater proportion of
Its net Income for food than wlll a famlly
of average means.

Since food stamps--except In two counties
In South Carolina-are never free, a recipi
ent may find himself unable at a given time
to make the fUll payment for a two-week or
one-month supply of food stt.mps because he
simply does not have the cash. Rent, fuel,
utilltles, costs of going to and from work,
and other expenses which require Immediate
cash payment literally take food from the
mouths of his family. Like the DCF program,
the FS program wlll not carry a faInily

1

through Its food needs for the month even If
the initial cash investment can be made. The
cash problem may help to explain why, when
counties shift from DCF to FS programs, as
many as 50 percent of persons who have
been receiving commodities do not partici
pate In the Food Stamp program! How do
they feed themselves and their famllles?

Food stamps are available only for foods
or food products. Whlle a food stamp pur
chaser may use his stamps to purchase cake,
candy, potato chips, or other "luxury" foods,
for example, assistance Is not avallable for
the purchase of such basic household needs
as soap, detergent, and medicine. The Im
mediate necessity for cash outlay for these
items can also cut substantially Into funds
available for a food stamp payment. In ad
dition, the FS program relies on the family
to make purchasing judgments, but nutri
tion education for the faInily Is usually lack
Ing.

Like the DCF program, the FS program can
be and sometimes is administered In a token,
conservative or actually Insulting and dis
criminatory way. And outreach workers are
rarely available In this program to seek out
those most In need.
C. The national school lunch and breakfast

programs
Although adequate nutrition is vital to the

energy and learning capacity of stUdents, not
enough schools participate In the programs
a shocking percentage of the very poorest
children cannot participate because of the
charges that may be imposed by the school.
Estimates Indicate that there are approxI
mately 6.6 ml1lion school children In the
country whose famllles ca,n be described as
poverty-stricken, but only two mlllion of
them can participate In school lunch pro
grams. Others may be left out because there
are no progr!l.ms where they Ilve or because
their famllles cannot provide money for
lunches. Often these latter chlldren sit next
to friends and higher-Income famllles who
enjoy hot, nutritious, government-subsidized
lunches whlle poor chlldren have little for
lunch except humlllation.

The School Breakfast Program suffers the
same Inadequacies, besides being so new that
It can be found only In a small number of
schools. I have been appalled to find how
many chlldren come to school Without
breakfast, Jeopardizing both their health
and their ablllty to learn. In Florida alone, It
Is reliably estimated that 85 thousand school
children arrive at school each morning with
out breakfast.

Like other programs for the poor, the Na
tional School Lunch and Breakfast programs
are often least avallable to those who need
them most. The poorest school districts
have the least financial resources for school
cafeteria facilities and operational costs. and
they are also the least able to provide re
duced-price or free meals for those who
must go hungry without that help.

4. Inadequate as these programs are, they
do exist; but there is no program to deal
even remotely with the critical nutrition
needs of Infants from the period before birth
until they reach school age. Pediatricians
have pleaded eloquently before the Commit
tee for national recognition of the dlsaster
mental as well as physical-which befalls
undernourished Infants. Besides the dangers
of permanent physical Impairment and In
creased susceptlblllty to l1lness which mal
nutrltlC'n brings during the pre-school peri
od. a child's capacity to learn mav be serl
ouslv and permanently damaged by under
nourl8hment. Most of a human being's men
tal capacity develops In the pre-school years.
A Inind crippled by malnutrition cannot
later be restored to full capacity. In fact,
malnutrition may be one of the key reasons
that infant mortality, premature birth. and
physical and mental subnormallty are found
in such shocking percentages among the

very poor. We now know that kwashiorkor.
pellagra, marasmus, and rickets, all diseases
of malnutrition, are serious probleIllS in this
country. Dr. Charles Lowe, chairman of the
ComInlttee on Nutrition of the American
Academy of Pediatrics, was asked before our
Committee whether his testimony meant
that he thought the problem of hunger and
malnutrition was the first factor that must
be solved If we are to break the cycle of
poverty in America.

"That would be my opinion," Dr. Lowe re
plied, "not only the first but the most read
Uyapproachable."

But we do not have systematic, nationwide
programs to attack this basic, approachable
problem In the early years of chlldhood
where they are most critical.

5. Those most needing help to obtain
good nutrition-infants and chUdren,
mothers, the 11llterate, the aging, the physi
cally and mentally disabled, the mentally
lll, the totally Impoverished-are at the same
time the most difficult to reach. They sulfer,
and die, In baffied and heartbreaking silence.
They are usually neither seen nor heard.
Many live a "shadow lIfe"-not even knOWing
or understanding their problems, let alone
what they might do to solve them. Others, I
am convinced-thousands and perhaps mll
Ilons of them-prefer hunger to the degrad
Ing treatment they receive when they seek
help. So present programs almost Invariably
stop at the shorellne of greatest need, by de
fault depriVing unreached Americans of their
health. their physical and mental abllltles,
sometimes their chance for prlde--even, per
haps their capacity to care for themselves.
And what Is worse Is that this nation is
therefore denied the productiVity of thou
sands or mUlIons of Americans crippled to
the point of uselessness as producers. We are
a nation whose capacity to produce nutri
tious foods Is world-renowned: pervasive
hunger and malnutrition Is our national
shame.

MINNESOTA

Hunger In Minnesota is as difficult to
measure precisely as hunger In the nation as
a whole, but some of the same general meas
ures make it possible to jUdge that a problem
does exist In our State.

A new Bureau of Labor Statistics study
concludes that an urban famlly of four must
receive a gross Income of $6,000 a year to feed
Its members properly and stl1l meet other
minimum expenses. A comparable rural
family, the Bureau estimates, must receive a
gross Income of $5,000 to $5,500 per year. Even
then, according to the study, only one-fourth
of persons living on those Incomes actually
obtain adequate diets.

Assuming the Bureau's estimates are rea
sonable, surely famllles of foul' anywhere In
Minnesota who receive $3,000 or less In gross
Income per year must suffer some degree of
nutritional deprivation. II). Minnesota an es
timated 600,000 persons !lve In such famllles,
while only about 73,000 Minnesotans are cur
rently partlclpatlng in either the Direct
Commodity Food Program or the Food stamp
program, according to current Department
of Agriculture figures.

For some of the more than 500,000 Min
nesotans whose famlly Income is below $3,
000 but who are not receiving food supple
ments through either program, the National
SChool Lunch program may be prOViding
some help for the chlldren. But 170.000 ele
mentary and secondary school chlldren In
Minnesota attend the 1,454 schools of the
3,299 schools In our state where the program
Is not avallable, and the chlldren from poor
faInllles among them obviously have no op
portunity to receive these benefits. Further
more, of the 507,000 chlldren who do partici
pate in the National SChool Lunch Program
In Minnesota, the percentage receiving free
meals was only 2.7 per cent during the past
fiscal year. This compares with a national
average of 12 per cent of chlldren in the
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program who received free meals during the
same period. It ls impossible to know how
many undernourished children remain hun
gry in Minnesota despite the National SChool
Lunch Program, but It ls fair to speculate on
the basis of the available Information that
many Minnesota children from needy fami
lies, like similar children throughout the
nation, are being mIssed by this program.

School Breakfast Programs in Minnesota,
as elsewhere In the Nation, are pitifully in
adequate. During fiscal 1968 only 18 schools
served 3,426 Minnesota children. If Florida
estimates 85,000 breakfast-less children, how
many do we have In Minnesota?

The general nutritional situation can be
looked at in another way. Every person re
ceiving welfare assistance Is eligible auto
matically for food assistance. But even if all
of the persons presently receiving help from
either the Direct Commodity Food program
or the Food Stamp program In Minnesota
were assumed to be welfare recipients (and
they almost certainly are not all welfare re
cipients) these programs would be reaching
only slightly more than half of the 144,000
persons receiving welfare assistance In Min
nesota in November 1968.

Furthermore, some of the same admin
istrative problems evident in these food pro
grams nationally are probably present in
Minnesota as well. I should expect that there
would be less tokenism and harassment In
Minnesota than In most states, but It Is true
that some Minnesota counties distribute as
few as 15 of the 22 Commodity Food items
availa.ble and that none of the Minnesota
counties have more than one distribution
point for commodities. As we would expect
in Minnesota, there are some impressive vol
unteer efforts to make up for this deficiency,
most notably in Pope, Douglas, and Lyon
counties, according to the U.S. Department
of Agriculture.

These are the basic questions:
How many of the 170,000 Minnesota school

children In schools which do not have School
Lunch Programs are undernourished?

How many of the 507,000 school children
participating in the School Lunch Program
shOUld be receiving free lunches but are
not? How many of the 360,000 children who
are not receiving lunches in schools which
have the program should be participating,
probably through free lunches?

How many eligible welfare recipients are
not receiving food supplements of any kind?

How many eligible families do not partici
pate in food supplement programs because
of administrative or Information problems,
or because the counties In which they live
do not have any program at all?

Tragically, we do not know the answers
to these questions. But we should know
them, so that we can deal with the problems
they reflect, and I hope we Will find them
out.
SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD AND EMERGENCY SERVICES

PROGaAMS

In addition, other special federal nutri
tional programs could be more widely used
in Minnesota.

One such program Is USDA's new Supple
mental Food program under which doctors
are permitted to prescribe food for mothers
and young children whom they diagnose as
SUffering from malnutrition. This program
is aimed directly at those most susceptible
to the crippling effects of malnutrition, and
It should be adopted as Widely as possible
in Minnesota.

Another program which might be expanded
In Minnesota Is the Emergency Food and
Medical Services program of the Office of
Economic Opportunity. Under this program
outreach workers tour areas with substantial
poverty-striken populations, informing eli
gible residents of the help available to them,
offering information on proper nutritional
practices, and prOViding direct aid in cases
of severe need. Recently I was able to help

establish one such program on the Leech
Lake Indian Reservation, and we certainly
should have others.

A NUTRITION SURVEY FOR MINNESOTA

I have gone on at some length to sketch
the character of nutritional problems and
program deficiencies at the state and national
levels. Regrettably, we must speCUlate on the
basis of general income figures about the ex
tent and location of the hungry In Minne
sota.

To Improve the basis of our information, I
would be happy to Join with you in asking
the U.S. Public Health Service to expand Its
National Nutrition Survey to inclUde Minne
sota. As an alternative, Minnesota, like New
York, might enlist the expert nutritionists
available within the State In a comprehensive
nutrition survey of Its own. If we are to deal
with malnutrition effectively In Minnesota,
we will need expert assistance to identify
Its specific locations, Its magnitUde, and the
measures which might be taken to alleviate
It.

Since It Is unlikely, however, that such
a survey would come quickly enough or be
state-wide in its application, I urge you to
establish qUickly a State Commission on
Human Nutrition to examine all aspects of
the problem of malnutrition in Minnesota.
This Committee might be composed of fed
eral, state, and local representatives of such
programs as the Direct Commodity Food pro
gram, the Food Stamp Program, the School
Lunch and Breakfast programs, the OEO's
Emergency Food and Medical Services Pro
gram, and USDA's new Supplemental Food
Program. It could also usefUlly draw on the
expect knowledge available at our universi
ties and the practical knowledge possessed
by the food Industry in Minnesota. It should
include welfare officers, Public Health special
Ists, and a Wide range of interested and
l,nowledgeable citizens.

I would hope that the Commission could
begin work Immediately so that, If possible,
it could present this session of the legislature
with proposals to make our State govern
ment a full participant In the growing effort
to eradicate hunger. The Committee might
then continue the preparation of a compre
hensive report that details the location and
extent of hunger In Minnesota, outlines ex
Isting programs for its alleviation, and pre
sents a comprehensive' plan to commit all
available State resources to a coordinated
federal-state-Iocal-private campaign against
hunger.

Several states have committed themselves
to such efforts. In North CaroUna, for exam
ple, Governor Moore has made the eradication
of hunger the keystone of his administration.
Toward this end North Carolina has spon
sored a careful stUdy of the nutritional re
quirements of its citizens; examined the fail
ures of Federal Food programs; caned on
every State agency with responsibility in the
area of nutrition to report on its present ef
forts and lay plans for expanding these ef
forts; urged county officials to adopt and
l'ncourage participation in existing food pro
grams; convened a state-wide "opportunity
group" to coordinate state efforts and to en
list the help of private industry and charita
ble groups; assisted new nutrition education
programs in many counties; and, most im
portant, appropriated state funds to help
needy persons, poor counties, and weak school
districts to participate in useful, but often
too costly, Federal programs.

I note also, in today's newspapers, that
Governor Rockefeller hag asked the New York
State legislature to require that every county
participate in the Food Stamp program as
soon as adequate Federal funds are available,
and to requlre that counties participate in
the Direct Commodity Food program until
Food Stamp participation is possible.

We need not imitate the North Carolina
or New York efforts, but we should emulate
their resolution to act qUickly and effectively

at the State level to eradicate hunger. I sin
cerely hope that you will aet now by estab
lishing a Commission on Human Nutrition.

I Will enthusiastically support any signifi
cant new efforts at the State level and con
tinue my own efforts to improve food assist
ance programs at the Federal level.

As pUblic officials, we share responsibility
for the pitifully inadequate public efforts to
meet the needs of the poor and the hungry
in America. But assessing blame Win not feed
anyone. What we must share in the future
instead Is a firm resolve to move together in
a non-partisan attack which Will draw an of
our resources--local, state, federal, and pri
vate-into a united drive against hunger.

I look forward to working with you In this
effort.

Sincerely,
WALTER F. MONDALE.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, looking
at the Minnesota counties which do par
ticipate, one of them delivers food stamps
to only 8 percent of those needing them;
another to 5 percent; another to 3 per
cent; many others to 3 percent and 5
percent and other kinds of token per
centages.

I am glad to see that there are a few
counties doing better, but the same pat
tern exists in Minnesota as in other
States. It shows that we have only a token
food stamp program in this country. We
talk about ending hunger but we are not
acting to alleviate it.

Mr. President, as we meet here today,
there are millions of Americans, of all
ages, all races, all beliefs, who are hungry
and suffer from malnutrition. We are
robbing many of our children of the
promise of a decent life because Con
gresses have not fully met this problem.

Mr. President, now is the time for this
Congress to act.

I yield the floor.
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I sug

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

will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unani

mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I rise to sup
port the substitute food-stamp bill in
troduced today by Senator MCGOVERN,
myself, and other colleagues.

I would like to say at the outset of
my comments that the Committee on
Agriculture and especially my distin
gUished colleague from Louisiana, Sen
ator ELLENDER, should be commended for
the excellent efforts which they have
made, first earlier in this session to in
crease the 1970 authorization for· food
stamps to $750 million and for the many
improvements which they have made in
the bill recently reported to the floor.

However, in view of the massive na
tional concern for the problem of mal
nutrition at this time, I think it is ex
tremely important that we do not miss
the opportunity to pass a food-stamp bill
which would encompass all the improve
ments needed in the food-stamp pro
gram to eliminate malnutrition in this
country.

As a member of the Senate Select
Committee on Nutrition and Human
Needs, I have become extremely sensi-
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tive to the sUffering and hardship felt
by those many Americans who lack an
adequate diet.

I believe it would be extremely un
fortunate if the Senate would pass a
food-stamp bill which would only pro
vide a limited amount of progress to
ward the elimination o'f malnutrition in
this country; a goal which I believe is
shared by all Americans. It is for this
reason that I have joined with Senator
McGoVERN and other members of the
Senate Select Committee on Nutrition
and Human Needs in the introduction of
a substitute bill which would go that
extra mile needed to reach our goal of
an adequate diet for all Americans re
gardless of income.

If we are to span the nutrition gap,
then we must build a bridge based on
the food stamp program which does not
fall short of reaching the goal supported
by all Americans-an adequate diet for
all.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the vote on the
pending McGovern substitute, and all
amendments thereto, occur not later
than 3:45 p.m.; in the meantime, the
time to be equally divided between the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc
GOVERN) and the Senator from Loui
siana (Mr. ELLENDER), the Senator in
charge of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, at
this time I would like to make a minor
modification of the pending substitute.
I send it to the desk and ask that it be
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator wish to modify his amendment?

Mr. McGOVERN. That is correct.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, the amendment is modified as
the Senator requests.

The modification is on page 7 line 2
of the substitute strike "two-thirds" and
insert in lieu thereof "one-half."

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, if I
may just have the attention of the Sen
ate, the modification relates to the mat
ter of free food stamps. Instead of mak
ing families eligible for free food stamps
when they have an income of $80 a
month or less, this is a somewhat more
conservative amendment. It would set
that figure at approximately $60. The
formula would be one-half the current
amount necessary to purchase a nutri
tionally adequate diet prescribed by the
Secretary under section 7(a).

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I would
have no objection.

Mr. McGOVERN. The purpose of that
modification is to comply with the re
quest made by the Senator from Vir
ginia (Mr. SPONG) , one of the cosponsors
of the substitute bill, that would take
a somewhat more conservr.tive approach
on the matter of free food stamps. Other
wise the substitute bill stands as orig
inally offered.

I suggest the absence <H a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will call the roll.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, is that
time to be taken out of the time of the
Senator from South Dakota?

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes, to be taken out
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
will be taken out of the time of the
Senator from South Dakota.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered.

Who yields time?
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I yield

such time as required to the Senator from
Massachusetts.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, last
February 18, I joined with several of my
colleagues to support the fight for full
funding of the Select Committee on Nu
trition and Human Needs. At that time,
we were concerned with the need to ex
tend, fu11 blown, the life of that com
mittee, in order to continue to investi
gate the problems of hunger and malnu
trition in our society. Authorization for
full funding was approved by this Sen
ate, and the committee has been con
ducting its very thorough investigation.

Under the leadership of Senator Mc
GOVERN, that investigation has produced
indisputable evidence of the tragic con
sequences of hunger and deprivation.
The information about poor nutrition
and inadequate food, gathered and pre
sented to the American pUblic, leaves no
question that this problem is one of the
most serious in our society.

