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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this print is to review the history of the commitment
to ensure nutritional adequacy for all American families during the
last several years and to study the relationship between proposed wel-
fare reform measures, specifically H.R. 1, and that commitment to nu-
tritional adequacy. H.R. 1 eliminates food stamps, the Nation’s pri-
mary antihunger program, as a form of food assistance for families
choosing to take part in the new welfare program. The Food Stamp
Program is eliminated through the mechanism of a so-called “cash-
out” provision in HLR. 1. That is, the bonus food stamp benefits for-
merly provided in food coupons may now, if a State so chooses, be
provided to families in cash at levelsin effect in January 1971. Addi-
tionally, under HLR. 1, participating families will remain eligible for
the Federal Surplus Foods Program if such a program exists in their
area. The elimination of the Food Stamp Program in the form of a
“cash-out” raises many questions regarding the national commitment,
exgressed by the President, the Congress and the people at large, to
en

hunger and malnutrition among poor families in America. ‘There

are, of course, other issues in the welfare reform debate. At the direc- .

tion of the Chairman, it is the objective of this Select Committee staff
study to thoroughly explore only the question of nutritional adequacy.
The Chairman wishes to make clear that the conclusions and recom-
mendations of the staff are not necessarily endorsed in full by all
members of the committee. - \

(1)
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~ Chapter I |
THE COMMITMENT TO END HUNGER

More is at stake here than the health and well-being of 16
million American -citizens who will be aided by these pro-
grams. Something very much like the honor of American
aemocracy is at issue. It was half a. century ago that the
“fruitful plains” of this bounteous land were first called on

.to a great work.of humanity, that of feeding a Europe ex-
hausted and bleeding from the First World War. o
. Since then, on one occasion after another, in a succession
of acts of true generosity—Ilet those who doubt that find their
counterpart in history—America has come to the aid of one.
starving people after ancther. But the moment is at hand to
put an end to hunger in ‘America itself for all time. I ask this
of a Congress that has already splendidly. demonstrated its
own disposition to act. It is a moment to act with vigor; it is'a
moment to'be recalled with pride. R ,
' . President Richard M. Nizon,
L . Messdage'tothe Congress, May 7,1969."

In the space of about 2 years, the issue:of Hunger in:America moved
from a category.of skepticism and doubt-of its reality to a certainty of
its tragic existence. This was the meaning of President Nixon’s Mes-
sage to the Congress of May: 7, 1969. No longer could the Nation doubt

- that millions of poor Americans were going. without sufficient food
and, as a consequence, were suffering from ill health. . o

The struggle to bring the problem of hunger and malnutrition
among America’s poor to the forefront of national attention began in
April 1967, with a hearing by the Senate Subcommittee on:Employ-
ment, Manpower:and Poverty.in- Jackson, Miss;, The: subcommittes
had planned the hearing as part of .its routine oversight of the war-

on-poverty programs. To the surprise of the'subcommittee, members,

the major issue presented:by:witnesses at the hearing was that:ofactual
hunger :and malnutrition .ameng the: people;living in:the:Delta area
of the State. The:day following the hearing, two.subcommittee mem-

bers, Senators Robert . F. Kennedy (D-NY) and Joseph:.S. Clark:
(D-Penn.) conducted:a personal tour:of the Delta and were shocked to

find the reports of acute hunger and malnutrition were true. .:.- .. ...

- These findings were immediatéely reported :to-Secretary: of Agri-
- culture :Orville ‘Freeman :who' dispatched ian :investigative ‘team to
Mississippi. Within days,-Secretary: Freeman reported ‘to ‘the Senate
subcommittee that the investigative team- found: “Evidence of mal-
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nutrition and unmet hunger.” * Following this report, the subcommittee
unanimously wrote President Johnson requesting he declare an emer-
gency, and distribute free food and food stamps. The next day, the
Office of Economic Opportunity announced a limited emergency loan
program to help families purchase food stamps in the Delta coun-
ties as well as counties in six other southern States. Subsequently, the
Agriculture Department recommended a number of reforms in the

Food Stamp Program, including reducing .the. minimum purchase

price to 50 cents for those with no cash income.
Meanwhile, for the first time, firm medical evidence began to accumu-

- late verifying the intensity of the hunger problem. A team of physi-

cians, nnder the auspices of the Field Foundation, reported findings
from a field trip to rural Mississippi. Their report, titled “Children
in Mississippi.” described in the most vivid and tragic terms the hunger
and malnutrition affecting poor children in the State. It said, in part:

In Delta counties (such as Humphreys and Leflore) recently
visited by us and elsewhere in the State (such as Clarke,
‘Wayne, Neshoba, and Greene counties, also visited by us) we
saw children whose nutritional and medical condition we can
only describe as shocking-—even .to a_group of physicians
whose work involves daily confrontation with disease.and’
suffering. In child after child we saw: Evidence of vitamin
and mineral deficiencies; serious, untreated skin infections
and ulcerations; eye and ear diseases; also unattended bone
diseases secondary to poor food intake; the prevalence of bac-
terial and parasitic disease, as well as severe anemia, with
resulting loss of energy and ability to live a normally active
life ; diseases of the heart and the lungs—requiring surgery—
which have. gone undiagnosed snd untreated ; epileptic and
other neurological disorders; severe kidney ailments, that in-
other children would warrant immediate hospitalization; and:
finally, in boys and girls in every county we visited, obvious’
evidence of severe malnutrition. with injury-to the body’s.
tissues—its muscles, bones, and skin as -well as an associated
psychological state of fatigue, listlessness, and exhaustion.

We saw children afflicted with chronic diarrhea, chronic -
‘sores, chronic leg and arm (untreated) injuries and ‘'deformi-. -

ties. We saw homes without running water, without electricity, -

without screens,’in which children drink.contaminatéed water
and live ‘with germ-bearing mosquitoes and flies everywhere =
- around. We saw homeswith children who are lucky to eat one: '
' meal ‘ai-day—and that one :inadequate 'so far as’ vitamins,
‘minerals; or proteinis concerned: "We. saw.children who don’t
~get to’ drink milk, don’t: get to’ eat: fruit,, green vegetables, or
meat. They ‘live on starches—; rits, bread; Kool-Aid. Their
" parents ma.y-»be-décla.red,ineli'gi%{::-foxﬁ’cdm'rnoditie‘s,f ineligible :

~for the Food StampProgram;even tho_uﬁh;the'yfha’ve‘ literally. .

“nothing. We saw children fed communa. y—that is by meigh- "
bors: who give scraps of :-food to’ children whose own. parents

* Hunger in America, Chronology and Seleoted Background Materials; U.S.
Senate, Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower and Poverty; p. 15. .

wr
%
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have nothing to give them. Not only are these children re-
ceiving no food from the government, they are also gettin
no medical attention whatsoever. They are out of sight an
ignored. They are living under such primitive conditions that
we found it hard to believe we were examining American chil-
dren of the 20th century.? : :

These findings, however, generated skepticism.as well as belief.
The skepticism was generalfy based on the isolated nature of the
evidence so far collected. In a sense, this skepticism was justified by
reports, such as that by the then Surgeon General Dr. William H.
Stewart, that it was not reliably known how much malnutrition existed
in the United States and, furthermore, that no governmental agency
was responsible for assembling such information.:. :

As a result of this disclosure, the Congress in December of 1967
enacted. Public Law 90-174 authorizing the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare to: ' : o ' :

. . . make a comprehensive survey of the incidence and
location of serious hunger and malnutrition and health prob- .
lems incident thereto and . . . report his findings and recom-
mendations for dealing with these conditions within 6 months

from the date of enactment of this section.

The controversy regarding the actual extent of the hunger problem
in America increased considerably during spring of 1968 with the
publication in April of “Hunger—U.S.A.”, a thoroughgoing study of
the origins and failure of the major Federal family feeding programs
(surplus commodities and food stamps) to reach most poor people;
and “Their ‘Daily Bread,” a devastating critique * of the National
School Lunch Program’s inability to reach needy children with one
good meal a day. “Hunger—U.S.A.” was produced’ by the: Citizens

Board of Inquiry into ﬁunger and Malnutrition ‘which reported, in-

part: o . . o e

~ April 1968. Hunger—U.S.A.: A Summary

(Reprinted with permission of fhg New.Community Press, .Wash;ngpnn, D.C)
" INTRODUGTION |

In issuing this report, we find ourselves somewhat startled
by our own findings, for we .too had been lulled into the.com-
forting belief that at:least the extremes.of privation had been

_ eliminated. in the process of:becoming the world’s -wealthiest
" nation. Even the most. concérned, aware,.and informed of us
- were not prepared to take:1ssue withithe :presumption. stated
by Michael Halrington on the opening page:of his classic,
ﬁlé -Other -America: . “to be. sure, the. other  :America.is not
im{)overished: in'the.same sense as those poor:nations.where
millions cling to hunger as a defense against starvation..This
TIBEE P. A8, P s e e AT i T T e D
°See Hunger in the Classroom: Then and Now, Committe¢ Print, January
1972, pp. 21-32. . Lol ‘ : . T .