Today, we are concerned not with con
tinuing the committee's investigation,
although that remains as a yet unfin
ished task; instead, we are concerned
with a proposal to help meet the needs
that have already been explicitly docu
mented.

The current Federal food stamp pro
gram serves only 3.2 million of the cur
rently ,-stimated 25 million poor and 13
million near poor. Combined in these
groups, are those people whose incomes
place them in substantial danger of be
ing malnourished.

Suppose the disbursement to farmers
eligible to receive Federal payments for
holding the ceiling on their production
of food was limited to just a few of the
eligible farmers. If that payment were
made to farmers on the same limited
basis that food stamps are issued to the
hungry poor, then 193,000 farmers wou1d
have received subsidy payments instead
of the 2.3 million farmers who got Gov
ernment subsidy checks last year.

Eligible people who might be able to
eat better with Federal food stamps live
in every county in the United States.
Yet, the stamp program is currently serv
ing only 16 percent of all hungry Ameri
cans in the Nation's counties.

Imagine, if you will, what it would
mean if the Department of Defense pro
vided adequate diets for just 16 percent
of the men in every military unit. That
cou1d never happen because the DOD
does not let itself become embroiled in

debates about the relationship between
good nutrition and desired productivity.
They know a hungry soldier is not an ef
fective soldier. Only when we are asked
to consider food assistance for the poor
do we make probing inquiries about the
value of an adequate diet. Only then do
we make microscopic investigations into
the proposed cost of putting enough food
into the mouths of the hungry.

Public debates about the country's
ability to feed the poor pointlessly end
in a wrangle about money, loss of person
al incentives and concern over proving
the relationship between good nutrition
and desired productivity. But in the
largest Federal food assistance program
administered by the Department of De
fense, these irrelevant concerns are
never debated. In fiscal year 1970, DOD
plans to expend nearly $4 billion to feed
3.5 million servicemen at an annual rate
of considerably over $1,100 per person.
This compares with the administration
budget for food assistance for the poor
which would allegedly service 8 million
poor people at a cost of $1.226 billion, or
an annual rate of $145 per person. That
ratio of nearly 8 to 1 in favor of the
armed services can only make the poor
firmly convinced that their Government
is not fighting the real enemy.

For a family that is poor, the enemy
that gnaws away throughout each day of
their dreary, hollow existence is their
constantly undernourished, anemic diets.
Even for those participating in the food
stamp program, there is no provision to
insure that recipients will enjoy an ade
quate, healthy diet. They get, instead,
the crumbs of a cruelly administered
fraud. Our Government has estimated
that more than $3 billion is needed to
provide an economy, low-cost diet for all
poor families-a diet, that was admit
tedly designed for emergency situations
to meet food needs for a very few days.
Yet, the total food benefits planned by
the administration for fiscal 1970 fall $2
billion short of that amount. It falls
nearly $4 billion short of the amount
needed to provide a more nutritious low
budget diet which has been prescribed as
the absolute minimum a family needs to
achieve nutritional adequacy over a
period of time.

In other words, we are being woefully
unfair and dishonest with the poor, when
an admittedly weak program is approved
to meet the serious nutritional needs of
millions of Americans. We know that the
current food stamp program cannot buy
enough nutritious food to feed a poor
family. Yet, it is the cost of this soup line
program which is used to measure the
total cost for feeding the hungry. It is
astounding that over the years we can
continue these pitiful illusions.

If the needs of the war in Vietnam
were met in the same way, American life
might be considerably different. What
wou1d be happening in Vietnam if, when
the Pentagon asks for 500 jet fighters,
funds are made available to procure
only 100?

Dr. Charles Upton Lowe, chairman of
the Committee on Nutrition of the
American Academy of Pediatrics notes:

We have a reasonable set of figures upon
which to estimate the dollar cost of relieving
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malnutrition. Food to meet the needs of an
adult costs approximately one dollar a day;
lnfants, during the period they are bottle
fed, need 36 cents a day for milk. Extrapo
lating these figures to national need, one
can estimate that in addition to the present
food programs, we must spend another 3 bil
lion dollars if we are to provide adequate
food for all those in America who are now
suffering some degree of malnutrition. The
cost, although great In dollars, Is a small
fraction of the gross national product; less
than one third of one percent and miniscule
compared to the social cost of failure to feed
hungry people.

Senator Robert Kennedy's 1967 obser
vations of the seriousness of hunger and
malnutrition in Mississippi focused na
tional attention on this problem. His
concerns have hastened our considera
tion of ways to improve the program
so that more of the poor, inclUding those
with no income at all, can maintain an
adequate diet.

Later, that year, Senator Kennedy
joined with our very able colleague from
New York (Senator JAVITS) to submit the
Partnership for Health Amendments of
1967. That provision called for a com
prehensive national survey of the inci
dence and location of serious hunger and
malnutrition and related health prob
lems. Since then, the Public Health Serv
ice initiated and is conducting the na
tional nutrition survey. Under Dr. Arnold
Schaefer's direction, this survey has al
ready verified instances of starvation and
neglect.

Because of Robert Kennedy's insist
ence to highlight the national hunger
problem, the celebrated CBS report
"Hunger in America" developed a sym
pathetic stirring for American TV view
ers. Perhaps, that documentary has done
more than any other single event to
awaken the public to this national shame.

Senator MCGOVERN'S bill is designed
to realistically meet the food needs of
the poor. By citing only selected features
of Senator MCGOVERN'S proposal, we see
that his bill will authorize free food
stamps for 5 million poor Americans.
They represent the 20 percent of all the
poor, whose total income is less than
$1,000 per year. Over 1 million of these
very poor have no cash income at all.
This is a provision that was offered more
than 2 years ago.

In June 1967, Robert Kennedy asked
Secretary of Agriculture, Orville Free
man, to issue free food stamps. Senator
Kennedy asserted that the minimum
payment must be reduced permanently
to zero for people who have no income.
Today's bill offered by Senator McGov
ERN will also provide for an allotment of
food stamps that is large enough to buy
a nutritious diet. It is not a continua
tion of the present watered down pro
gram that weakly attempts to buy a poor
family the skimpy diet designed for
emergency use.

And finally, this bill requires the Sec
retary of Agriculture to operate a food
stamp program whenever local officials
refuse to recognize and meet the needs
of the hungry poor. I am pleased to give
my full support to Senator MCGOVERN.
He has compiled in this bill the pro
visions that are necessary to begin a sin
cere attack on hunger induced by
poverty.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President I
yield myself 1 minute to thank the S~n
ator from Massachusetts for the excel
lent statement he has made today, for
the leadership he has provided the Se
lect Committee on Nutrition and Human
Needs, and for the excellent work he has
done as Chairman of the Subcommittee
on Indian Education which has been
looking into the problems of that ne
glected group of citizens. I appreciate
very much the contribution the Senator
has made.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I do not
think we ought to adopt the proposed
amendment as a substitute bill. There
are many things that do not fit the sit
uation at all. These are some points
which we should consider:

First, rather than allow the elderly to
give stamps to nonprofit organizations
and commissaries of the Department of
Defense, it would be simpler to meet
their needs through other programs.

Second, under the substitute simul
taneous operation of commodity distri
bution and food stamp programs must
continue until participation of the food
stamp program equals the previous par
ticipation in the commodity program.
Thus, simultaneous operation, with its
duplication of effort, could go on for
a longtime.

Third, the substitute amendment, of
fered by the Senator from South Dakota
and others requires distribution of
stamps and collection of charges by the
Post Office. Too many persons have had
trouble getting mail lately with an over
worked Post Office Department, and it
does not seem that we should put this
additional burden on the Post Office un
til they are able to handle the excessive
work which is already loaded on them.

Fourth, the amendment offered re
quires establishment of the program in
every area after January I, 1971. Yet,
the appropration authorization for fis
cal 1972 is only $2.5 billion, and heaven
knows what little distance that would go
if we complied with the rest of the
amendment.

Fifth, the amendment authorizes the
Secretary of Agriculture to administer
the program nationally or in any area
through a nonprofit organization. We
can see the difficulties which would be
encountered in that situation, with the
nonprofit organizations all vying with
each other to see who would run the food
stamp program.

Sixth, the amendment relieves the
States of the cost of issuing coupons and
collecting charges for food stamps, and
this further lessens the state's responsi
bility in a cooperative program.

I cannot think of any reason in the
world why we should vote for the amend
ment offered by several of our very well
meaning colleagues.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GURNEY in the chair), Who yields time?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield 10 minutes to
the senior Senator from New York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has only 6 minutes remaining.

Mr.· McGOVERN. I yie'1d· 5 minutes to
the Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I think
that the argument just made by the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN) is a
very important one. I think the answer
to it is that this is an alternate plan for
the plan proposed by the Agriculture
Committee, dealing with certain funda
mental changes which overshadow the
particular matters to which my beloved
colleague, Senator AIKEN, has called at
tention-that is, they deal with the ques
tion of free food stamps.

The level is now down to $60 a month.
It deals with the adequacy of the stamp
allotment which requires $125 a month
for a low-cost food plan, and it makes
national eligibility standards and there
fore insures that we will not have the
situation in which 10 percent of the
counties in the country have no plan of
any kind. These are criticallY important
things, and I consider also very impor
tant the bypassing provision.

I am the ranking minority member of
the committee which Senator MCGOVERN
has so very ably and brilliantly led; and
we found county after county in which,
no matter what you do whether people
are starving or not the county just will
not take corrective action. If we are going
to be stymied by that, then the United
States is not performing ~ts obligation.

Therefore, Mr. President, as the rank
ing Republican member of the Select
Committee on Nutrition and Human
Needs, I proudly join in sponsoring the
substitute food stamp bill-an urgently
needed reform measure to eliminate
the intolerable conditions of ·hunger and
malnutrition from our Nation.

I think it significant that nine mem
bers of the select committee--on a bi
partisan basis-joined in sponsoring the
sabstitute food stamp bill. As members
of the select committee, we have-in the
course of our 9-month investigation of
the extent of hunger in this Nation
witnessed firsthand the evils of mal
nutrition and the inadequacy of the pres
ent food stamp program.

I would like to express pride in the
fact that this administration has over
come some of the redtape and bureauc
racy which has entangled its predeces
sors and has brought us fTom discovery
of a national problem to a commitment
to take action to deal with malnutrition
and hunger.

I also wiSh to commend the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry, and par
ticularly its chairman, Senator ELLENDER,
for acknowledging the need for an ex
panded stamp program as evidenced by
his leadership in the Senate's passage of
the $750,000,000 emergency food stamp
authorization several weeks ago.

However, I do not feel that the com
mittee bill goes far enough in providing
the expansion and reform in the food
stamp program which is so desperately
needed. If we are to really get the job
done and effect meaningful food stamp
reform, then I believe that we must adopt
the substitute bill and reject that re
ported by the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

The SUbstitute bill as I have indicated,
would provide the needed reforms in the
stamp program including free stamps for



September 24, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 26875

families of four whose income is less than
$60 per month; a stamp coupon allot
ment for families of four at an amount
not less than the USDA low-cost food
plan of approximately $125 per month,
and national eligibility standards which
would allow families of four with income
less than $4,000 per year to participate
in the stamp program.

Mr. President, these provisions in the
substitute bill are similar to provisions
in the food stamp section of my omnibus
hunger bill, which I introduced several
weeks ago. They were needed then and
they are needed now. If we can give away
free commodity foods, then we can and
should do no less for the neediest re
cipients of food stamps. I think that free
food stamps would go a long way in
meeting the food needs of such recipi
ents, whose incomes are less than $60
a month for a family of four.

Regarding the coupon allotment of ap
proximately $1,500 per year, we should
certainly provide this much food to the
very needY in our country. The Depart
ment of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statis
tics estimated that in 1967, the average
low-level standard food-at-home budget
for a family of four ranged from $1,433
to $2,120 in metropolitan-urban areas of
the United States and from $1,369 to
$2,059 in nonmetropolitan areas--popu
lation from 2,500 to 50,000 In the North
eastern region of the United States,
which includes New York, the range was
from $1,503 to $2,237.

We should not hestitate to provide eli
gibility to those households where annual
income is under $4,OOO-especially since
the average low-level standard of total
budget expenses for a family of four is
$5,473 in the South alone--if we hope to
someday see such families no longer in
need for such aid.

The committee has taken a step for
ward in food stamp reform, but with all
due respect to its members who worked
so long and hard on writing the bill, we
can no longer take steps when we need
to take giant strides. The substitute rep
resents the strides that must be taken
if we are to help those to whom the doors
of economic independence and adequate
nutrition have been closed for too long.
Let us open those doors, Mr. President.
Let us open those doors so that mothers
will no longer have to stare at the bloated
bellies of their malnourished children
and so that empty stomachs will no
longer exist as a bar to gaining a full
mind for many millions of school chil
dren who live in poverty.

Regarding appropriations, Mr. Presi
dent, the substitute bill would provide
$1.25 billion for fiscal 1970, $2 billion
for 1971 and $2.5 billion for 1972. With
out these funds, we cannot have an ex
panded and meaningful food stamp pro
gram. The very least we can do is to
fund the program at a level to solve the
problem.

Finally, Mr. President, I view this sub
stitute bill as an important interim
measure at least until a comprehensive
and adequate welfare reform program is
enacted to provide monetary payments
at a high enough level iF pel1Ilit food
stamps to be discontinued without hard
ship to recipients. It would be unjust and
unfair to pha~e out food stamps before

adequate welfare reform is enacted. We
must meet the need right now, and I
believe that the SUbstitute stamp bill will
provide the program and funds neces
sary to accomplish that goal.

In the final analysis, Mr. President, we
will be judged morally as a great Nation,
not only by our general well-being, but
also by how well we provide for those
who have too little.

Therefore, we are not doing anything
overgenerous in this substitute bill. We
are simply recognizing the reality that
this country regurgitates when it thinks
about the fact that there are many peo
ple in this country who are so malnour
ished that they are on the verge of star
vation. Yet, that is the finding of fact
that affects 5 million American families.

If our country cannot morally gird it
self up to do something remotely ade
quate about it, it is a pretty sad day. In
other words, instead of looking at this
through the wrong end of the telescope,
at subsidies and particular regulations,
remember, the House has not acted, and
they can tie up any particular minor
detail that we do not cover in this sub
stitute.

We have to look at the fundamental
thrust of what has aroused the conscience
of this country to an extent greater than
did the war on poverty or anything in the
welfare field. This is the fact that medi
cal testimony has proven and demon
strated that many Americans-an esti
mate of 5 million families-are affected
by hunger and malnutrition.

The substitute makes minimal prOVi
sion and it differs from the basic measure
before the Senate in the fundamental
point-that we will not allow a family to
starve because it does not have the money
to pay for food stamps, and that we will
not allow any political entity, a county
or otherwise, to frustrate the conscience
of the United States in providing for peo
ple who can find no income for food-not
to mention other basic necessities of life.

For those reasons, Mr. President, be
cause it settles the basic question of prin_
ciple in a reasonable and modest way, I
hope very much that the Senate will
adopt the SUbstitute and do its part to
deal with what is a blot on the national
escutcheon and an affront to the national
conscience that demonstrably. hundreds
of thousands of Americans go to bed hun
gry every night is something which I do
not think any American wants to tolerate,
however we may differ on any other ques
tion.

I thank the Senator for yielding to me.
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield

myself 10 minutes.
Mr. President, the substitute means a

rewriting of the whole bill. The Conunit
tee on Agriculture and Forestry spent 4
days in hearings and 2 or 3 days in mark
ing up the bill. The only opposition was
from the Senator from South Dakota.
There was some opposition to a provision
in the bill relating to granting free
stamps to people receiving incomes of less
than $40 or $60.

But this is a very liberal bill. It is not
the same as the law we now have on the
statute books, by any means. In this bill,
I read from section 3 (a) :

The face value of the coupon allotment
whic~ Stare agencies shall be authorized to

issue to any households certified as eligible
to participate in the food stamp program
shall be in such amount as the Secretary
determines to be the cost of a nutritionally
adequate diet.

Mr, President, the bill prOvides $750
million for fiscal year 1970. The testi
mony was that the administration could
use only $610 million. Therefore, under
the bill we are now considering we are
providing $140 million more than the
administration said it could use.

For the second year the administrator
would have $1.5 billion and a carryover
of whatever is left from fiscal year 1970.
For the third year $1.5 billion plus what
ever is carried over from the two pre
ceding years would be available.

Mr. President, the bill we are now con
sidering is a vast improvement over the
law that is now on the statute books. The
present law provides that the recipient of
stamps shall pay as much cash for stamps
as he did pay in the past and, depending
on his income, he would receive a small
bonus of stamps for that much cash.

Under the old rules and regulations
that were made by the Secretary of Agri
culture, a person paying as low as $2
could get stamps in the amount of $30,
$40, up to $50; and under this new bill
the Secretary could even go further than
that.

Under the new bill as well as the pres
ent law administration is provided at the
local level. In other words, it involves
participation by the State, by the county,
and the people.

Under the substitute bill, if a county
does not join in and ask for the program,
the Federal Government could go in and
establish a program not administered
directly by the Secretary but by some
association which he chooses to do the
job.

Mr. President, I do not know the im
plications involved in the substitute we
are now considering. We have not had
time to consider all of the provisions of
the substitute bill. The committee spent
much time in producing the bill which
was reported. In my humble judgment
the substitute would not give to the peo
ple the diet that is prescribed in the bill
that we have presented to the Senate for
the reason that, as the Senator from
South Dakota admitted today, the money
could be used for other purposes than to
buy stamps.

Our bill specifies that the stamps are
to be used to provide a diet which the
Secretary determines to be a nutrition
ally adequate diet. That is prescribed in
the bill itself.

The substitute provides that the
stamps could be used to buy soap-I will
refer to the bill for the other language
that is contained in the provision.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. The substitute bill
provides:

The term "food" also means such products
as the Secretary may determine to be neces
sary for personal cleanliness, hygiene, and
home sanitation.

Mr. AIKEN. That could mean clothing.
Mr. ELLENDER. It could mean cloth

ing. It could mean housing.
Mr. AIKEN. It could mean almost any

thing pertaining to living quarters.
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Mr. ELLENDER. There is no doubt
about it.

As I said, Mr. President, the proposals
of the Senator would change the bill alto
gether. On local administration I dare
say that this bill would not give to the
recipients the stamps necessary to give
them an adequate diet. The local admin
istration should be retained, but under
the substitute bill it is intended that ev
ery county and every parish in the United
States shall have a program of food
stamps; and, if the locality does not do
so, if it does not follow the law in apply
ing for it, then, as I said a while ago
the Secretary could employ an associa
tion-the Salvation Army or the Black
Panthers, or what-have-you-to operate
the program in the counties where the
local authorities refuse or have rEason
not to desire to have a program.

One of the most seriously defective
sections in the bill is the provision for
concurrent operation of the food dis
tribution program, which does not pro
vide an adequate diet, along with the
food stamp program, permitting partici
pants to purchase less than that which is
allotted as necessary to an adequate diet,
and permitting food stamps to be used
for a wide variety of nonfood products
instead of being used for food.

Now, in order to carry out the pro
gram as envisioned by the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota it would not
require $2.5 billion but probably $5 bil
lion per year to operate, and particUlarly
when the bill provides that the moneys
can be used for purposes other than food.

The committee felt that the program
for food stamps should be relegated to
food needs, for the purpose of purchas
ing food and nothing else.

Mr. President, I am very hopeful that
the Senate will not make a snap judg
ment and vote for this substitute in lieu
of the bill reported by the oommittee
with little or no opposition from anyone
except, as I said, a few who desire to have
free stamps ranging from $40 to $60 to
low income families.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield to the Senator
from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I wish to
say that we are charged with proceed
ing at a snail's pace. Now we are rais
ing the appropriation authorization from
$340 million to $1.5 billion in 2 years and
that is a pretty good pace for a snail.
It is more than a 400-percent increase.

Mr. ELLENDER. I agree with the
Senator.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield
such time as he may require to the Sen
ator from Florida.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have
not seen a more serious effort to come up
with good legislation than that which the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
used in the several days of hearings and
the several days of markup which we
employed. We came out with a bill which
is really revolutionary in the amount of
the increase to meet the problems of
hunger in this Nation.

The Senator from Vermont (Mr.
AIKEN) and the Senator from LoUisiana
(Mr. ELLENDER) both .have stated accu
rately what happened in committee.

With only the reservation on the part
of the Senator from South Dakota that
he expected to offer a substitute bill, and
the reservations of about four Senators
that they wanted to vote for free food
stamps for the least able families, there
was no division in that committee of 13
Senators on the bill when it was reported.

Mr. President, the first point I want
to mention, which has already been men
tioned, is the fact that the substitute bill
as proposed by the Senator from South
Dakota would change the nature of the
bill. This is a food stamp bilL I read
only these words from the substitute bill :

The term "food" also means such products
as the Secretary may determine to be neces
sary for personal cleanliness, hygiene, and
home sanitation.

That means soap, toothpaste, tooth
brushes, Lysol, toilet tissue, and any
number of other things which we could
mention that would be added to the
articles which would come within the
purview of the bill; that would make it
not at all a food stamp bill exclusively.

I hardly need mention the fact that a
drive would be made by many industries
to get in under the purchases which
could be made by food stamps, if this
kind of provision were put in the bill.

The second thing I want to mention is
the power of the Secretary of Agricul
ture to override the Governor and the
State welfare department that would be
given by the substitute bill. It is pro
vided in the bill that, in the event the
State welfare department has not man
aged the program well or does not ask
for a program, and the Governor does
not ask for a program, the Secretary of
Agriculture can, on his own motion, bring
food stamps into any county and have
the program administered by a nonprofit
association or organization of his choice.
or by a public organization, if he so
chooses.

Mr. President. if that is consonant
with our form of government, then I fail
to recognize it. It seems to me it seeks
to put in the hands of a Federal agency,
and in an important officer of the Federal
Government, the power to override en
tirely the will of the local community,
and the will of the State, that is directly
opposed to the use of this kind of pro
gram.

Incidentally. there may be units that
want to continue the commodity distri
bution program, which can be done, even
under the committee bill.

The third point I want to mention is
the excessive amounts that would be
authorized in the bill. The present pro
gram for 1969 is $315 million. The
amount authorized for 1970 is $340 mil
lion. The committee bill raises that to
$750 million-that is more than double
and raises that by doubling it to $1.5 bil
lion for 1971; and for the same amount,
$1.5 billion for 1972. It also provides for
a cumulative use of the authorizations
and appropriations. So that. as a matter
of faet, what is provided is a total au
thorization of $3.75 billion for the 3 years
covert>r! by the cGmmittee bill.

Mr. President, the substitute bill pro
vides, instead, $5.75 billion, or exactly $2
billion more for the program in those
3 years, meaning that the judgment of
the committee, after hearing all the
testimony, is considered to be that far
off in its effort to meet the practical
problems of expansion of the present
existing problems within those 3 years.

I want to give full credit to the Secre
tary of Agriculture. I think he is quite
an humanitarian. He appeared before
the committee more than once. We asked
him to give us the figures as to what he
thought could be spent in the first year,
the second year, and the third year. He
did so, and Senators will find the figures
on page 411 of the printed record of the
hearings.

The figures are as follows: That in the
1970 year, $610,000,000 could be spent;
that in the 1971 year, $1,517,000,000
could be spent; that in the 1972 year,
$1,742,000,000 could be spent-meaning
that he found, during the 3 years, that
$3,870,000,000, or a little less than that,
could be spent by expanding, in every
practical way known to him and his staff,
this very important program.

Mr. President, I invite attention to the
fact that there is only a slender differ
ence between the total for 3 years a~

stated by the Secretary of Agriculture
and what is in the committee bill. It is
$3,750,000,000 in the committee bill. It
is $3,870,000,000 under t':1e testimony of
the Secretary of Agriculture.

I say again that I think the Secre
tary of Agriculture is an humanitarian.
He is as good an humanitarian as any
one in this Chamber, including those who
press for adoption of the substitute bill.
I think he knows a good deal more about
administration than they do and can do,
when he tells the commitee what he told
it. I believe that we should listen to him
in that regard.

Mr. President, in these days of fiscal
difficulty, shall we come in here and say
that we want to authorize nearly $2 bil
lion more than he says can possibly be
properly spent in the three years covered
by the bill?

The next point I want to make--I am
on limited time--is the practical point
that I think we will make immensely
harder the passage of any appropriate
legislation if we adopt the substitute bill.

I remind Senators that several months
ago we passed a provision, by special
resolution, which we called an emergency
resolution, raising the authorization to
$750,000,000 for 1970. We had hoped that
it would be promptly handled in the
House. It has not been so handled. It is
still hanging fire over there.

For us to come up now with this figure,
which would jump this year's author
ization by half a billion dollars, and the
years into the future even more, Mr.
President, is just like putting a live
match in grass which has been saturated
with gasoline. We have no chance to hope
for a real peaceful working out of this
important program. We have got a lim
ited time to do it in. We are already 3
months up into fiscal 1970, and we just
cannot hope f.)r a practical working out
of that problem with the other House.
They have just as much to say and just
as much influence and just as much ob-
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ligation in the passage of this measure
as have we. I think it would be extremely
unwise from the practical standpoint. I
am sorry that I cannot feel there is any
practicality at all in the sUbstitute pro
vision that is brought here, because I
think it offers what amounts to almost
a declaration of war with the other com
mittees at the other end of t.he Capitol
that are handling this type of legislation.

It is my very strong hope that the
committee bill will prevail. I do not agree
with every part of it, but we came out
with the best judgment that we could
agree on which represented the vast ma
jority feeling of that committee, and
when the final vote came, it was a unani
mous vote except for the fact that the
distinguished. Senator from South Da
kota reserved the right to offer the sub
stitute bill here on the floor, which this
committee had had before it and which
the committee had declined to adopt for
reasons that we thought were over
whelminglY powerful. We still feel that
way. We feel the committee bill is a good
job. We hope it will be enacted as re
ported by the committee.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from North
Dakota (Mr. YOUNG).

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, shortly after I came to the
U.S. Senate nearly 25 years ago, I be
came a cosponsor of food stamp legisla
tion with the senior Senator from Ver
mont (Mr. AIKEN). I have been a co
sponsor with him all these years since.
I look upon Senator AIKEN as a real au
thority in this field. He favored this pro
gram long before most Members here
even thought about it or it became law.

The chairman of the committee, Sen
ator ELLENDER, has given great study to
this very worthwhile program.

I think our committee was very liberal
in authorizing a vast amount of addi
tional money, probably far more than we
should at this time. I do not think dou
bling the program in 1 year does the
program or the recipients of it any good.
I think a more moderate expansion
would have been far more advisable.

I support the action of the committee
and hope the substitute bill does not
prevail.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from California
(Mr. MURPHY).

Mr. Mti'RPHY. I thank my colleague
for yielding.

Mr. President, I would like to ask one
question on a point on which the Senator
from California is not clear. I was pres
ent at the hearings, 2 years ago in
Massachusetts which I think possibly be
gan to focus attention generally on this
situation. We found a circumstance in
one of the Southern States brought on by
new legislation, the minimum wage law,
as applied to farm labor in which we
found there were a number of people in
the area who had no work whatsoever,
no wages whatsoever, and therefore a
very definite and special situation was
created where they had absolutely no
money to buy stamps.

Under the committee bill, is there a
provision, whiph would make it possible

for the Secretary of Agriculture to ap
proach such a situation as an emergency
and. under these provisions, provide food
or food stamps free under circumstances
in which people need it free, having no
money with which to buy the stamps?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, may I
state to my good friend that the law to
day has a provision which reads as fol
lows:

In areas where a food stamp program is In
effect there shall be no distribution of fed
erally owned food to households under the
authority of any other law except during
emergency situations caused by r.atural or
other disaster as determined by the Secre
tary.

That still remains the law.
Mr. MURPHY. In other words. the

Secretary of Agriculture, the administra
tor of this particular bill. could declare
that there was an emergency, and there
fore he would have the power under the
bill to provide food or food stamps free?

Mr. ELLENDER. Under the present
law.

Mr. MURPHY. I thank my distin
guished colleague very much.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I do
not know that anything more can be
said than what has already been stated.

There is one point I would like to elab
orate a little more than I did a while ago,
and it relates to the direct distribution
program. The substitute makes it pos
sible for this food program to continue
indefinitely if the State pays the cost of
administration even though a food stamp
program becomes effective.

In my opinion, and as I think all of us
know, the direct distribution program
has been a failure because there are only
22 different commodities that are now
distributed under that program. It is a
very limited program.

If that program of free distribution of
food is permitted to go on, it will mean
the Secretary will be unable to provide
for an adequate diet for people. I am
sure that, because of the fact that the
food is free under the program, many
will be tempted to accept the free food
rather than obtain stamps with which
they can buy any food of their choosing.

That is one point I would like to
emphasize.

We do not provide that alternative in
the bill. The committee bill provides that
in the course of time the Secretary can
gradually work the program from a food
distributing program to a food stamp
program.

Mr. President, I must oppose this sub
stitute amendment. It is not the proper
way to legislate. The committee has
worked diligently on the committee bill.
It analyzed all the proposals that were
made on this subject, heard all witnesses
that wished to be heard, had the coun
sel of the Senator from South Dakota.
who is a member of the committee, had
the technical assistance of experts on
this program, and brought out a bill that
the Senator from South Dakota recog
nizes as a major step to meet the prob
lem.

On Monday the Senator had 17
amendments printed. Some are alterna
tive provisions. Probably none of them

are identical to anything in the Sena
tor's bill, S. 2014. Many of them are
far reaching and the committee has had
little opportunity to look into them from
the standpoint of policy. Today we have
a complete substitute, which we have
had no opportunity to examine. We do
not know its full implications.

If it is a compilation of :'he amend
ments which were printed and available
yesterday, it does some things which J
do not believe its author intended. FOI
instance. it would make a millionaire
eligible for the program if all his re
sources were in cash or non-income-pro
ducing property. It would repeal the Sec
retary's authority to limit the issuance of
stamps to the amount of funds available
for their redemption. It would make cer
tification more cumbersome by requir
ing an affidavit, and subject the appli
cant to State criminal laws for any
false statements in his affidavit.

The proposals of the Senator from
South Dakota would, first, defeat the
purpose of the act and perpetuate hun
ger and malnutrition by offering the
commodity distribution program, which
does not provide an adequate diet, as
an alternative to the food stamp pro
gram; permitting participants to pur
chase less than the alletment necessary
to an adequate diet; and permitting food
stamps to be used for a wide variety of
nonfood prodUCts instead of being used
for food.

Second, increase Federal expenditures
by providing for payment by the Federal,
rather than the State government of
the cost of stamps for those who cannot
afford to pay; providing free stamps for
those who can afford to pay-and who
are now paying; extending the program
to a wide variety of nonfood products;
locking into the law a minimum national
eligibility standard-$4.000-which is al
most $700 in excess of what Senator
MCGOVERN terms at page 26 of the com
mittee report "the minimum national
standard that should be set"-$3.335;
inviting fraud by prohibiting the Secre
tary from lookinv- behind an applicant's
affidavit; providing for Federal payment
of administrative costs now borne by
local governments; providing for com
plete assumption of local administration
by the Federal Government in certain
situations; extending the act to foreign
and other areas not subject to U.S. tax
laws; authorizing expenditures in excess
of appropriations; and repealing the
Secretary'/, authority to limit the num
ber of stamps issued to the amount of
funds available to redeem them.

Third, make the certification process
more cumbersome by requiring an affi
davit, in lieu of the present unsworn
statement.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me for a question or
two?

Mr. ELLENDER. Surely.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President. first I

would like to reemphasize the coopera
tion of the Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
ELLENDER). He is on the same committee
with the Senator from South Dakota
(Mr. MCGOVERN), and I would not want
anything I say to reflect on his approach
to the problem and his desire t? do eve,ry
thing he can, as a human bemg, to un-
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prove the situation. We may differ as to
what ought to be done, its magnitude,
and so forth, but as to the question of
heart, there is no doubt about the Sen
ator from Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER). I
wanted to reiterate that statement, as
has the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MCGOVERN).

I want to ask a question with relation
to the question asked by the Senator
from California (Mr. MURPHY) about
free food distribution. We had a very
heated debate with Secretary Freeman
because he did not interpret the law to
permit distribution of free food stamps.
It was only when Secretary Hardin came
to office that the law was interpreted to
permit distribution of free stamps, and
then in a really extreme situation. It re
mains a rather vexing question. There
is no channel in the existing law with
respect to the distribution of free food
stamps in the manner with which we are
concerned in this debate.

Mr. ELLENDER. It is the law, as I just
read it. That law has been used, as the
Senator has said. It is true there may
have been a misinterpretation by Secre
tary Freeman.

I think the Senator from Florida (Mr.
HOLLAND) has something to say about
that and has had some experience with
it.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield to me, I would like
to say this for the record in this matter.
Secretary Freeman initiated the pro
gram, to assist people in the lower in
come classes, to help in advising on good
quality food that could be bought with
food stamps.

When Secretary Hardin came into of
fice, he wanted to try free distribution
of food stamps in two counties in South
Carolina. He came to me, simply because
I am chairman of the Appropriations
Subcommittee on Agriculture, as the
Senator knows. I told him I thought it
should stand on the question of the legal
interpretation of his rights under the
section 32 law.

The Solicitor of the Department of
Agriculture rendered him an opinion
stating that in case of an emergency, he
could use section 32 funds, if available,
for that purpose; and the funds used in
the two South Carolina counties where
free distribution of food stamps took
place on that limited scale came from
section 32.

That opinion, I think, still stands, and
I am sure that in the event of any grave
emergency it would again be invoked.
Certainly, as chairman of the subcom
mittee which I head, I would agree to its
being invoked; and I wish to say that
both Secretary Freeman, in the instance
I mentioned, and Secretary Hardin, in
the instance I mentioned-and he also
canied on the food stamp assistance
program that Secretary Freeman had
begun-showed themselves to be real
humanitarians; and I have no doubt
whatever that any Secretary of Agricul
ture, in the event of real emergency,
would make available funds under sec
tion 32 for distribution of free food
stamps.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator is aware, is
he not, of the fact that we did have a very
heated discussion w!.th Secretary Free-

man about the fact that he did not in
terpret the law that way? It was not until
Secretary Hardin came along that the
section was so interpreted by the De
partment.

The Senator speaks of grave emer
gencies. Will he not agree that this does
not apply, in any national way, to fam
ilies of extremely limited income, like
the $60 standard contained in the sub
stitute?

Mr. HOLLAND. My feeling is that it
would pertain only in case of emergency
and the Secretary found, and thought
he was justified in finding, that in those
two counties in South Carolina, there
was an emergency gravely affecting the
lives and welfare of human beings.

What later interpretations might be
I do not know; but I think it would have
to be some sort of emergency. It could
be much less than a hurricane-destroyed
area, because it was less than that in
the areas in question.

The Secretary found that, under sec
tion 32, there was authority to dip into
section 32 funds in an emergency, even
for the payment of that part of the food
stamps for each family that otherwise
would have to be paid for by them or
someone locallv.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I deeply
appreciate the opportunity to speak on
this measure.