73-423—72——2
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country has escaped such extremes.” But starting from this:
premise, we found ourselves “compelled to conclude that
America has not escaped such extremes. For it-became. in-
creasingly diffieult, and eventually impossible; to reconcile
our preconceptions with statements we heard everywhere we
went that:

Substantial numbers of new-born, who survive the
hazards of birth and live through the first month, die be-
tween the second month and their second birthday from
causes which can be traced directly and primarily to-
malnutrition; ' ' g

Protein deprivation between the ages of 6 months and
a year and one-half causes permanent and irreversible
brain damage to some young infants; S

Nutritional anemia, stemming primarily from pro-
tein deficiency and iron deficiency, was commonly found
in percentages ranging from 30 to 70 percent among chil-
dren from poverty backgrounds; o

Teachers report children who come to school without
breakfast, who are too hungry to learn, and in such pain
that they must be taken home or sent to the school nurse ;

Mother after mother in region after region reported
that the cupboard was bare, sometimes at the beginning
and throughout the month, sometimes only the last week .
of the month; : ' '

Doctors personally testified to seeing case after case
of premature death, infant deaths, and vulnerability to
secondary infection, all of which: were attributable to
or indicative of malnutrition; . B ‘ ‘

In some communities people band together to share
the little food they have, living from hand to mouth ; and.

Aged living alone, subsist.on liquid foods that provide:
inadequate sustenance. S ,

‘We also found ourselves surrounded by myths which were
all too easy to believe because they are so comforting. We
number among these:

Myth—The really. poor and needy have access to
adequate surplus commodities and food stamps if they
are 1 danger of starving. -~ - .- - - ‘ .

' Fact—Only 54 million of the more ‘than .29 million
poor participate in these -two Government food' pro-
grams, and the majority of those participating are not
the poorest of the poor. e S
' Myth~—Progress is being made as a result of massive
Federal efforts in which ‘multimillion-dollar food" pro-
‘grams take care of more'people now than ever before. ' -

Fact—Participation in Government food programs
has dropped 1.4 million in the last 6 years. Malnutrition:
among the poor has risen sharply over the past .decade.

Myth.—Hunger and starvation must be restricted to
terrible places of need, such as Mississippi, which will

&
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o

not institute programs to take adequate care of its

people. . _
Fact.—Mississippi makes more extensive use of the

tswo Federal food programs than any State in the United
tates. :

In addition to the hearings, the site visits, the personal
interviews, the ancedotal stories, we learned from “Govern-
ment officials, statistics, studies, and reports, that where, by
accident or otherwise, someone looked for malnutrition, he
found it—to an extent and degree of severity previously
unsuspected. ' v

To the best of our knowledge, we have collected the studies
and information compiled by all who have gone before us
and have supplemented it with the best evidence that our

own direct efforts could uncover. At best, we can make an -

educated guess as to the order of magnitude of the problem.
But the chief contribution we can make does not rest with
engaging in a numbers game. ‘ ‘

It lies elsewhere—with the reversal of presumption. Prior
to our efforts, the presumption was against hunger, against
malnutrition; now the presumption has shifted. The burden
of proof has shifted. It rests with those who would deny

the following words of one of our members, “there is sufficient

evidence to indict” on the following charges:

1. Hunger and malnutrition exist in, this country,
affecting millions_ of our fellow Americans and increas-
ing in severity and extent from year to year. ’

2. Hunger and malnutrition take their toll in this
country in the form of infant deaths, organic brain dam-
age, retarded growth and learning rates, increased vul-

nerability to disease, Withdrawa{i,‘: apathy, -alienation,

frustration; and violence. ,

3. There is a shocking absence of knowledge in' this
country about the extent and severity of malnutrition—
a lack of information and action which standsin marked
contrast to our recorded knowledge in other countries.