This has been a notable year for our
country. We have sent three men to the
moon, taken a critical look at our tax
structure, authorized already nearly $20
billion for military procurement and will
probably have a gross national product
in excess of $295 billion. But in this
notable year, we will also have hundreds
of thousands of men, women and chil
dren who will wake up hungry, remain
hungry throughout the day, and lie down
at night with their hunger still un
relieved.

As a member of the Senate Select Com
mittee on Nutrition, I have seen the hun
gry and how they live. I have heard
startling testimony about the extent of
malnutrition in this country. And I am
horrified.

But I have also learned that there is
something we in Congress can do to
change what I have seen and heard. I
am convinced that we can alleviate hun
ger and its debilitating effects which all
too often force people to live in poverty
as unproductive members of our society.

We have, in fact, already begun to act
through the food stamp and commodity
distribution programs which reach ap
proximately 6 million people.

Today we again have the opportunity
to attack the prolllem of hunger by
amending the Food Stamp Act. Senator
ELLENDER and the member", of the Agri
culture Committee have provided us with
this opportunity by reporting out the
food stamp amendments now before us.
They are to be commended for grappling
with the food stamp program and at
tempting to correct its deficiencies.

The administration too should be com
mended for supporting this program and
recommending some vital change" in it.

Despite these efforts, however, I feel
that additional changes must be made to
ensure the efficacy of our food assistance

programs. It is for this rl:ason that I am
cosponsoring the substitute food stamp
amendment before us today.

This legislation will expand the food
stamp program into the 469 counties
which cunently fail to provide food as
sistance to some 2 million people. It will,
in addition, begin to set national stand
ards of eligibility for participation in the
food stamp program. This is the direc
tion in which the President is moving for
his family assistance proposal. It is the
direction in which we must move if the
food stamp program is to reach those
most in need of assistance.

Not only will this bill increase eligi
bility under the Food Stamp Act, it will
also increase participation in the pro
gram. One of the major reasons the food
stamp program in Chicago and elsewhere
across the Nation does not reach more
people is because the poor cannot afford
to participate in it. They simply cannot
gather together once a month all the
money they need to buy food stamps.
Thus, they go hungry.

The variable purchase sections of this
legislation will correct this problem. It
will permit families to buy a portion of
their food stamp allotment at least once
a week.

Yet, the acquisition of stamps alone
will not necessarily mean that a recipi
ent will have a nutritionally adequate
diet. Many of the poor do not know what
such a diet entails.

Under the substitute education pro
grams for recipients will be initiated. The
administration of a food stamp program
will include a nutrition education pro
gram to teach families what types of food
to buy to insure that they have a bal
anced diet.

The importance of such a program
cannot be overstated. A family that does
not know what is nutritional can remain
malnourished despite the availability of
food stamps.

Finally, this legislation provides for
the concurrent distribution of food
stamps and commodities during emerg
encies, during the transition to a food
stamp program, and when requested and
financed by the State.

Mr. President, the appropriation re
quested to enact the provisions I have
outlined is $1.25 billion for fiscal 1970.
This is far less than the $2.93 billion the
Bureau of the Budget indicated would be
needed to eliminate hunger in the Nation
this year.

We have a responsibility to make this
investment, an obligation to the hungry
and to our society to see that all our citi
zens are fed. I hope that we will accept
this responsibility today as we consider
amending the Food Stamp Act.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, in
addition to the nine of the 13 members 01
the Select Committee on Nutrition and
Human Needs who cosponsored this
amendment in the n-ature of a substitute,
I ask unanimous consent that the names
of the Senator from South Carolina
(Mr. HOLLINGS), the Senator from Vir
ginia (Mr. SPONG), the Senator from New
York (Mr. GOODELL), the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. RIBICOFF), the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA), the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD),
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the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
BROOKE), and the Senator from Cali
fornia (Mr. CRANSTON) be added as co
sponsors.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
bipartisan amendment that is before the
Senate is designed to carry out the call
that President Nixon and others have
made to put an end to hunger in this
country once and for all. It is my best
judgment that the committee bill, while
it is a big improvement over the existing
program, will still leave about half of the
15 million hungry people in this country
malnourished. It will not reach, in my
judgment, more than seven or eight mil
lion of those people who can be classified
as malnourished.

The substitute provision will reach all
15 million of those people.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I am
pleased that the substitute food stamp
bill, now before us, includes language
similar to my amendment to extend the
benefits of the food stamp program to
elderly persons now denied eligibility be
because they lack kitchen facilities, or
because they are physically unable to
cook for themselves. My amendment pro
posed that private, nonprofit organiza
tions be authorized to accept food stamps
in exchange for cooked meals prepared
either for home delivery or for consump
tion in community dining halls.

Thirty-three Senators joined me as a
cosponsor of S. 2470, the bill which I
introduced earlier this year, and on which
my amendment is based. These distin
guished Senators are: Mr. ALLOTT, Mr.
BIBLE, Mr. BROOKE, Mr. CHURCH, Mr.
CRANSTON, Mr. DODD, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr.
FONG, Mr. GURNEY, Mr. HART, Mr. HAN
SEN, Mr. HARTKE, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. HOL
LINGS, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JAVITS, Mr. KEN
NEDY, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. MONDALE, Mr.
MATHIAS, Mr. METCALF, Mr. Moss, Mr.
MURPHY, Mr. NELSON, Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr.
PROUTY, Mr. PELL, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr.
SPONG, Mr. SAXBE, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. WIL
LIAMS of New Jersey, and Mr. YARBOR
OUGH.

Legislation identical to S. 2470 has
been introduced also in the House of
Representatives by two of Pennsylvania's
able Congressmen, Mr. EDWARD G. BIEST
ER, JR., and Mr. JOSEPH M. McDADE.

Congress, in approving the Food Stamp
Act of 1964, the act which we are tofiay
amending, intended to help older citizens
with meager incomes to buy more and
better food. Under the present law, how
ever, persons who otherwise meet age,
residency and income requirements are
still not eligible for food stamps if they
do not have cooking facilities in their
households. If a physical incapacity or
chronic illness makes it impossible for
persons to shop or prepare food, and if
they have no one to do these things for
them, these persons, too, ate in effect de
nied the use of food BtatrlP5. I see no
reason why these citizens, .>(j'ho are often
among the most isolated!t\l1d needy in
the community, should l'~ denied the
benefits which the Food Stamp Act was
enacted to provide.

L

My proposal would amend the l~ood

stamp Act to meet this problem. It
would authorize the Secretary of Agri
culture, under regulations carefully pre
scribed and administered by him, to des
ignate specific church and other non
profit organizations of a bona fide char
itable nature to accept food stamps in ex
change for prepared meals. Although the
redemption of these stamps would assist
eligible groups in the purchase of food,
the stamps themselves would be issued
only to individuals, who would be the di
rect beneficiaries of this amendment.
This, I believe, is fully in keeping with
the congressional intent behind the Food
Stamp Act. Moreover, by engaging the co
operation of nonprofit, charitable orga
nizations, my proposal would be in keep
ing also with the current focus of relying
more heavily on private initiative for so
lutions to pressing national problems,
of which one, certainly, is hunger.

Today, in 27 States across America,
more than 75 charitable organizations
are taking one approach to the allevia
tion of hunger through programs which
offer prepared meals to "shut-ins" and
other elderlY persons who are unable to
cook for themselves and who, in the ab
sence of this assistance, might other
wise face the dismal prospect of insti
tutionalization. These programs, relying
heavily on voluntary effort, are aimed at
an element of the hunger problem which,
though less noticed, is nevertheless sig
nificant and fully worthy of attention
and corrective action.

It was through one such effort in my
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania that I
first learned of the need for the amend
ment which I am proposing today. The
meals on wheels program, operated by
the Lutheran Service Society of western
Pennsylvania, currently provides such
service to Pittsburgh's Northside, a sec
tion in which an unusually large num
ber of persons live in rooming houses. A
well-balanced nutritious diet is offered
through two meals a day served five times
weekly. Despite the extensive use of vol
unteers, however, food and other costs
have limited the number of elderly who
can be reached by this prcgram so far
to only about 50. Estimates indicate that
in this one area alone, several thousand
needy persons might potentially be
served. My amendment is designed to en
courage and make possible the expansion
of just such efforts, not only for Pitts
burgh, but for the many communities and
cities throughout the Nation where a
similar situation and neert exist.

It is an irony, in these times of un
precedented economic achievement, that
the basic goal of enough to eat still re
mains, for too many Americans, a prom
ise rather than reality. As a nation, we
have become increasingly aware of the
need to strengthen our food assistance
programs to assure access to a proper
diet for ;.Jersons living on poverty level in·
comes and below. This a.dministration
has announced its intention to make the
food stamp program a more effective
vehicle for this purpose. Yet, without
the changes proposed in my amendment,
some of our most needy older citizens
will remain· disenfranchised from food
stamp benefits.

Mr. President, the Senate Agriculture
and Forestry Committee held extensive
hearings before reporting its bill. This
legislation, while extending and expand
ing the food stamp program, still failed
to deal with the problem which my
amendment is intended to resolve. The
committee's bill still failed to provide
a change of eligibility needed to enable
the poor, who otherwise qualify, but who
cannot cook for themselves because of
physical disability or a lack of kitchen
facilities, to purchase, and to effectively
utilize, food stamps. This is the purpose
of my amendment.

Some may question the effects of the
administration's sweeping welfare pro
posals on the need for my amendment.
The President intends his welfare pro
gram, and the food stamp program, to
complement each other-at least for the
time being. The administration's wel
fare proposals deal in no way, however,
with a change in food stamp eligibility.
Moreover, the $65 minimum Federal
monthly payment envisioned by the ad
ministration's welfare plan, with State
supplement, will presumably be used by
recipients to pay their total living costs.
It will provide that much more security
for those individuals who can reduce
the portion of this payment allocated
for food costs through the purchase of
food stamps. Finally, the administra
tion's welfare package is complex mak
ing final congressional action this year
dOUbtful. My amendment, by contrast,
provides a simple approach, immediately,
to the probiem of hunger among the
special group of elderly citizens which
this proposal is designed to reach.

I recognize, too, that my amendment
may be questioned in the light of the
Older Americans Act. Title IV of this act
authorizes Federal grants· to State or
State-approved agencies which may be
used for demonstration or pilot food
service programs to provide meals either
for home delivery or for consumption in
community dining halls. The use of title
IV grants for this purpose, however is
limited generally to the payment of ~d
ministrative and research costs in con
nection with these programs. This means
that those persons, to whom these meals
are offered, are still expected to pay for
the cost of the food which goes into the
meals which they consume. Even if title
IV funding were to be increased dra
matically, this would only enhance the
ability of organizations to provide food
services, without in any way increasing
the ability of indiv.;dual recipients to pay
for their meals. I stress, Mr. President,
that title IV of the Older Americans Act
deals in this area primarily with admin
istrative and research costs. In this, it
differs markedly from my amendment,
which addresses itself to the problem
older citizens face as individuals in at
tempting to pay for the cost of meals ob
tained from nonprofit sources.

Many elderly persons, who are physi
cally fit but who do not have kitchen fa
cilities, would find their lives more
rewarding if the use of food stamps were
to make it possible for them to join oth
ers in community dining halls. This is
true also for those elderly, physically
handicapped and chronically ill persons
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Murphy
Pearson
Prouty
Russell
Smith. Maine
Sparkman
Stennis
Talmadge
Thunnond
Tower
Williams, Del.
Young. N. Oak.

t Saxbe
Schweiker
Scott
Smith, Ill.
Spong
Stevens
Symington
Tydings
Williams, N.J.
Yarborough
Young,Ohio

Montoya
Moss
Muskie
Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pell
Percy
Proxmire
Ran::lolph
RibicofI

NAY8-40

Eastland
Gore

Aiken Ervin
Allen Fannin
Allott Fang
Bellman Goldwater
Bennett Griffin
Bible Gurney
Boggs Hansen
Byrd, Va. Holland
Cannon Hruska
Cotton Jor'"an, N.C.
Curtis Jordan, Idaho
Dole McClellan
Dominick Miller
Ellender Mundt

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAm,
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-l

Long, against.

NOT VOTING-5
Hughes McGee
:Magnuson

ANNOUNCEMENT OF ELECTION OF
MINORITY LEADER AND MINOR
ITY WHIP

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President,
as chairman of the Republican Senator
ial Conference, I wish to announce to the
Senate that today the Republican Sen
atorial Conference elected the senior
Senator from Pennsylvania, Senator
HUGH SCOTT, as floor leader, and the
junior Senator from Michigan, Senator
ROBERT GRIFFIN, as whip.

I make this announcement so that
there may be official record of the ac
tion of the Republican Senatorial
Conference. .

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

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I yield.
Mr. HART. Mr. President, it is not

in bad grace for this expression to come
from this side of the aisle. I rise to con
gratulate my colleague from Michigan,
BOB GRIFFIN. Now that his votes are
counted, it will do him no damage to say
that if I were a Republican and a par
ticipant in that caucus, I most certainly
would have voted for BOB. [Laughter.]

So Mr. MCGOVERN'S amendment in the
nature of a substitute was agreed to.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the sub
stitute amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McGOVERN. I move to lay the
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM
The Senate resumed the consideration

of the bill (S. 2547) to amend the Food
Stamp Act of 1964.

Mr. JAVITS. Third reading, Mr. Pres-
ident. ,

The PRESr;~INGOFFICER. The ques
tion is on t~Q3 engrossment and third
reading of tIU: bill.

The bill W~l ordered to be engroSSEd
for a third 'reading and was read the
third time.

Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Kennedy
l'vIansfield
Mathias
McCarthy
McGovern
McIntyre
Metcalf
Mondale

Goodell
Gravel
Harris
Hart
Hartke
Hatfield
Eol11ngs

Anderson
Bakel'
Bayh
Brooke
Burdick
Bnd.W.' 'l.
Case

hungry or undernourished adults. But
hungry children are doubly afllicted, for
hungry children cannot learn. Thus,
when we condemn a child to hunger be
cause we fail to assure that he has an
adequate diet, we also condemn him to
lag behind the other children because he
cannot learn as well as they can.

The hearings held before the Select
Committee on Nutrition and Human
Needs have shown that 90 percent of the
potential intellectual development of a
person is fixed and determined by the
time he reaches 4 years of age, and that
malnutrition during the first 4 years of
life of a child means that the child will
be mentally retarded or a slow learner.
A child malnourished during the first 4
years is mentally malnourished all the
rest of his life, regardless of the diet he
receives during later years.

I submit, Mr. President, that we, in
this Senate, in this Nation, cannot go on
record as being willing to d.o anything
less than provide food for every American
who needs it. Will we have it said of us
that we were the generation that placed
an American on the moon, we were the
generation which achieved an un
dreamed-of level of technology here on
earth and that we failed to feed its own
fellow citizens? I think not, Mr. Presi
dent. I urge adoption of this substitute.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time

having expired, the question is on agree
ing to the amendment, in the nature of a
substitute, of the Senator from South
Dakota.

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LONG. On this vote I have a pair
with the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HUGHES). If he were present and voting,
he would vote "yea"; if I were at liberty
to vote, I would vote "nay," I therefore
withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.
Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the

Senator from Washington, Mr. MAGNU
SON) is absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. GORE), the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND), the Senator
from Iowa' (Mr. HUGHES), the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. McGeE) are neces
sarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
GORE), the Senator from Washington
(Mr. MAGNUSON), and the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE) would each vote
'4yea ."

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

The result was announced-yeas 54,
nays 40, as follows:

[No. 98 Leg.]
YEAS-54

Church
Cook
Cooper
Cranston
Dodd
Ea2:leton
Fulbright

who otherwise could not afford them, but
who could obtain home-delivered meals
from religious and other nonprofit vol
untary sources if authorized to use food
stamps for this purpose. Too o~ten tI:e
alternative documented in heanngs thIS
year befor~ the Select Committee on
Nutrition and Human Needs, is hunger
and malnutrition.

Mr President I remain convinced that
my a~endment'is needed as an addition
to the food stamp program in order to
bring the Federal Government and many
communities together in a further com
mon effort to erase the problem of hun
ger among the elderly. I urge its favor
able consideration.

SUPPORT FOR AN ADEQUATE FOOD STAMP

PROGRAM

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
rise to support the McGovern substitute
to S. 2547. The Select Committee on Nu
trition and Human Needs, of which I am
a member has uncovered many inade
quacies in'the food stamp program, in
adequacies which I feel these amend
ments remedy.

First income eligibility standards
would be no lower than three times the
cost of the Department of Agriculture's
low-cost food plan. This standard would
have to be revised annually to reflect
increases in food prices.

Second, the total coupon allotment
would equal the. USDA low-cost food
plan in value. These provisions would
guarantee an adequate diet for f?od
stamp recipients--a goal not bemg
achieved under the present program.

Third, the amendment provides for
free food stamps for families of four,
earning less than $1,000 annually. This
provision would make food stamps avail
able to those who cannot now afford to
purchase them. Furthermore, the amend
ment would require families to spend
more than 25 percent of their total in
come on food stamps.

But the most vital provision in this
bill is the one which authorizes the Sec
retary of Agriculture to operate a food
stamp program directly or through any
public or private agency when no food
stamp program exist where one is needed,
where no program exists at all by Janu
ary 1, 1971, or where fewer than half of
the poor in an area participate in a food
stamp program. One of the most shock
ing inadequacies in the present program
is the inability of the Federal Govern
ment to make food stamps available any
where a clear need for them exists. It is
simply inconceivable not to provide food
stamps for all Americans that need
them.

Mr. President, as a member of the
Select Committee on Nutrition and Hu
man Needs and as chairman of the
Health Subcommittee of the Labor and
Public Welfare Committee, I have seen
the horrible damage which hunger and
malnutrition can do. In adults, hunger
and malnutrition sap the body and
breaks the spirit. They rob men of energy
and of initiative. They reduce the ability
of the body to resist disease.