4. Federal efforts aimed at securing adequate nutrition
for the needy have failed to reach a.significant portion
of the poor and to help those it did reach in any sub-
st'antia.lpa.nd satisfactory degree. ISR TR T

- 5. The failure of Federal efforts to feed 'the poor can-

not be divorced from our Nation’s agricultural policy,
~the congressional committees: that ; dictate that .policy,

and the: Department of Agriculture that implements it; -

- for hunger and malnutrition in a country of abundance

must be seen as consequences of a: political and economic

- system that spends billions to remove food from the mar-

ket, to limit productions, to retire land from production, . -

to guarantee and sustain profits for the producer. .

Perhaps more surprising and shocking is the extent to

which' it now rests within our power substantially to alle-

o

i
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viate hunger and malnutrition. While new programs are

" needed, and new legislation is desired and urged, there are
now reserves of power, of money, of discretionary authority,
and of technical know-how which could make substantial in-
roads on the worst of the conditions we have uncovered—
and this could be commenced not next year or next month—
‘but today.* . , : :

Comprehensive as these two studies were, their impact was both
dwarfed and magnified by the airing in May of the CBS Reports

“Hunger in America.” What most citizens of the Nation had only -

been reading about occasionally in their newspapers; what an inter-
ested minority had become more informed about through the two
April studies, was now brought right into the living rooms of millions
of American families. The: CBS documentary began with narrator

‘Charles Kuralt speaking the following lines while the picture on the

screen showed a severely malnourished baby: - =

Cuartes Kurart. Hunger is hard to recognize in America.
We know it in other places like Asia and Africa. But these
children, all of them, are Americans. And all of them are
hungry. = S . _ .

Hunger is easy to recognize when it looks like this. This
_gaby is dying of starvation. He was an American. Now he is

ead. ' -

Then, after an announcement, Kuralt continued:

- Kurart. Food is the most basic of all human needs. Man
can manage to live without shelter, without clothing, even
without love. Poverty, unpleasant as it is, is bearable. But
man can’t remain alive without food. - -~ Co -

America is the richest country in the world, in- fact the
richest country in history. We spend a colossal amount of
money—one and a half billion dollars a year—to feed the
rest of the world. But this spring a private agency, The Citi-
zens Board of Inquiry, consisting of distinguished leaders in
many fields, released an exhaustive report claiming that seri-

ous hunger exists in many places in the United States. . '

-Out of a total population of 200 million. the report states,
30.million Armericans are impoverished,:with family income
below $3,000. a. year. Five million.of these people are helped
by two existing: Federal Food Programs. Now a new figure
must be added:.Of the 80:million- who.are impoverished 10
million Americans, whether or not they are reached by Fed-
eral ‘aid;, are: hingry: ‘That’s-just-the" arithmetic. Unfortu-
nately, the'problem is all too human.®« .. i o o

The reaction to the airing of the documentary was immediate and

angry. Secretary Fresman wrote CBS President Frank Stanton that

the documentary was grossly inaecurate, attaching o bil of particular

* Hunger in An_‘ze'fica,v Chronology and SeZécted;Bdc#&f&und Materials; U.S.
Senate, Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower and Poverty; p. 72.. " " .
®Ibid.,p.120. . .. L Lo S

N
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errors as proof. “ ‘Hunger in America,’ bluntly and simply, was a trav-
esty on objective reporting,” the Secretary said. “It presented to mil-
lions of viewers a distorted, oversimplified and misleading picture of
domestic hunger and what is being done to combat it—and it served
to further disillusion, disappoint, and disenchant those hungry people
who now have been told that no one cares, that no is doing much to
help them.” The Secretary was especially upset that CBS had failed
to point to the progress made by the Agriculture Department in im-
proving the Surplus Foods Program and in beginning the Food Stamp
Program altogether. He requested time to present his case to the
public on television. That request was subsequently granted in an
almost unprecedented reairing of the entire show within the next
several months. , _ o :

The chairman of the House of Representatives Committee on Agri-
culture W. R. Poage (D-Tex.), inserted a detailed refutation of the
documentary in the Congressional Record. Based on an investigation
of the documentary by the Agriculture Department as well as a na-
tional survey of public health officials, Chairman Poage concluded
that, “. . . the program was deliberately calculated to avoid outright
technical misstatements but was intended to convey misunderstandings
to the listeners.” Chairman Poage pointed out that : A

Approximately 6 million people are receiving assistance
either through the Food Stamp Program or through direct
distribution of foodstuffs. About 2.6 million participate in the
Food Stamp Program and about 3.4 million in the Direct
Food Distribution Program. Of the 3,091 counties in the
United States nearly 2,400 participate in either the Food
Stamp or Direct Distribution Programs. A county chooses
which program it wants. It may not participate in both.

Chairman Poage also summed up his own judgment regarding the
extent of the hunger problem in the country : '

As I see it, the basic premise in each case is political, not
factual. It has always been “politics” to talk of “feeding the
needy,” I believe in feeding the needy. I believe in helping all
of those who need help. I believe in providing work for those
who want to work, but I don’t believe in feeding those who
could but won’t work. Most of the difference of opinion about
“feeding the hungry” seems to actually revolve around the
question asto who are unavoidably hungry. =~ .. =

That there is some hunger might be admitted for the sake
of argument. That there is rather extensive ‘malnutrition
seems to be well established, but that.the malnutrition exists

“because of inability to secure a better balanced diet does not
seem to be established, and there seems to be little evidence
that any substantial hunger in this country is the result of the . .
refusal of assistance agencies, public and private, to give
needed aid to those who are unable to work.?

® Ibid, p. 144.
7 Ibid, p. 142.
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As a result of this heated debate, Senator George McGovern
(D-S. Dak.) introduced Resolution 281 ¢ into the Senate. The resolu-
tion called for the Senate to create a Select Committee on Nutrition and
Human Needs to thoroughly investigate the issue of hunger and mal-
nutrition among America’s poor, to determine its actual extent and
causes, including the operation of the major Federal feeding pro-
grams, and to make comprehensive recommendations for a solution to
the problem. The resolution creating the Select Committee was ap-
‘proved by the Senate on July 30, 1968. :

The Select Committee began public hearings ® in December, taking
‘testimony from the Nation’s leading nutritionists and the Secretaries
.of the Departments of Agriculture, and Health, Education and Wel-
fare, as well as the head of health programs for the Office of Economic

Opportunity. Then, on January 22, 1969, the Select Committee re-

ceived the first report from the nutrition survey *° that the Congress

had ordered conducted by HEW back in December of 1967. The Na-

tional Nutrition Survey, as the study was now called, was headed
up by Dr. Arnold Schaefer, who had conducted similar surveys in

many other countries. The initial results of the survey, based on the

preliminary statistics from Texas, Louisiana, New York, and Ken-
tucky, were summed up by the Select Committee staff in the following
manner :

Dr. Schaefer’s report-presents preliminary findings on mal-
nutrition among 12,000 individuals living in low-income areas
in Texas, Louisiana, New York and Kentucky. The nutritional
status of the families and individuals examined was evaluated
through clinical and dental examinations, biochemical meas-
urements and food intake studies. .

Discussing the Survey’s findings Dr. Schaefer reports: “The
preliminary data clearly indicate an alarming prevalence of
those characteristics that are associated with undernourished
groups. Even though these finding come from a small sub-
sample of the total National Nutrition Survey, it is unreason-
able in an affluent society to discover such signs as those seen
to date.” . I

“In general,” Dr. Schaefer states, “the most widespread nu-
tritional problem is one of multiple nutrient deficiency of a
combination of one or more nutrients such as ]'t))rotein, vita-
mins, minerals and calories. It is important to bear in mind
and perhaps shocking to realize that the problems in the pov-
erty groups in the United States seem to be very similar to
those we have encountered in the developing countries.”

Among the Nutrition Survey’s specific findings, Dr. Schae-
fer cited the following: ‘ v B

8 Tor full text see. Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs hearing:
Part 1—Problems and Prospects, pp. 2—4. ‘ .

° Ibid, pp. 1-206. : o : ' o

1 ror summary of the National Nutrition Survey see, Select Committee on Nu-
trition and Human Needs hearing: Part 3—The National Nutrition Survey, pp.
724-879. 4
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-Growth. Retardation.—In  the sample we have
studied thus far, the children:.between 1 and 8 years

-of age fall below the average height reported for

children in the U.S.A. ... 3.5 percent of these

-children have retarded bone growth.