But the most sickening effect of an
inadequate diet are found in children.
Hungry and undernourished children
suffer from all of the ill effects found in
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Mr. ELLENDER. I ask for the yeas
and nays on the bill.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, since

I shall vote against the passage of this
bill, I want the record to show, rather
briefly, some of the reasons why I was
opposed to it.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, there is· not order in the Senate.
I ask that all persons not immediatelY
needed on the floor of the Senate be
asked to leave the Chamber.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. The Senate is not in
order. The Sergeant at Arms will clear
the Chamber of all unnecessary person
nel at this time.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
the Senate is not in order. I ask that
all attaches be compelled to leave the
Chamber immediately. They are overpaid
for the work they are supposed to do in
their offices, and they are here out of
curiosity. I ask that the Sergeant at
Arms perform his duties immediately.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ser
geant at Arms has been so instructed,
and the unauthorized personnel are leav
ing the Chamber.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if any
of my distinguished colleagues do not
wish to hear my brief remarks, they of
course have the privilege of withdrawing
from the Chamber; but I hope they will
do me the courtesy to listen if they are
in the Chamber.

Mr. President, I want to briefly state
why I shall vote against this bill, and
against what I regard as a very bad bill.
The flrst thing I want to mention is that
it raises by $2 billion over the period of
3 years the expenditures that are allowed
in the committee bill, which itself is a
very, very liberal bill. In the second place
I want the record to show it raises by
nearly $2 billion the amount that the
Secretary of Agriculture-whom I re
gard as not only a fine man but also a
great humanitarian-says he can spend,
by expanding to the greatest effective
limit that he can expand during these 3
years the food stamp program.

This bill would say that the Secretary
of Agriculture is wrong, that he can
spend much more than he says is the
maximum limit, and that he does not
know what he is talking about or is not
a humanitarian. I think he both knows
what he is talking about and that he is
a humanitarian. I agree with him im
plicitly.

The third thing I object to about this
bill is the power it would give the Secre
tary of Agriculture to completely over
ride the preference of the State and the
Governor of that State, openly expressed,
to continue that State under another
program, the commodity food program.
This bill would give the Secretary the
power to overrule the Governor, to say
that the Governor and the other authori
ties in the State, including the welfare
board, do not know anything about the
problems of their State, that the Secre
tary knows more and better, and that he
can manditorily impose food stamp pro
grams in each unit of that State, and
can even, as the substitute bill provides,
use a nonprofit corporation or association
to administer the program within the

I

State or any unit of the State, thus com
pletely bypassing the legal structure of
the State. I do not think that is good
government, and I particularly do not
think it is good American government.

Mr. President. the next point I wish to
make is purely a practical point. More
than 2 months ago we passed, as an
emergency measure, a resolution raising
the authorization for this program for
fiscal year 1970 from $340 million to $750
million. We a good deal more than
doubled it. We put thv.t amount of $750
million in our appropriation bill because
we passed that resolution. That emer
gency resolution still languishes at the
other end of the Capitol in the hands of
a committee which has convictions just
as we have them here, and which thinks
we are going overboard in this matter.

I hope they will overcome their present
feelings and will approve that bill. But
now to send over to them a bill which
raises the authorization for this year
from $340 to $1,250 million and raises
the authorization from the committee
bill for the years that are to fol
low in each case by a large amount, or
from $1.5 billion in 1971 to $2 billion,
and from $1.5 billion in 1972 to $2.5 bil
lion, I think brings about an almost in
tolerable situation for us to work out
with the other body.

I am interested in this legislation. I
supported it in committee. I thought we
were being highly liberal. I approved that
liberality when we voted in committee
on this bill increasing the appropriation
of $315 million last year, and the author
ization for this year of $340 million to
$750 million, and increasing the author
izations for 1971 and 1972 to $1.5 billion
each year.

I know of no orderly program in the
more than 23 years I have been in the
Senate which has been able to step up
effectively at any such rate as this. I do
not believe this program can be stepped
up effectively in this period of time at
any such rate as that proposed by the
substitute. I think the Secretary of Ag
riculture, who will have the administra
tion of this bill if it is passed. should be
listened to by the Senate when he tells
us he cannot spend by all means within
his control, with good effective manage
ment, more than $610 million this year
and more than the other amounts stated
by him in the 2 years to follow, bringing
the total to a little bit more than the
committee bill.

Mr. President, believing this SUbstitute
to be a very bad bill; b=lieving also that
it brings about a very grave impasse be
tween this body and the other body;
recognizing the fact that as wise as the
Senate is, it Is not the only body to
pass on legislation, and that the other
body is going to have a say on this mat
ter; and recognizing further that the ad
ministration certainly will have a say,
when we are going far over the admin
istration request and far over the admin
istrator's liii.it as to what he says he can
spend, I think we are ading unwisely.

Mr. President, therefore, I shall oppose
the bill.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I wish to
commend the distinguished Senator from
Florida for what he has said.

Ne) man in the country is D'ore dedi-

cated to the task of ending malnutrition
in America than the Secretary of Agri
culture. No man in America is more qual
ified to speak on the situation.
The Commit<.ee on Agriculture and For

estry held 4 days of hearings on this mat
ter. We were in exe;:utive session for a
while. The distinguished chairman of the
committee, the Senator from LOUisiana
(Mr. ELLENDER) gave consideration and
permitted members to present all the
problems that have been raised about this
program. If there was a point to be de
cided, it was decided in favor of gen
eros"ty and in favor of feeding the hun
gry.

Here in this one step the authorization
for the current fiscal year is raised from
$315 million to $750 million; and it will
go, in the years that follow, to $1.5 bil
lion.

This is not a miserly approach. The
Secretary of Agriculture in addition to
being very knowledgeable about this
matter, has approached it in a humani
tarian way as well as in a sensible way.
He is mobilizing the forces of the De
partment of Agriculture, the Extension
Service, and individuals who are well
qualified to deal with all aspects of
malnutrition.

It is not always a shortage of food; it
is a matter of training. All of these as
pects are given attention. The committee
reported not only a sound bill but also a
generous bill.

I call attention to the 12 points enu
merated in the committee report. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
those 12 points, which appear on pages 1
and 2 of the report, be printed in the
RECORD at this point.

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

SHORT EXPLANATION

This bill would amend the Food Stamp
Act of 1964 to expand the program, simplify
participation procedures, correct grievances,
assure participants of an adequate diet, re
duce coupon costs for the neediest house
hOlds, and assure all eligible households of
the opportunity to participate. It would-

(1) Increase the appropriation authoriza
tion from $315 million In fiscal 1969 to $750
million In fiscal 1970 and $1.5 billion In each
of the fiscal years 1971 and 1972;

(2) Assure program participants of a nu
tritionally adequate diet;

(3) Assure all eligible households Of the
opportunity to participate In the program by
requiring the state agency to arrange for
payment of the minimum charge, and limit
ing the maximum charge to 30 percent of
household Income;

(4) Permit direct administration by the
Secretary In local areas where such action Is
necessary;

(5) Provide for State eligibility standards
whIch take local factors into account, but
meet national standards prescribed by the
Secretary;

(6) Provide for program information ac
tivities to Insure participation of eligible
households;

(7) Provide a hearing procedure for ag
grieved participants;

(8) Permit direct commodity distribution
during the transition to a food stamp pro
gram;

(9) Simplify certification for certain as
sistance households;

(10) Provide for issuance of stamps at
least twice monthly;
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(11) Permit recipients to have the cost of
coupons deducted from welfare checks; and

(12) Provide for an interdepartmental
committee to advise the secretary on food
assistance programs.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I call at
tention not only to the great increase
that we are making in this program but
also to other points of explanation. This
is to assure a program in which partici
pants will receive a nutritionally ade
quate diet. It will permit direct admin
istration by the Secretary in local areas
,,,here such action is necessary. It meets
all the problems. On the problem of hav
ing a local governing body which is out
of step with what is being done, in cer
tain situations the Secretary can move
in. It provides a hearing for an aggrieved
party. It simplifies it. Many of these poor
people have to buy their stamps once a
month. That was difficult to do. It pro
vides that they must be issued at least
twice monthly.

Testimony presented before the com
mittee pointed out many things. For in
stance, welfare recipients sometimes have
no means of transportation. It is diffi
cult for them to get to the location where
food stamps can be purchased. This is
simplifying it so that it can be taken out
of their welfare check so they can get
all the food money immediately, which
is probably the most important.

My point is that this is not only a good
bill, it is also a generous bill. To go be
yond it, in my opinion, is reckless. It
cannot be well administered. It would be
better if we returned to the committee
bill and operated under that, at least
during those months that we know it will
be impossible to administer to as many
people as are provided for in the bill.

I commend those who supported the
committee bill. In doing so, they have
done the right thing for all the parties
concerned. To go beyond that is to raise
false hopes, and deal with the impossible.

Mr. President, I yield the fioor.
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I

introduced a food stamp bill which was
considered by the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry. Many of the pro
visions offered in that bill were approved
by the committee. I thought the com
mittee was quite generous in increasing
the funds authorized from $315 million
last year, to $750 million this year, and
$1.5 billion next year.

That sum of money, in fact, was more
than the Secretary of Agriculture stated
he could administer. I thought the bill
that the committee brought forth was
quite generous. It had the support of
every member of the Agriculture and
Forestry Committee, except one. That
was the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MCGOVERN).

I want to compliment and commend
the Senator from South Dakota for the
fine work he has done in this field. His
Select Committee on Nutrition, in my
judgment, has awakened the conscience
of the country to the fact that we do have
the problem of malnutrition in this coun
try, and that a good deal of it is attribut
able to poverty.

The McGovern committee, in my judg
ment, served its purpose in awakening
the legislative committee that had juris-

diction to act. It took action, and the
action that it took was adequate.

I regret very much that I am unable
to support the substitute bill that the
Senate has agreed to.

Mr. President, let me tell yoU some of
the reasons why I cannot vote for the
bill the Senate has just agreed to.

First. Any applicant can be certified
for food stamps merely by going in and
signing an affidavit. That is all that is
required to enable an applicant to receive
food stamps.

Second. Any family of four that earns
$4,000 a year would be eligible for food
stamps under the McGovern substitute.
This is not the maximum, but the mini
mum level of eligibility.

Mr. President, let me show what they
can buy with some of the food stamps
they will receive: Any item that relates
to personal cleanliness, hygiene, or home
sanitation.

What does that include? That would
include such items as brooms, mops, hair
shampoos, deodorants, laundry aids, wa
ter softeners, and things of that kind.

In my judgment, the Senate has gone
much too far. It is my considered opin
ion that the House committee will not
adopt the provisions which we have just
agreed to. I think that we would have had
some difficulty in getting the House com
mittee to agree to the language of the
Senate committee bill, but at least I
think we would have gone forward in
that direction.

I deeply regret that in pursuing what
I think is a worthwhile endeavor, that
is, to aid the poor, those who live in pOv
erty, and those who suffer from malnu
trition, today, the Senate has established
a monster which will attempt to give
food to everyone in the country on their
word alone--on their affidavit-regard
less of their financial circumstances.

I believe that is going too far.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the

Senator from Georgia yield?
Mr. TALMADGE. I am happly to yield

to the Senator from Nebraska.
Mr. CURTIS. I should like to point

out, in reference to some of the nonfood
items, that there may be situations where
poor families should have those pur
chases, but that would come under the
welfare department.

This is a nutrition bill. We should not
establish two national welfare depart
ments. This matter should be confined to
food because, basically, this is a nutri
tion bill.

Whatever the needs might be for non
food items, they should be met in some
other manner than through food stamps.

I thank the Senator from Georgia very
much for yielding to me.

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the Senator
from Nebraska for his comments.

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

Mr. TALMADGE. I am very happy to
yield to the Senator from Vermont, the
ranking minority member on the com
mittee.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I am really
shocked at the vote of the Senate on the
McGovern substitute bill. What the Sen
ate has done is to sign a death warrant
for the food stamp program, unless it is

reversed in some manner. I do not know
that we can do that now, except by re
turning it to the committee.

I hope that most of those who voted
for the substitute bill did not understand
the import of what they were doing. I
presume that they did not, because they
were not in the Chamber when it was be
ing discussed. Let me say this: Thank
God I do not want to be President of the
United States. That is one thing I want
to say. I think I can be rational in talking
about this program.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
want all Members of the Senate to know
that the distinguished Senator from
Vermont (Mr. AIKEN) offered the first
food stamp bill in the Senate prior to
World War II. That is the genesis of
the program we are talking about right
now.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I have
worked for this program for the past
30 years. It is a good program. Its pur
pOse is good. The purpose of the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry in
repOrting the bill they did, which pro
vided for a 400-percent increase in the
food stamp program, was to report a
good bill. That was not a small increase.
It was an increase as large as the ad
ministrative officers could handle over
the next 3 years.

I do not say it is the ultimate, but
when they talk about turning the pro
gram over to private institutions, turn
ing it over to the Post Office Department,
as is provided for in the substitute bill,
when they provide for the use of food
stamps for purchase of household com
modities as well as food, then it can
only mean that they merely wish to kill
the bill or, perhaps, they want to force
the President to veto it. I do not know
what was on their minds, but I think
we should make a last effort to save
the bill.

Therefore, V.1l'. President, I move to
recommit it at this time to the Commit
tee on Agriculture and Forestry, because
I am so ashamed of some of it.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I urge th~

Senate to vote on final passage of the
bill; and if there is a motion to recommit,
I urge Senators to defeat such a motion.

I feel this is not a generous bill, as has
been stated by the Senator from Ne
braska. The Bureau of the Budget has
made an analysis of what it would cost
America to fill the food gap, the hunger
gap. As is pointed out in the interim
report of the Seler-t Committee on Nutri
tion and Human Needs, in a footnote on
page 23, the Bureau of the Budget has
estimated the cost of closing the hunger
gap to be $2.930 billion for fiscai year
1970 based on the economy food plan.

In other words, the $1.250 billion au
thorized in the substitute bill is $1.680
billion short of what the Bureau of the
Budget said is needed to feed hungry
Americans this year.

When we deal in percentages of in
crease, that numbers game is a defeating
game if we recognize that we started
with literally no recognition of what this
problem of hunger was.

In my previous comments, I commend
the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry for stepping up and facing this
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problem, for recommending programs
that, a few years ago, would have been
utterly impossible. But, even more, I
commend my distinguished colleague
from South Carolina, who is known as a
fiscal conservative but a humanitarian,
who went out to the rural areas of his
own State and saw with his own eyes the
hunger that existed in hiS State, as exists
in other States.

I attended the hearings of the Select
Committee on Hunger and Human Needs
in the State of minois. I am conscious of
the fact that we have schoolchildren in
Chicago who go to school in the morning
so hungry that they cannot think of fill
ing their minds-all they can think about
is filling their empty stomachs. But we
also have a voluntary program to feed
those children. For the first time the
city of Chicago and the State legislature
have faced up to the fact that we have a
disgrace-hunger-amidst the affluence
in Illinois.

Why did the committee go to Illinois?
We did it because the U.S. Senate had
the wisdom to look ahead, to set up a
committee, under the chairmanship of
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MCGOVERN), with the Senator from New
York (Mr. JAVITS) as the ranking mi
nority member, to determine the need
for food that exists in America.

The Senate committee weQt into sev
eral States. We investigated right here
in Washington, D.C. Two miles from the
Capitol we found hunger.

Mr. President, hunger is the kind of
problem that cannot be corrected easily.
It is a problem that we cannot correct
in the next fiscal budget. We know, from
expert testimony, that a malnourished
body means an undernourished mind
and brain. We know that we cannot ever
make up for the damage done to chil
dren who are malnourished.

If children are not equipped educa
tionally or mentally to gO into labor or
work, we can make up for it later by
putting them on welfare. We determined,
from a careful study, however, that the
results of malnutrition cannot be as
easily compensated for. Therefore, the
investment now of a few hundred dollars
in food for a pregnant mother, for in
fant children, would mean a saving of
thousands of dollars later as an invest
ment in human beings.

In this year, when in the Senate we
have already authorized $20 billion for
defense, when we have authorized $3.750
billion for a space program aimed 10 and
20 years into the future, when the Bureau
of the Budget says we need $2.930 billion
to feed hungry Americans, can we say
that the program we passed is an overly
generous program? I am sorry we felt we
could afford only $1.250 billion this year,
but it is a start.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. PERCY. I am happy to yield for
a question.

Mr. CURTIS. Has the Bureau of the
Budget made a study of the number of
hungry people in the country, and the
extent of hunger?

Mr. PERCY. We have only footnoted a
s2ction from the report it made, but it
has made such an estimate, and the best
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estimate it made was that $2.930 billion
is necessary to fill that food gap.

Mr. CURTIS. Has the Bureau used
somebody else's figure,s as to the number
of people involved and the amount of
the need and merely made a mathemati
cal computation, or has the Bureau of
the Budget made a survey of hunger and
malnutrition in the country?

Mr. PERCY. I do not think it has
made---

Mr. CURTIS. I do not think it has.
Mr. PERCY. It has not made as ex

haustive a study as our own Senate com
mittee has made. BOB has been simply
able to estimate what the incomes of peo
ple are. It can estimate what it costs to
live. It can then see the tremendous gap
that exists.

The Senate did not establish merely
a hunger committee; it set up a Select
Committee on Nutrition and Human
Needs. Its members stood in shopping
centers and watched people use food
stamps. Senator MCGOVERN and I went
to East St. Louis and talked to store
owners and asked how the stamps are
being used. A store owner said he
watched people who are hungry and who
need food take money for those stamps
and use them for soap, because the peo
ple have to have some sense of cleanli
ness. We know what happens if teeth are
not kept clean and if people are not kept
clean. We know what happens if people
do not try to keep a decent house, if
floors and windows are dirty, if they live
in pig sties. How can they raise children
that way? For that reason members of
the cosponsors of the substitute commit
tee insisted that we get into this bill a
provision for the purchase of soap. and
sanitary products. It was for that rea
son that we felt strongly about the fact
that the Department of Agriculture.
which is in charge of helping produce
food, should not be the sole decision
maker about what the needs of people
are.

As a matter of fact. the Department
of Agriculture has not been able to look
beyond many of the problems it has.
When the Nutrition Committee was in
Illinois we went into storage houses at
the railroad stations to which the De
partment of Agriculture had delivered
commodity food parcels. Once the food
reaches these storehouses it becomes the
responsibility of the community to de
liver. Yet no one seems to care. We have
gone into storehouses where the boxes
are labeled, "Store only in temperatures
30 to 70 degrees," and stood in temper
atures of 105 degrees. I then began to
worry about the kind of food the Depart
ment of Agriculture was delivering to
people.

For those reasons. I commend the ad
ministration for concluding that the
food stamp program should be shifted
to the Department of Health. Education.
and Welfare, from the Department of
AgriCUlture.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President. will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PERCY. I am glad to yield.
Mr. JAVITS. Is not what we are wit

nessing precisely the situation in the
country? Yes, this program was started
30 years ago, and I bless the Senator

from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN) for starting
it. But is it not a fact that we have just
discovered in the last year or year and
a half a massive problem, and before that
time we had a question as to whether,
even in a hunger emergency, the Sec
retary could allow free food or free
food stamps? Therefore, as this question
has exploded upon US in all its magni
tUde, we are trying to meet, to some ex
tent, the problem on the order of magni
tude required.

One further question. Is it not a fact
that even the order of magnitude that
we have adopted in our substitute is not
very much different from that which the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
itself has done? It says $750 million this
year; we say $1.25 billion. Then it goes
on with a billion and a half next year
and the year after that. and we say $2
billion and $2.5 billion.

We are not trying to upset the whole
world with revolutionary doctrine. They
themselves said that the order of mag
nitude has to be manifold increased
10 times-and we say the same thing. We
may differ with them in degree. but the
fundamental principle is that there has
been in this country a sudden revulsion
against a dreadful situation which as
sails our sense of morality, and that is
what we are trying to respond to with
this amendment.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, if I may re
ply to the Senator by using my personal
experience as an example. When my late
distinguished senior colleague, Senator
Dirksen, asked me to go on the Nutri
tion Committee, I really questioned the
need for even establishing it. In fact,
many Senators raised this question, be
cause we were given a very small budget
to start with. and had to fight for a
budget sufficient to at least do a study
in four or five States.

If one had asked. 2 years ago, "In
the United States of America, are there
hungry and malnourished Americans?"
99 percent of the people throughout this
country would have said no.

For a very modest sum. a quarter of
a million dollars, this committee of the
Senate has informed the United States
of America about the perilous nature of
the problem of hunger we do have. One
of the great dissatisfactions that exists
in this affluent country is the disparity
between the haves and the have-nots;
and we are trying, by helping provide
the basic needs of life. to close that gap
with a humanitarian-but, I think. a
sensible and hardheaded-approach.

I simply say this is not overly gener
ous. It is not anything that anyone could
feel is a giveaway program. The need
must be demonstrated.

Again I commend the administration
for looking ahead and saying that ulti
matelY cash is better than stamps. I
tend to think so, too. I think the re
formed welfare program will be a far
better program in the future. But we
have not even started to debate that.

The hungry Americans exist today,
and we have to take care of them until
we can find a better solution than
stamps or welfare. I happen to think
stamps are degrading. I think one of the
reasons people who need and should ha.ve
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them do not want to apply for them is
that they have to stand in line at a gro
cery store and suffer the shame of pay
ing the bill with stamps. They then also
suffer shame of being distinguished, from
other Americans. I know the shame peo
ple felt during the depression when they
were on relief, and that food truck w?uld
pull up to their front door. Every neIgh
bor then knew about their poverty.

Mr. President, I feel deeply about the
necessity for this bill. I think the com
mittee has done an outstanding job, and
I agree with the Senator from New York.
The Committee on Agliculture and
Forestry has solved the principle. They
have recognized the need. We are not
talking about the principle now; we are
meeting this need.

The cosponsors and supporters of this
substitute bill are saying "Now is really
the time to step up and meet the ~r?b
lem of hunger." Providing $1.25 bilhon
for this effort is one of the best invest
ments the Senate of the United Stat~s
could make in the future citizens of thIS
country. If we can feed millions of In
dians-as we have done, generously, year
after year after year-how can any of. us
say to our own taxpayers, our own CIti
zens "We do not have the money to
feed' you. We know the need is tl;ere.
The Bureau of the Budget has certified
that the need is there, but we do not hav~
the money to feed you now. Wait untIl
fiscal 1971, fiscal 1972, or fiscal 1973. Tell
your children to wait, and then finally we
will find the money for food for hungry
Americans."

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask for the yeas and nays on
the pending motion.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ~hank

my distinguished colleague for hIS re
marks. I rise in support of the SenatoI'
from South Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN)
as a cosponsor of his amendment.

I congratulate the committee on its
excellent and very deliberate approach
to the problem of hunger in America. But
it is strikingly strange, and absolutely
unacceptable, Mr. President, to have
watched the Senate, over the past 2
months, argue at length and finally ap
prove a mistake of $2 billion on. o~e de
fense item a mistake of $750 millIOn on
another d~fense item, and, by a major
ity vote, continued to underwrit~ these
same mistakes-and I voted WIth the
majority-and then, all of a sudden,
when we come to a difference-and this
is a question of the difference between
$750 million and $1.25 billion, or $500
million, for the next fiscal year; that is
what we are arguing about-a difference
for 1971 between $1.5 billion and $2 bil
lion and for 1972, a difference between
$1.5 billion and $2.5 billion, we find, all
of a sudden, complete chaos; we have
ruined the food stamp program, it ought
to be recommitted, the Secretary could
not possibly administer a billion dollars.

Yesterday we passed by unanimous
consent a bill to provide $8 billion for a
far less serious problem-though it is
an important one-housing. We passed
an $8 billion bill without a dissenting
vote, in this same Chamber. But here,

when it comes to a difference of $500
million, there is chaos. It is fearfully
stated that even private concerns might
get into the program.

Let me tell you about what is going
on. Let me tell you about the success of
the program. It so happens that the only
free food stamp program in America
today is in my backyard. We went there
in January of this year and there was
complete hostility, a complete rebuff,
complete lack of local cooperation, and
an actual voting down unanimously by
the Bar Association of the OEO pro
grams, and by the medical society of
the health programs. The OEO program
itself was defunct. The local officials
were not talking to each other, and
things had ground to a halt. Even Joe
Fraser, the heavyweight boxing cham
pion, had come down there trying to
build day care centers. He put on exhi
bition boxing matches, and got up enough
to start seven. The churches completed
two, but five were standing as stark mon
uments to Federal bureaucracy. Why?
Because the Government here in Wash
ington, with everybodY talking about
ruining the Government, ruining the
bUdget, and ruining the program, said,
"Yes, you need $40,000 to complete five
of these day care centers. Senator, we
can give you two consultants to study
the program for $20,000 a year, but we
cannot give you the $40,000 to complete
the centers."

That was a typical example. Warsaw
Island desperately needs fresh water.
Some of us are always talking about pur
chasing soap and detergents with food
stamps. They ought to go down and look
in our backyards, and they would know
what we are talking about. On Warsaw
Island, for 7 years they have been trying
to get water. They keep putting a request
in, and the Fedeml Government insists
on a comprehensive water plan. Well, it
is easier to build an ABM or put a man on
the moon than t::> get a comprehensive
water plan for a 31-island area with no
where to look except here in Washington.

That land was di::;trib"ilted to emanci
pated Negro families in 10-acre plots-10
acres and a mule-and they left it to their
descendants, and they left it to theirs. It
was their property. But when they ap
plied-those people, living in those
shacks-for housing loans, the FHA said
they had to get a fee simple title.

It was their property but fee simple
title was impossible.

The OEO said, "We will send two
lawyers there and let them take on the
project and clear up the title as far as
they can go, so that it will be acceptable
for HEW."

The Bar Association said no. However,
the distinguished Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN) and I went over
to see the Secretary of Agriculture. I
want to tell how generous he is. He is far
more generous than anyone would say
about here.

We have to talk about what the alter
native is if we do not have an effective
food stamp program.

We met that evening for a couple of
hours. One of the Assistant Secretaries
said:

Well, Senator HOLLINGS, you have proved
your point. You have had the psychologists.

You hf!,ve had the doctors, you have had the
professors from Vanderbllt University and
South Carolina, and they have all recom
mended a nutrition program. Senator Mc
GOVERN and Bill SInlth and the local au
thorities have testified for it. The local black
leaders have testified in support of it. That
proves that 31 islands need assistance. You
need a superintendent, an assistant superin
tendent, and one truck for each of 5 islands.

That is putting bureaucracy upon
bureaucracy.

I told Secretary Hardin:
If you start with that kind of bureaucracy,

you will ruin it. It will go into billions of
dollars. You need private and local partici
pation, control, and supervision.

I do not care if we put $10 billion worth
of food on Ladies Island in Beaufort
County. Once that food is consumed or
spoiled, they will still be living in hunger
and in filth. They still will not have a
house. They still will not have water.
And we will still have a problem.

Everyone knows of the great leader
ship we have given them for 30 years. We
have not faced up to the problem. We
do not even know what the problem is.

I said:
All I want Is free food stamps. Give me the

salary of one truck driver and let me do the
rest.

The Secretary of Agriculture agreed.
He is generous. He was willing to give
more. However, this committee asked for
less.

Opponents say it sounds like a racket
$500 million. That is what they say. They
say it will ruin the hunger program.

I say that if we do not get the $500
million, that will ruin it. That is my
position. It will ruin it.

The distinguished Senators from South
Dakota, Illinois, New York, and other
States used our program. It has not been
extravagant. It has not been run by wild
liberals or harebrains who would put
everyone on the food stamp program.

On the contrary, they said, "Let us
start it. Let us try it."

I could belabor the Senate with the
matter. However, it would take too long.
Someday we will detail how the medical
society has completely flip-flopped and
endorsed the health program.

We are clearing up the title problem.
We have got things rolling so that the
poor people would not be cheated. And
you cannot put that into the law. How
would we write it? It has to be done
locally.

We had one private merchant in the
Beaufort area who volunteered the roll
ing stock to take food to the outside
areas. He actually took orders and de
livered it to the people at his own expense,
for the information of those who are
worried about private participation. That
is how the people are getting the food
now.

One of the grEat things we have found
is that we need a tremendously vast and
enlarged program to get the food stamps
to the people. In Beaufort County there
were 700 families consisting of 2,700 per
sons who in January were participating
in the program. By May, they had 896
families involving 3,176 people. The food
itself in May cost $43,718. And someone
wonders why it has to be half a billion
dollars. They think that a mistake can
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be made and that we can have inflation
as a result. They think that we can do
all kinds of terrible things.

They think that all of a sudden it is a
harebrained, ill-conceived, wild idea to
provide for the hungry; but it can be
done.

We started it with the nutritional pro
gram. The Senator from South Dakota
was instrumental in the matter of feed
ing the children under 6 years of age and
pregnant mothers.

At the present time we are feeding
2,127 in Beaufort County under that
program. And the State health officer,
who is the most conservative of con
servatives, a graduate of the Medical
College of South Carolina and past coun
ty health officer, went to all his health
officers in the other 48 counties in South
Carolina with regard to the matter. Next
year in South Carolina if we continue
extending the program, which this meas
ure would do, we will feed many
thousands.

They say it will involve so much money
that the Secretary cannot handle it.

I point out that he can handle $4 bil
lion for subsidy programs. However,
somehow, the provision of a half billion
dollars just completely wrecks the pro
gram, and he could not accept it if it were
extended.

What is the alternative?
As one of my distinguished colleagues

was saying the other day, "It is bad to
grow old:' The other fellow said, "Yes,
it is until you think of the alternative."

What is the alternative? Perhaps the
Senator from South Carolina and some
of our liberal friends will part ways on
this one.

Here is the Secretary of Agriculture
talking about a new program. He has
recommended $1,600 a year in cash. We
would say, "Just sign your name. Don't
even sign your name. Get the money."

I hear a lot of objections on the food
stamp program. I get letter after letter
reading:

DEAR SENATOR: I saw them standing in line
getting cigarettes and beer and maraschino
cherries for their martinis.

I never heard of such a thing. How
ever, I continue to ask the people in the
grocery stores. We have audited the fig
ures. It is on my shoulders and these are
the objections \ve hear. And the grocers
say that under the law they cannot get
whisky and cigarettes.

The question was and is, "Are we go
ing to get a decent response with respect
to the food program, or are we going to
get a half-way response?" It was said
that it would not solve the problem, and
we should give them the cash.

Secretary Hardin and Secretary Finch
came to the committee and testified to
that effect.

It was said that would not solve the
problem, that we should give them the
cash.

I do not think we can solve it with
cash. That is why I feel so strongly about
the food stamp program. It does bring
into play local participation. If it were
not for the private suppliers, we could
not be feeding 2,100 young kids and
pregnant mothers in Beaufort County.

I have friend~ who volunteered to

trigger the matter in the private sector
and participate in it. That is what we
are doing. That is why I am so strong
for going at the matter in this particular
fashion.

It has been tried in my backyard. It
has been proved, and there is no reason
whatsoever to say whether it is generous
or not generous.

The August figures for participation
tapered off. In the summer the number
of jobs pick up. People on the food stamp
program find jobs. But the Secretary
would not have to spend the money.

When the rural people do not have the
money to spend to buy food and every
thing else, the program would then cost
more. That is the answer.

The opponents come back and say that
the House will not like it. I do not know
what they are doing over there. But they
had better study the matter.

The opponents say the measure ought
to be recommitted.

I feel that we have been diddling and
playing with this thing over many years
and had never faced up to the problem
until Robert Kennedy went into the
boondocks and until the Senator from
South Dakota took the matter over.

The leadership has come from his com
mittee. This is no time to holler "chaos"
and "the end of the world is coming"
over the expenditure of $500 million in
the next fiscal year. That is what we were
talking about when yesterday we passed
$8 billion unanimously, I was part of
that, because I thought the judgment
was sound.

You are bound to make mistakes. If this
is a half-million-dollar mistake, come
back and tell me next year, "Just like
you did on military, HOLLINGS, you did
it on hunger. We overspent $5 million."
Come back and tell me, and that will be
fine; but do not kill a good program.

When the Secretary of AgricultUt'e tes
tified, I am fUlly of the opinion that he
intended his $1,600 a year to replace the
food stamp program completely; and
when he and the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare testified before
this committee, he was actually above
$1,600. He is already up to $2,300 some
odd right now in his approach to the pro
gram. And this Lill we are debating is far
under what the Republican Secretary of
Agriculture recommends as of this
minute.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. Prm:ident, I re
gret the action taken by the Senate this
afternoon on the pending measure.

I was very much interested in the
statement made by my good friend, the
Senator from South Carolina. He told
us of the fine progress made in two coun
ties. Well, it happened that that fine
progress was made under the law that is
now on the statute books. And it was a
success because of the cooperation at the
local level. The people got into the act
with the Federal Government.

It has been shown that many States
refused to participate in the program.
Some said it was not needed, and others
based it on the fact that they did not
havetbe funds to carryon the program.

Under the substitute amendment, if a
county, a parish, or a neighborhood re
fuses to have a food stamp program,

some association can carry it on in be
half of the Secretary of Agriculture. That
will mean this, in my opinion: If States
can obtain this program wichout putting
any money into it, that is the way it is
going to be handled; because many
States today are hard pressed for funds.
If they know that there is a law under
which this program can be carried out
entirely by the Federal Government, they
are simply going to get out of the pro
gram.

Mr. President, I have been dealing
with programs of this kind for quite
some time. The distingUished Senator
from Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL) and I, back
in 1946, fathered the school lunch pro
gram, and that program was a great suc
cess. And why? Simply because we got
the complete cooperation of the people
at the local level to carryon such a pro
gram. That program involves the ex
penditure of over $2.5 billion a year, and
the Federal Government puts up ap
proximately 26 percent of it.

Under the substitute that is now be
fore the Senate, if adopted, I would ven
ture to say that if the House goes along,
this fine food stamp program will be a
welfare program and will be handled en
tirely by the Federal Govermnent, at
the Federal level. That is what is going
to happen.

Mr. President, my good friend the
Senator from Vermont made the motion
to recommit the bill. I would have done
it had he not done so. So I want to give
notice that, so far as I am concerned,
I will vote to recommit this bill, in the
hope that we can present the Senate a
bill that will be acceptable to the House.

As the Senator from Florida stated
earlier, we tried to get the House to go
along with an additional authorization
of $750 million instead of the $340 mil
lion. I have tried zealously in the past 4
or 5 weeks to get the House to act on
that, and I could not budge them.

My fear is that if this bill goes to the
House in its present form, we will have
no action on the food stamp bill. I regret
that that condition faces us, and it seems
to me that we should try to get our heads
together.

I presented my side of the argument
yesterday for over an hour on the fioor,
and again today, and I was really sur
prised-in fact, I was much upset--on
this, my 79th birthday, to notice the
package I have been given as chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President I have
spoken on this matter in so~e detail
earlier on the Senate floor. I do not want
to burden the RECORD at this time or
unduly delay the Senate.

My 'Wife, Mrs. Harris, testified before
the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry as a representative of the National
Urban Coalition's board and chairman
of its committee on health.

That testimony is contained in the
hearings now before us.