Marasmus and Kwashiorkor.—To date in our stud-

1es we have found 7 cases which the physician diag-
=

noses as severe malnutrition using such terms as kwa-
shiorkor - (severe protein and multiple nutrient
deficiency) and marasmus, primarily a choloric

.deficiency. We did not expect to find such cases in

the United States. . . . In many of the developing

-areas where we have worked, Africa, Latin -America,

and Asia, these severe cases of malnutrition only
rarely are found ; they either are hospitalized or have
died. , '

Anemia.—One-third of the children under 6 years
of age had hemoglobin levels in the unacceptable

range. . . . The cutoff level for hemoglobin was set
at that level considered by physicians to need treat-
ment. . . . 15 percent of-the population (studied)

had hemoglobin levels less than acceptable, which
means that they are candidates for medical treat-
ment. . . . In the impoverished population this
problem may actually be on the increase.
Goiter—Five percent of the total population ex-

‘amined to date exhibits an enlarged thyroid gland
-associated with low iodine intake. The World Health

Organization classified an area as having endemic
goiter when 5 percent of the population has enlarged
thyroid glands. . . . InTexas40 percent of the local
markets failed to even stock iodized salt although
there was-no price differential. -

- Dental problems.—Eighteen percent: of all sub-
jects 10 years of age and over veported it was diffi-
cult and painful to bite or chew food. Ninety-six
percent of the samgle had an average of 10 teeth
either decayed, filled or missing, with five of these
needing immediate attention .. . only 15 .out of

:each 100 deciiyed teeth had beenfilled. ~

Vitamin A  deficiency.—Thirty-three percent of

the population less than'6 years of age were at unac-

ceptable levels. These findings are characteristic of
those reported from areas of the world where vita-

.min A deficiency is-a major problem. ... . In popu-

lation studies it has been suggested that where 5 per-
cent or more of the sample has values within the less

than acceptable range, this constitutes evidence of

vitamin A deficiency within the population. This is
also the level at which night.blindness appears. . . .
In advanced vitamin A deficiency permanent blind-

13
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ness occurs. We did not find such cases. However,
here our concern is the fact that we have such a large :
roportion, 13 percent of the entire population §
studied, that had levels which we consider places ‘;
them in a high risk category. We do not know how
long these people have had these low levels or
whether their vitamin intake is now being increased
or decreased. We can’t afford the risk that any of
‘these persons will develop the severe deficiency.
Vitamin O deficiency—Serum vitamin C levels
were less than acceptable in 12 percent to 16 per-
cent of all age groups. Four percent of the total age
group. had scorbutic type gums. These findings sug-
gest that the intake of food supplying vitamin C 1s
reduced among all ages. Preliminary dietary intakes
tend to confirm this. Once again, the percentage
of individuals with unacceptable serum levels 1s
characteristic of reports from poorly nourished
populations. This is added evidence of malnutrition
within the group studied thus far. ‘
Vitamin D deficiency—Three and seven-tenths
percent of the 0 to 6-year-old subjects show evidence _ ;
of vitamin.D deficiency : 18 cases of rickets have been ‘5
diagnosed. . . . The fact that we have discovered cases ’
of rickets again alerts us to the reality that we can-
not ignore public health nutrition programs once
they have started. This disease was virtually eradi-
cated over 30 years ago through the simple mecha-
nism of fortifying milk with vitamin D at no cost to
the consumer. We are currently collecting data on
costs between nonfortified and fortified milk. This
information has still not yet been tabulated; but I
can assure you gentlemen that if you will check the
price of vitamin D milk and other milk in the Wash-
ington area, you Wwill be surprised at the price
differential. e SR
In addition, the National Nutrition Survey has found:
- Four to five percent of the subjects exhibit either
or both winged scapula and potbelly. These findings
are associated with protein and calorie malnutrition.
Eight cases of Bitot’s Spots (frequently attributed
to vitamin A deficiency) have been noted and con- -
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~ Other changes in hair, skin and lips which may be -
‘indicative of poor nutrition have been noted.. .«
- Discussing the Survey’s findings, Dr. Schaefer said, “Our
. studies to date clearly ‘indicate that there is malnutrition,
and in our opinion, it occurs in'an unexpectedly large pro-
portion of our sample population.”* -~ ST T
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These findings, preliminary as they were, represented the scientific
breakthrough necessary to establish beyond doubt the reality of serious
and widespread hunger and malnutrition in America. As later in-
formation was added to the preliminary results, the existence of the
problem would be only further confirmed. .