Suffice it to say at this point, Mr. Pres
ident, that I feel that the Senate in adop
tion of the substitute bill earlier this af
ternoon, took a monumental step for
ward for the people of this country and
particularly for the poor people of this
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country. I think that the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc
GOVERN) and others have performed a
service in bringing out the facts about
hunger and malnutrition in this coun
try in such a way as to make it impos
sible for us not to act-a service which
will be of tremendous credit to their
names and their lives for many, many
years to come. I am hopeful that before
long the country "'ill adopt a much more
realistic and humane income mainte
nance system and a much more realistic
and humane system to guarantee jobs to
those who are willing and able to work.
In the meantime, the very least we can do
is to recognize that the right to be free of
hunger and maln11trition, the right to
enough to eat, is exactly that-a right
of every American citizen; that providing
every American with enough to eat is not
a matter of charity, the Senate has done
a great thing today in the adoption of
this SUbstitute. I just hope that the Sen
ate will now reject the motion to recom
mit the bill. The bill has had sufficient
stUdy and sufficient debate. It has had
sufficient explanation. Now is the time
to reject the motion to recommit, to pass
the bill, and to send it on its way to the
other body.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, yester
day I submitted an amendment designed
to alleviate malnutrition in the rural
areas of my State. I find today that the
parliamentary situation now is that a
motion has been made to recommit the
bill and that I am unable to have my
amendment considered.

I thought that the manner in which
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute was offered would have allowed
the consideration of other amendments
that might have been offered. I discussed
my amendment with the chairman on
the floor of the Senate yesterday. I testi
fied in support of the bill before the
committee.

I cannot understand why the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute should
have been acted on before the other
amendments were considered. Therefore,
I shall vote to recommit the bill.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
t;1e Senator yield?

Mr. STEVENS. I yield.
Mr. McGOVERN. The parliamentary

situation did not foreclose the offering of
amendments to the amendment in the
nature of a SUbstitute.

Mr. STEVENS. It was my understand
ing that it did.

Mr. McGOVERN. I think the Senator
from Alaska has been misinformed, al
though I bow to the judgment of persons
more familiar with the rules than I am.
My understanding is that an amendment
in the nature of a substitute can itself
be amended.

Mr. STEVENS. It is my understanding
that amendments could not be offered af
ter the amendment in the nature of a
substitute had been agreed to.

As a matter of fact, I voted in favor of
the substitute amendment because of the
situation that existed. I did agree with
a portion of the substitute amendment.
But I was late in arriving in the Cham
ber, and at the time the vote was fin
ished, the Senate went immediately to
the third reading, and there was no op-

portunity to offer my amendment. The
Senator from Kansas (Mr. DOLE) was
in the same situation I was in.

I think the bill should be recommitted.
I think we should deal with the chair
man of the committee. I think the bill
and the substitute should go back to the
committee for further review.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I should
like to ask the Senator from South Da
kota <Mr. MCGOVERN) a question with
reference to the situation. I point out, as
the Senator from Alaska has, that we
realized the parliamentary situation. I
could have offered my amendment to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute,
but I was delayed at an election. I lost
there, and I suppose I will lose here.

With reference to the use of food
stamps for items other than food, does
the Senator from South Dakota interpret
that to mean the buying of mops, brooms,
and the like?

Mr. McGOVERN. That would be in
the discretion of the Secretary. But I
presume that be would authorize the
recipients of food stamps to purchase
soap with which to wash their hands, so
that they would not become infested with
parisites, worms, and bacteria; soap with
which to wash the dishes, so that the
food that is served on them would be
clean.

One of the shocking things that came
out before the select committee was the
testimony of witnesses in South Carolina,
who suggested to the distinguished Sen
ator from South Carolina (Mr. HOL
LINGS) the problem of worm infestation.
We found in a good many cases that per
sons who were suffering from inadequate
diet were sharing that inadequate diet
with worms. The reason for this amend
ment is to introduce, at what I would as
sume would be a very modest cost, the
right of food stamp recipients to use a
small portion of that to purchase soap
and other things that would give them
the sanitation they require.

Mr. DOLE. Would it include such
items of hardware as mops and brooms?

Mr. McGOVERN. I would not antic
ipate that it would, but it would be en
tirely up to the Secretary of Agriculture.
However, I cannot see him authorizing
items which he did not feel were neces
sary.

Mr. DOLE. With respect to the inclu
sion of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,
Guam, and the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands, I am wondering about
the cost of this addition. What would the
additional cost be because of those ad
ditions?

Mr. McGOVERN. I would say it could
actually result in a reduction in the cost
because those areas now have the com
modity distribution program. It seems to
me more economical and practical to give
them food stamps to permit them to
make purchases through normal retail
channels rather than shipping in com
modities, which we are now doing.

Mr. DOLE. Third, do I understand
that one of the provisions does provide
for current operation of the food stamp
program and the commodity program?
I have specific reference to this situation.
As I understand it, it is practical on In
dian reservations because food stamps

;

take longer than 90 days at times. Does
the Senator have a provision to take care
of this situation?

Mr. McGOVERN. That is one of the
advantages of the substitute bill. It has
a provision to permit the Secretary to
operate both until such time as the par
ticipation in the food stamp program
equals what it had heretofore had under
the commodity distribution program.

Mr. DOLE. If the State or local com
munity requested a continuation of, let
us say, the commodity distIibution pro
gram while undertaking to implement
the food stamp program, would the State
or local community pay the cost or the
Federal Government?

Mr. McGOVERN. The State and the
community would pay the cost if they
requested a program under clause 3 of
section 4(b) of the Food Stamp Act as it
would be amended by my substitute.

Mr. DOLE. I agree with that amend
ment. As the Senator knows, this was a
provision I hoped to offer for the admin
istration. That is contained in the sub
stitute.

Mr. McGOVERN. While I am engaged
in colloquy with the Senator I would like
to point out to him one of the things that
he wanted to accomplish was partially
accomplished in that we reduced the level
at which families would qualify for free
food stamps from approximately $80 to
$60. We went about halfway in the direc
tion the Senator wanted to go. I believe
the substitute bill is now in a form which
should be more acceptable to him than
when we introduced it.

Mr. DOLE. As the Senator knows, in
the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry. there was an effort by some of us
to establish the principle of free food
stamps.

Mr. McGOVERN. That is correct. I
think the Senator from Kansas initiated
that effort.

Mr. DOLE. I have never been able to
follow the hangup that some have on of
fering free food stamps. I think the only
difference was the change in the Sena
tor's substitute as to where we should
draw the line, whether it should be at
$80, $60, $50, or the $40 suggested by the
Secretary. I understand the substitute
has a cutoff at $60.

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator is ap
proximately correct.

Mr. DOLE. Finally, and I think this is
contained in the substitute, Is there a
provision which provides that the recip
ient has the right to purchase less than
the full amount of the stamps?

Mr. McGOVERN. That is correct.
Mr. DOLE. There is a range in the

substitute?
Mr. McGOVERN. Yes.
Mr. DOLE. The need for such a pro

vision has been outlined in the field
hearings. Sometimes they do not want
to spend all their money at one time
for food and it offers them more oppor
tunity.

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator will re
call that a week ago Monday Mr. Hardin,
the Secretary of Agriculture. and Mr.
Lyng, the Assistant Secretary, testified
and recommended the so-called variable
purchase principle, and th:s concept is
incorporated in the subs·~itute bill.
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Mr. DOLE. By reducing the limitation

from $80 to $60 what does that do to the
overall cost? Would this reduce the ini
tial cost?

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes, it would. It
would reduce that cost by approximately
one-fourth; the cost of operating that
portion of the bill that provides for free
food stamps would be reduced by ap
proximately one-fourth.

Mr. DOLE. In other words, for fiscal
years 1970, 1971, and 1972 we are talk
ing about, instead of an additional $2
billion, an additional $1.5 billion.

Mr. McGOVERN. It would not be that
much because it is difficult to forecast
how many people would be participating
under any provision of the bill.

What I am suggesting is that that cost
factor in the bill covers grants in free
food stamps to those families on an in
come of $80 a month, and when we re
duce that figure to $60 a month obviously
cuts are being made in the cost of the
program.

Mr. DOLE. With respect to nutrit'onal
education in retail stores, I am not sure
I understand the full meaning of that
provision.

Mr. McGOVERN. That is permissive
language, I wish to say to the Senator.
It does not require retail stores to carry
out nutritional education. If, for ex
ample, pamphlet material were available
on how to shop wisely, or plan, and diet,
and stores that are handling food stampS
were willing to do it, this would all be
managed under the provisions of the bill
when they distribute such information to
f03d stamp recipients.

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Senator from
South Dakota. Generally, let me say,
most of the amendments in the substi
tute bill are acceptable. I do not know of
any great discussion about them. I think,
perhaps, when we come to the limitation,
we should know more about the free food
stamps, and perhaps about one or two
other areas. Perhaps the Senator from
Alaska was precluded from offering his
amendment, but generally I support the
objectives of the substitute bill, particu
larly the principle with reference to free
food stamps, if I could have some assur
ance that the cost has been reduced by as
much as 25 percent.

Mr. McGOVERN. It is in the nature of
an estimate. I cannot foretell exactly
how many people will sign up for the
program, but certainly it will be in that
direction.

Mr. DOLE. The Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS) pointed out
that certainly the Secretary could spend
another half a billion dollars or $1 bil
lion, whatever the case may be. I was
under the impression, from the testi
mony given in the hearings held before
the committee, that perhaps all we can
spend in this fiscal year is around $640
million-between $500 and $600 nlil
lion-because it takes some time to
implement the program. I am wondering
Whether, by authorizing a certain
amo'.1nt, this does not mean we can pos
sibly spend that much money. We are
already into the fiscal year. Is there a
necessity for going as far as we go in the
substitute? t

Mr. McGOVERN. I would say to the

Senator that I think there is, for the
reasons that were outlined by the Sena
tor from illinois (Mr. PERCY). He cited
the Budget Bureau estimate of around
$2.9 billion that would be needed in fiscal
1970 to take care of all the problems of
malnutrition and hunger.

I think the figure of $1 % billion is
prUdent and conservative. As soon as we
adopt the formula which provides $125
a month in food stamps to a family of
four, and permits those families with in
comes of $60 a month or less to draw
free food stamps, and then incorporate
the outreach section that requires the
Secretary to get this information out to
the country, I think we will find that
that $1% billion will be taken up and
expended in the food stamp program
without any great difficulty. As a mat
ter of fact, I think it is on the conserva
tive side.

Mr. DOLE. I believe that the adminis
tration, in all fairness to the Senator's
position, did indicate a request for 1971
and 1972 for open ended authorizations.
It did not ask for any limit to be placed
on either fiscal year.

Mr. McGOVERN. That is, frankly, my
preference. I wish we had an open ended
authorization. I do not think that any
one can really forecast exactly the level
of participation we will get. Of course,
if the administration finds, for some rea
son or other, that it cannot use the
funds, there is nothing in the bill which
requires it to spend it.

Mr. DOLE. I have been concerned
about the possibility or the feasibility of
operating a foed stamp program in small
and sparsely settled counties in Kansas.
A great number of the 105 counties in
Kansas do not participate in a food
stamp program. I have determined and
have learned from the Department of
Agriculture that they do authorize the
counties to be ccmbined for this purpose.
Some of the smaller Kansas counties are
made up of 2,000 or fewer people-maybe
as many as half a dozen families qualify
for welfare assistance. So that the only
practical way to meet the problem is
to consolidate the counties for food
stamps or direct commodity programs.
It is not practical to begin a food stamp
program for five, six, or eight persons.
Thus, I have learned that they do have,
in some parts of the country, multiple
county food assistance programs. I cer
tainly hope that the Department will
continue to urge this in States such as
Kansas, the Dakotas, and perhaps other
States, where we have as few as 2,000
or 3,000 persons living in one county.

On the basis of the comments of the
Senator from South Dakota, it would
appear that the objections that some of
us had have been met by the substitute
bill and, therefore, I shall vote against
the motion to recommit.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, let me say
that my only reason for moving to re
commit the substitute bill was to find out
if Members of the Senate really meant
what they appeared to mean when they
voted for the substitute offered by the
senator from South Dakota.

In my opinion, it will be an emascula
tion of the food stamp program. As the
substitute bill now reads, it is just a

plain welfare program, with very little
resemblance to the food stamp program
we intended it to be.

That is the reason, Mr. President, I
moved to recommit the bill, to find out
if Senators really mean to emasculate
the food stamp program.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, one
brief comment before this comes to a
vote. I do not wish to delay the Senate.
I believe that all the arguments which
can be made have already been made.

The Senator from Vermont (Mr.
AIKEN) raised the question about
whether the Senate knew what it was
doing when it voted 54 to 40 to approve
the substitute provision.

Let me say that what we voted for
substantially was a bill which was in
troduced in the Senate several months
ago, was printed at that time in the
RECORD with full and complete explana
tions; there was then introduced a series
of amendments on Monday which were
printed in the RECORD with a full ex
planation of every amendment.

The substitute bill had the cosponsor
ship of nine of the 13 members of the
Select Committee on Nutrition and Hu
man Needs. They have been sitting on
the subject and holding hearings in all
parts of the country for the past 10
months. It had the cosponsorship of two
Senators who, I think, have made the
most extended tours of their districts;
namely, the Senator from South Caro
lina (Mr. HOLLINGS) and the Senator
from Virginia (Mr. SPONG), both of
whom took the time to make personal
tours of their own districts and go out
and look at the problems firsthand.

Let me say to the Senators who are
raising questions about whether we knew
what we were doing, that most Senators
believe that what we are doing is a con
servative step. It is not a wild, irrespon
sible effort.

As has been pointed out by the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. PERCY), the Bureau of
the Budget has concluded that the cost
to this country is 3 Y2 times as much to
permit malnutrition to continue as it
would cost to end it.

Therefore, I think the time has come
to stop the delay and put an end to hun
ger. We have a bill before us now which
has been approved, in the nature of a
substitute, and I earnestly hope that the
Senate will not knock out that bill and
further delay our answer to this all
important.problem of hunger.

I urge that the motion to recommit be
rejected.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, is it not a
fact that after the Senator did his bill,
and after I did mine, the Senator made
no compromise in order to win myself,
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. COOK),
and the Senator from illinois (Mr.
PERCY) to be sponsors-as we are on the
committee-but there were further com
promises to win the Senator from Vir
ginia (Mr. SPONG) and others over to re
ducing the $80 to $60, and to reduce the
appropriations, and otherwise refine the
individual elements of the bill.

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator is abso
lutely correct. Without that kind of
strong bipartisan cooperation. we would
not have had the vote we had awhile ago.
I hope that by at least as decisive a mar-
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PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-l

Mr. Mansfield, against.

NOT VOTING-4

So Mr. AIKEN'S motion to recommit was
rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, on that
question I ask for the yeas and nays.

So the bill (S. 2547) was passed, as
follows:

S. 2547
An Act to amend the Food Stamp Act of

1964
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

0/ Representatives 0/ the United States 0/
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. Tlle Food Stamp Act of 1964 Is
amended as follows:

(1) Section 2 Is amended to read as fol
lows:

"SEC. 2. It Is hereby declared to be the
polley of Congress In order to promote the
general welfare, that the Nation's abundance
of food shOUld be utilized cooperatively by
the States, the Federal Government, local
governmental units, and other agencies to the
maximum extent to safeguard the health
and well-being of the Nation's population
and provide adequate levels of food con
sumption and nutrition among low-Income
households. The Congress hereby finds that
increased utilization of foods In establishing
and maintaining adequate levels of food
consumption and nutrition will tend to cause
the distribution In a beneficial manner of
our agriCUltural abundances and will
strengthen our agriCUltural economy, as well
as result In more orderly marketing and
distribution of food. To effectuate the polley
of Congress and the purposes of this Act, a
food stamp program, which will permit those
households With low Incomes to receive a
share of the Nation's food abundance suffi
cient to prOVide them with adequate levels
of food consumption and nutrition, Is herein
authorized."

(2) Subsection (b) of section 3 Is amended
by adding at the end thereof a new sentence
to read as follows: "The term 'food' also
means such products as the Secretary Lay
determine to be necessary for personal c1c:::n
IIness, hygiene, and home sanitation."

(3) The second sentence of subsection (e)
of section 3 Is amended to read as follows:
"The term 'household' shall also mean (1)
a single Individual living alone who has cook
Ing facilities and who purchases and pre
pares food for home consumption, or (2) an
elderly person who meets the requirements
of section 10(h) of this Act."

(4) Subsection (f) of section 3 Is amended
by adding at the end thereof a new sentence
to read as follows: "Such term also means a
private nonprofit institution, boarding house
(other than a fraternity, sorority, or other
social club) or school which provides meals
to persons of sixty-five years or over who are
not residing In an Institution or boarding
house;·a private nonprofit organization that
prepares and delivers meals to persons of
sixty-five years or over In their homes; and
commissaries operated by the Department of
Defense which shall accept coupons In ex
change for food for any participating houee
hold which otherwise Is eligible under regu
lations of the Department of Defense to uti
lize the services of such commissaries."

(5) Subsection (j) of section 3 Is amended
to read as follows:

"(j) The term 'State' means the fifty
States, the District of Columbia, the Com
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Is
lands, Guam, and the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands."

(6) Subsection (a) of section 4 Is amended
by striking out the first sentence and Insert
Ing In .lieu thereof the following: "The Sec
retary Is authorized to formUlate and admin
Ister a food stamp program under Which eli·
glble households within a State will be pro
vided with coupon allotments of sufficient
monetary value to enable them to purchase
a nutritionally adequate diet. Such program
shall be carried out In any State at the re
quest of the appropriate State agency of such
State or pursuant to section 10(f) of this
Act."
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PRESENT AND ANNOUNCING LIVE PAffiS,
AS PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-2
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Sparkman, against.

NOT VOTINQ-6
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Goodell

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have already been ordered.

The question is, Shall the bill pass?
On this question, the yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. COOPER (when his name was
called) . Mr. President, on this vote I have
a pair with the distinguished Senator
from Texas (Mr. TOWER). If he were
present and voting, he would vote "nay."
If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
"yea." Therefore, I withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.
Mr. SPARKMAN (after having voted

in the negative). Mr. President, on this
vote I have a pair with the Senator from
Iowa (Mr. HUGHES). If he were present
and voting, he would vote "yea." If I were
at liberty to vote, I would vote "nay."
Therefore, I withdraw my vote.

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from Washington (Mr. MAGNU
SON) is absent on official business.

I further announce that the Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. GORE), the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. HUGHES), and the Sen
ator from Arkansas (Mr. MCCLELLAN)
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
GORE) and the Senator from Washing
ton (Mr. MAGNUSON) would each vote
"yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER) is
necessarily absent and his pair has been
previously announced.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr GOLD
WATER) is detained on official business.

The result was announced-yeas 78,
nays 14, as follows:

INo. 100 Leg.j
YEA8-78
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gin, the Senate will reject the motion to
recommit.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN) to
recommit the bill to committee.

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD (after having voted
in the negative). On this vote I have a
pair with the Senator from Texas (Mr.
TOWER). If he were present and voting,
he would vote "yea." If I were permitted
to vote, I would vote "nay." Therefore, I
withdraw my vote.

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from Washington (Mr. MAGNU
SON) is absent on official business.

I further announce that the Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. GORE) and the Sen
ator from Iowa (Mr. HUGHES) are neces
sarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Washington
(Mr. MAGNUSON), the Senator from Ten
nessee (Mr. GORE) , and the Senator from
Iowa (Mr. HUGHES) would each vote
"nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER) is nec
essarily absent and his pair has been
previously announced.

The result was announced-yeas 39,
nays 56, as follows:

INo. 99 Leg.]
YEAS-39
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Long
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(7) Subsection (b) of section 4 is amended

to read as follows:
"(b) In areas where the food stamp pro

gram is in operation, there shall be no dis
tribution of federally donated foods to house
holds under the authority of any other law
except that distribution thereunder shall be
made: (1) during temporary emergency sit
uations when the Secretary determines that
commercial channels of food distribution
have been disrupted because of a disaster;
(2) in any county where a food stamp pro
gram is being initiated and where federally
owned foods have been distributed to house
holds during anyone of the three months im
mediately prior to initiation of a food stamp
program. until such time as the number of
persons participating in a food stamp pro
gram exceeds the monthly average number of
persons who received federally owned foods
during the three month period immediately
prior to the initiation of a food stamp pro
gram; or (3) on request of the State agency
if the State agrees to finance, from funds
available to the state or political subdivi
sions thereof. all of the costs, subsequent to
the delivery of such foods within the State.
of handling. storing and issuing federally
donated food to eligible households in the
area."

(8) Section 5 is amended to read as follows:
"SEC. 5. (a) Households whose income is

determined. as provided in this section, to be
insufficient to permit them to purchase a
nutritionally adequate diet shall be eligible
to participate in the food stamp program.
The Secretary shall prescribe, not less often
than once a year, the minimum ievel of in
come a household must have in ()rder to pur
chase a nutritionally adequate diet for the
members of such household and be finan
cially able to meet the other normal living
expenses of a household. He shall prescribe
suoh level of income for households com
posed of varying numbers of individuals, 1:",lt
in no case shall the minimum income level
prescribed by the secretary be less for any
household than the equivalent of $4,000 per
year for a household composed of four per
sons. In prescribing minimum income levels
for households under this section the Secre
tary may take into consideration such rele
vant factors as the regional variations in the
cost of food described in the low-cost food
pian published by the Agricultural Research
Service of the United States Department of
Agriculture or such othc" relevant factors as
he deems appropriate but may not consider
the availablllty or expected availability of
appropriations to carry out this Act. The
Secretary shall also prescribe the maximum
level of income for households composed of
varying numbers of individuais above Which
households shall be ineligible to participate
in the food stamp program. Income limita
tions prescribed under this SUbsection shall
be revised annually to refiect any increase
in the cost of living. as determined on the
basis of the Consumer Price Index (all items,
United States city average) published
monthly by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.
Department of Labor.

"(b) In complying with the limitations on
participation set forth in subsection (a)
above, each State agency shall establish
standards to determine the eligibil1ty of
applicant households. Such eligibil1ty
standards shall comply with the maximum
and minimum income levels prescribed by
the Secretary under subsection (a) of this
section and shall also place a limitation on
the resources to be allowed ellgible house
holds, but such limitation shall appiy to the
income, if any. realized from such resources
and not to any income Which might be rea
lized through liquidation of such resources.
The standards of eligiblllty to be used by each
State for the food stamp program shall be
subject to the approval of the Secretary."

"(9) Subsectiops (a) and (b) of section 7
are amended ,to :read as follows:

"(a) Exllepta(herelnatter provided ill this

subsection, the face vaiue of the coupon al
lotment which is issued to any household
certified as eligible to participate in the food
stamp program shall be not iess than the
amount necessary to purchase a nutritionally
adequate diet for the members of such house
hold. The amount necessary to purchase a
nutritionally adequate diet for households
composed of varying numbers of individuals
shall be determined by the Secretary and
shall be revised annually by the Secretary.
In determining the amount necessary to pur
chase a nutritionally adequate diet for any
household the Secretary shall take into con
sideration such relevant factors as he deems
appropriate but may not ccnsider the avail
ability or expected availabil1ty of appropri
ations to carry out this Act. In no event shall
the amount determined by the Secretary to
be necessary to purchase a nutritionally ade
quate diet for any household be less than the
amount which the Agricilltural Research
Service of the United States Department of
AgriCUlture determines to be necessary to
permit a household of comparable size to
purchase the kinds and amounts of food con
tained in the low-cost food plan establlshed
by the AgricUltural Research Service of the
United States Department of AgriCUlture and
published in the 'Family Economics Review'.
The AgricUltural Research Service shall re
vise and pUbllsh the amount which it deter
mines to be necessary to purchase such food
at least annually to refiect changes in the
prices of food published by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics in the Department of ,Labor.

"(b) Households shall be charged such
portion of the face value of the coupon ai
lotment issued to them as is determined not
to exceed a reasonable investment on the
part of the household: PrOVided, That (1)
any ellgible household whose income Is less
than one-haif the current amoup " necessary
to purchase a nutritionally adequate diet
prescribed by the Secretary under section
7 (a) of this Act shall not be charged any
amount for such coupon allotment; and (2)
in no case shall any ellgible household be
charged an amount greater than an amount
equal to 25 per centum of th( income of such
household for such coupon a!lotment."

(10) Subsection (a) of section 10 is
amended to read as follows:

"SEC. 10. (a) The food stamp program
shall be administered to insure that partici
pants are afforded the opportunity to receive
at schools, at approveJ retal! food stores, in
their homes, or at other appropriate places
convenient to participants such Instruction
and counsellng as wl1l best assure that they
are able to use their increased purchasing
power to obtain those nutritious foods most
Ilkely to insure that they receive a nutri
tionally adequate diet, The food stamp pro
gram shall also be administered to insure
that all households ellgible to participate in
the program are informed of its existence
and given such assistance as may be required
to enable them to make appllcation for the
benefits of this Act. In addition to such steps
as may be taken administratively, the volun
tary cooperation of existing Federal, State.
local, or private agencies which carry out
informational and eduC1l.tional program.s for
consumers shall be enlisted for the purpose
of prOViding nutrition counsellng and home
economics services for eligible households
using such authorities as may be aval!able
to the Secretary, or in cooperation with other
agencies of the Federal Government or pri
vate agencies. The Secretary is authorized to
use the eduC1l.tional potentlai of the national
school lunch program and its extension to
introduce better eating patterns and better
nutrition to ellgible households under this
Act."

(11) Subsection (b) of section 10 is
amended by striking everything following the
colon and inserting in Ileu thereof the fol
lowing: "Provided, That the State agency
shall comply with the requirements of clauses
(2) and (3) of section 10(e) of this Act. The

operating agency may delegate its responsl
bl11ty for the issuance of coupon and the col
lection of the amounts charged from ellgible
households to the United States Post Offices,
banks, credit unions, or any other public
agency or private nonprofit agency. There
shall be kept such records as may be neces
sary to ascertain whether the program is
being conducted in compliance with the pro
visions of this Act and the regUlations Issued
pursuant to this Act. Such records shan be
available for inspection and audit at any rea
sonabie time and shall be preserved for such
period of time, not in excess of three years,
as may be specified in the regulations."

(12) Subsection (c) of section 10 is
amended by inserting immediately preceding
the first sentence the following: "Any house
hold making appllcation for the benefits of
this Act shall be certified for eligibillty solely
by execution of an affidavit, in such form as
the Secretary may prescribe, by the member
of such household making appllcation. Cer
tification of a household as ellgible in any
politicai subdivision shall, in the event of
removal of such household to another pollti
cal subdivision in which the food stamp pro
gram is operating, remain valid for
participation in the food stamp program for
a period of sixty days from the date of such
removal."

(13) Subsection (d) of section 10 is
amended by inserting immediately preceding
the first sentence the follOWing: "Notwith
standing any other provision of this Act, a
household may, if it so elects. purchase any
amount of coupons less than the full coupon
allotment it Is entitled to purchase. The
amount charged any household for any por
tion of a coupon allotment less than the full
coupon allotment shall be an amount which
bears the same ratio to the amount which
would have been charged such household for
the full coupon allotment as such portion of
the full coupon allotment bears to the full
coupon allotment such household was en
titled to purchase. The Secretary shall pre
scribe general guidellnes and minimum re
quirements with respect to the quality of
certification and issuance services to be pro
vided by State agencies to ellgible house
holds, including, but not llmlted to, matters
relating to the places, times, and frequency
of coupon issuance services In polltical sub
divisions approved for participation in the
food stamp program. Such general guide
Ilnes and minimum requirements shall in
clude at least the following provisions: (1)
that the issuance of coupons shall take place
no less often than once per week and (2)
that at each issuance of coupons any house
hold may purchase the entire monthly
coupon allotment to which it is entitled or
any portion of that coupon which it has not
preViously purchased. The State agency shall.
notwithstanding any other provisions of law,
institute procedures under Which any house
hold participating in the food stamp program
shall be entitled, if it so elects. to have the
charges. if any, for its coupon allotment
deducted from any grant cr payment such
household may be entitled to receive under
any federally aided pUblic assistance pro
gram and have its coupon aliotment distrib
uted to it with such grant or payment."

(14) Subsection (e) of section 10 is
amended by striking "( 3)" and "( 4)" and
inserting in Ileu thereof "( 4)" and "( 5) ".
respectively, and by striking clause (2) and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:

"(2) that the State agency shan make every
possible effort to insure that all households
who meet the ellgibmty requirements set
forth in this Act are certified to participate
in the food stamp program;

"(3) that the State agency shall arrange for
the issuance of coupons to eligible households
and for the collection of sums required from
ellgible households as payment therefor
through the facUlties of United States Post
Ofllces directly or by mall, through the fa·
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cilities of participating retail food stores or
in such other manner convenient to par
ticipating households as shall best insure
their participation:'

(15) Subsection (f) of section 10 is
amended to read as follows:

"(f) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, the Secretary shall administer
a food stamp program through any private
nonprofit organization or through any Fed
eral, State or county agency he deems appro
priate In any political subdivision of a State
If-

"( 1) he determines that in the administra
tion of the program in such political subdivi
sion there Is a failure by the State agency to
comply with the provisions of this Act, or
with the regulations issued thereunder, or
with the State plan of operation approved by
the Seoretary and he has informed such State
agency of such fallure and such failure has
not been oorrected after a reasonable period
of time; or

"(2) he determines that a food stamp pro
gram is needed in such political subdivision
and the appropriate officials of such political
subdivision or the State have not requested a
food stamp program for such political SUb
division after the Secretary has made an
offer of Federal payments as authorized by
this section; or

"(3) a food stamp program is not being
operated, or Is not being operated in accord
ance with the provisions of this Act, in such
polltical SUbdivision on January I, 1971, or
thereafter; or

"(4) he determines that the ratio of the
number of persons participating in the food
stamp program in such polltlcal subdivision
to the number of persons classified by the
Offioe of Economic Opportunity as low in
come In such polltical subdivision is not
adequate to effectuate the polley of Congress
and the p'lrposes of this Act.
When the Secretary administers a food-stamp
program under the provisions of this sub
section, he shall observe, or require the ad
ministering organization or agency to ob
serve, all of the appropriate provisions of
this Aot and regulations issued pursuant
thereto."

(16) Section 10 is amended by adding at
the end thereof a new subsection as follows:

"(h) Subject to such terms and condi
tions as may be prescribed by the Secretary,
food stamps issued under this Act to any
elderly person may be exchanged by such
person for meals prepared and served by any
group authorized to prepare and serve meals
under subsection (f) of section 3 of this
Act if:

"(i) such person does not have facilities
for the preparation of food in his living
quarters, or does not have reasonable access
to such facliltles, and the meals served by
such organization are served in a common
dining room and are prepared and served
primarily for the benefit of elderly persons;
or

"(Ii) such person is housebound, feeble,
physically handicapped, or otherWise dis
abled to the extent that he is unable to
prepare nutritious meals for himself, and
such organization prepares and delivers
meals to such person."

(17) Section 14 Is amended by adding at
the end thereof a new subsection as follows:

"(e) No person shall be charged with a
violation of this or any other Act, or of
any regulation issued under this or any
other Act, or of any State plan of operation
on the basIs of any statements or informa
tion contained in an affidavit filed pursuant
to section 6(d) of this Act, except for fraud:'

(18) Section 15 is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new subsec
tion:

"(c) NotWithstanding the provisions of
subsection (a) of this section, the Secretary
shall pay to the State agency of a State the
costs of Issuing coupons to eligible house
holds and of collecting the sums required

from eligible households as payment there
for."

(19) Section 16 is amended to read as
follows:

"(a) To carry out the provisions of this
Act there Is hereby authorized to be appro
priated not in excess of $1,250,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970; not in excess
of $2,000,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1971; and not in excess of $2,500,
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1972. Such portion of any such appropria
tion as may be required to pay for the value
of the coupon allotments issued to eligible
households which is in excess of the charges
paid by such households for such allotments
shall be transferred to and made a part of the
separate account created under section 7(d)
of this Act. Sums appropriated under this
section shall, notwithstanding the provisions
of any other law, continue to remain avall
able for purposes of this Act until expended.

"( b) Upon written notification to the Con
gress of his intent to do so, the Secretary
is authorized in any fiscal year to obligate
sums in excess of the sums appropriated
for such fiscal year pursuant to subsection
(a) of this section, If such excess obligations
are necessary to meet unanticipated increases
in participation. In no event shall the
amount of excess obligations in any fiscal
year exceed an amount equal to 15 per cen
tum of the sums appropriated for such fis
cal year pursuant to SUbsection (a) of this
section. The amount of any excess obliga
tion incurred in any fiscal year shall be paid
for out of funds appropriated to carry out
this Act in the succeeding fisca.l year.

" (c) If the Secretary determines that any
portion of the funds in the separate account
created under section 7(d) of this Act are no
longer reqUired to carry out the provisions of
this Act, such portion of such funds shall be
pald into the miscellaneous receipts of the
Treasury."

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate reconsider the vote by
which the bill was passed.

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

The motion to la.y on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President. the
Senate is deeply grateful to the Senior
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER)
for his outstanding effort in presenting
the food stamp measure to the Senate.
Characteristically. Senator ELLENDER ap
plied the greatest devotion and most
careful diligence to this proposal. As the
chairman of the Agriculture Committee.
may I say, there is no Senator who un
derstands better the matter of food and
hunger. He has long been a supporter of
the Food Stamp program and the fact
that he could not in good conscience sup
port the substitute measure which was
finally adopted by the Senate does not
change that fact. He is to be commended
and deserves our warmest thanks.

The same may be said for the Senator
from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN) who has him
self been a prime sponsor of the food
stamp approach to resolving the problem
of malnutrition since the inception of the
program following the war. Senator
Aiken. of course, serves as the rank
ing minority member of the Committee
on Agliculture. He has consistently been
identified with all efforts to resolve hun
ger and malnutrition. His assistance on
this measure was outstanding and he
too deserves the deepest gratitude of the
Senate.

I must say that the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN) is to be

singled out for the fine advocacy he dis
played in presenting his substitute meas
ure to the Senate. Its acceptance speaks
abundantly for the legislative talents
and ability of Senator MCGOVERN. His
work as chairman of the Select Com
mittee on Nutrition and Human Needs
has placed him in the forefront of this
critically important area.

Other Senators contributed most ef
fectively to the debate. Noteworthy were
the contributions of the Senator from
New York (Mr. JAVITS) the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY). the Sen
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS). the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. HOL
LINGS). and the Senator from Florida
(Mr. HOLLAND). Their own strong views
were urged sincerely and with the great
est skill and ability. The Senate may be
proud of another splendid achievement
obtained with magnificent cooperation
and the full appreciation of the views of
every Member.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed without amendment,
the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 152) to
provide for the temporary extension of
rural housing programs and Federal
Housing Administration insurance au
thority. and to extend the period during
which the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development may establish max
imum interest rates on insured loans.

APPOINTMENT BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In behalf
of the Vice President and pursuant to
title 16, United States Code, section 715A,
the Chair appoints the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS) to the Migra
tory Bird Conservation Commission, in
lieu of the Senator from Montana (Mr.
METCALF), who resigned.

U.S. RECOGNITION OF FOREIGN
GOVERNMENTS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President. I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
331. Senate Resolution 205, and that it
be laid before the Senate and made the
pending business.

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

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A resolution
(S. Res. 205) to set forth as an expres
sion of the sense of the Senate a basic
principle regarding the recognition by
the United States of foreign govern
ments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations with amend
ments on page 2. at the beginning of
line 4, insert "of itself"; and in the same
line, after the word "States", strike out