Following the presentation of the Nutrition“Survey findings, the
Select Committeeli)egan an examination of the mechanics of the Fed-
eral food programs in an effort to discover why more people were not
being reached. The first hearing *2 dealt with South Carolina since that
State had received particular attention as an area where many persons
were going hungry. The leadoff witness, Senator Ernest Hollings, rep-
resented a breakthrough of a kind different from, yet equale im-
portant as, the Nutrition Survey. Generally speaking, there had been
a negative reaction in the southern section of the country to the rais-
ing of the hunger issue nationally. This was undoubtedly a result of
the fact that attention had, to that time, been primarily focused on
deep southern States such as Mississippi. Senator Hollings, however,
instead of reacting defensively, took the witness stand before the com-
mittee and dramatically confirmed that there was hunger and malnu-
trition in his State, that it was tragic and needed to be ended, and
adimitted that he, as a former Governor and now U.S. Senator, had
not done enough about the problem. This testimony, including the fol-
lowing dramatic statement, immediately broadened support through-
out the country and in the Congress for dealing with the problem:

The reason hardly any of the hungry are designated as
“starving” is that our society will take the ill in his last stages
and get him to a hospital for treatment. For the $65 a dc:)my
there—and that is what it costs at the hospitals, what the costs
are in Charleston—we could feed an entire hungry family for
a week. The committee must make an analysis to show that a
dollar spent on the hungry is $10 saved in health, welfare, and
special training courses. The people must learn that it is
cheaper to feed the child than jail the man.

Now the medical facts need emphasizing. Dr. Charles Lowe
has just testified a few weeks ago before the committee that
the brain cells of the human being form during the first 4
years. Because of the lack of nutrition there is often as much
as a 20-percent loss in the bram cell development. Now many
is the time that my friends have pointed a finger and said,
“Look at that dumb Negro.”

The charge to often 1s accurate—he is dumb. But not be-
cause of the color of his skin. He is dumb because we have
denied him food. Dumb in infancy, he has been blighted for
life.!3 ‘

Subsequently, the Select Committee conducted field hearings in the
migrant aveas of Florida ** and in the ghetto of Washington, D.C. In
Florida, the committee found hungry families among the agricul-

tural workers, but local officials were either openly hostile to operat-

2 rpid, Part 4—South Carolina, Feb. 18, 19, 20, 1969 ; pp. 1161-1424,
¥ 1hid, p. 1165, )
M Jpid, Parts 5A and 5B—Florida and Appendix, pp. 1425-2084.
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ing a Federal food program or disclaiming any responsibility to make
sure that a Federal food program actually reached needy families.
During a tour of the homes of a number of poor families in Washing-
ton, a physician accompanying committee members actually diag-
nosed one child as badly malnourished and in need of hospital atten-
tion. The public hearing ** on the operation of the Food Stamp Pro-
gram in Washington documented the failure of the program, as then

constructed and administered, to reach obviously needy families. These

hearings served to further publicize the seriousness of the hunger
problem in America and to increase public concern—a concern: ex-
pressed as a growing demand for action.

On May 7, the President. responded to that concern with his his-
toric Hunger Message to the Congress.

% Ihid, Part 7—District of Columbia, pp. 2185-2435.
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Chapter II
THE GROWTH OF THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

Due to the publicity generated around the hunger issue in early
1969, the principal domestic policymaking group of the new Adminis-
tration, the Urban Affairs Council, established a food and nutrition
committee, chaired by the Secretary of Agriculture, Clifford Hardin.
This food and nutrition committee was charged with the responsibility
for independently reviewing the hunger issue, determining its validity
and making recommendations for action to the President. On Maxch 17,
1969, .the food and nutrition committee completed its recommenda-
tions, including the following: | ?

The committee recommends the submission of a Presidential
message to the Congress incorporating these recommenda-
tions. Some of the recommended program modifications
would require legislation and increased appropriations.
Others are within the authorities of the Secretary of Agricul-
ture and the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
but it is recommended that a legislative mandate also be
sought for these changes. : S

- Fayiny Foop AssISTANCE PRroGraMs

There are two Family Food Assistance programs—IFood
Stamp and Direct Distribution. S
A. The Food Stamp Program. Food stamps provide a
‘bonus for food purchases which varies with the income and
family size of the recipient. Current schedules provide an
average bonus of $6.90 per person per month in food purchas-
ing power. A family of four with a monthly income under
$30 ($360 annual) pays $2 per month and receives $58 in food
.stamps. At the other end of the schedule, a famil ~with a
monthly income of $250 ($3,000 annual) pays $76 and receives
$100 in food stamps. Thereafter the monthly bonus for such a
family ($24) remains constant up to the eligibility cut-off
oint, which depends upon State eligibility standards, the
Eichestbeing' $4,140 a year. R o
tamp purchases may be made on a monthly, semi-monthly,
‘or in some cases a weekly basis. Participants inust be certified
eligible by local welfare agencies. The program is operated
by State welfare agencies, except for the approval and super-
‘vision of participating retailers and wholesalers, which is done
by USDA. Presently about 1,200 counties operate Food Stamp
programs, with about 2.8 million program participants.
- (18) ‘
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B. Direct Distribution Program.. An agency of the State
government is rvesponsible for operation of the program
within the State, under a Plan of Operation approved by
USDA. The State agency must order and accept shipments of
commodities from USDA (usually in carlot quantities) and
arvange for their subsequent shipment to local distribution
centers operated by the officials of participating areas. Par-
ticipating families come to these centers to pick up their
monthly allotment ot commodities. At the local level, staff
and facilities must be available where families can be certi-
fied as eligible for the program under State standards of
eligibility. .

TUSDA is currently offering 22 foods to States for donation
to low-income families, worth about $13 retail per person per
month. The complete package of 22 foods offers adequate
amounts for 6 nutrients and less than adequate amounts for
energy and vitamin A, according to the National Research
Council’s Recommended Dietary Allowances. However, few
participating counties (380) accept 20 or more foods to offer
recipients, and many recipients are unwilling to accept those
foods offered. ' . o

The program operates in about 1,400 counties, cities, and
territories, as well as on Indian Reservations. There are about
3.7 million individual recipients. 3

There are 480 counties or independent cities, with about 10
percent of the poor, that have no Family Food Assistance
program and no present plans to initiate one.

In program areas about one-third with incomes below the
poverty line receive food assistance. Over 6 million now re-
ceive food stamps or free commodities, among them 40 per-
cent of the nearly 9 million public assistance recipients.

In the judgment of the committee the Food Stamp Program

- is preferable to direct distribution. There are, however, a

number of flaws in the present Food Stamp Program. Cur-
rent payment and value schedules are inadequate and appear
to strongly discourage participation.' The carrent schedale
requires payment of up to 47 percent of income to partici-
pate in the program. (Middle-class families pay on the aver-
age 17 percent of their income for food.) The program is
therefore inadequate for those whose income'1s too meager
and too erratic to make periodic bloc payments. For. those
with incomes below the poverty line, over 90 percent of the
participants, the schedule provides stamps insufficient to pur-
chase food for an entire month under minimum USDA cri-
teria. Those in extreme poverty receive stamps which meet
only 60 percent of minimum needs. Finally, State eligibility
requirements, which range from $1,920 to $4,140 for a fam-
ily of four, are inequitable and have no relation to geographic
differentials in food prices. R B

The food stamp schedule should be revised to 'prbt?idé'food ,

incomes sufficient to purchase adequate diets, to permit more
of the poor to participate, and to focus Government resources

on the very poor.

18
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1. The value of stamps issued to all participants should be
sufficient to purchase an adequate diet. The recommended
standard is the Economy Food Plan, the minimally adequate
food budget calculated by the Agricultural Research Serv-
ice of the Department of Agriculture (description attached).
This budget varies with age, sex, geographic location and
changes in food prices. The current average cost for a family
of four with school-age children is $100 per month.

2. The cost of food stamps should be not greater than 30
percent of income, and should be less than this for the poorest
families.

3. A uniform maximum eligibility standard should be used
to eliminate inequities between States and to insure that gov-
ernment funds are focused on the very poor.

B3 ® * £ * . *

Additional recommendations for improving the Family
Assistance programs are as follows:

1. The modified Food Stamp Program should be given
priority over the Direct Distribution program in expand-
ing the geographic coverage of the IFamily Food Assist-
ance programs, once it has been shown to increase in-
dividual participation. Since the Food Stamp Program
operates through retail food storesand thereby eliminates
the need for operating a separate food distribution sys-
tem, sparsely populated areas should be encouraged to
shift to the Food Stamp Program first.

2. Legislative authority should be broadened to permit
both free food stamps for a minimum of 3 months in
areas transferring from Commodity Distribution to the
Food Stamp Prograimn. A longer period of time should be
permitted when participation in the Food Stamp Pro-
gram is significantly below that forinerly achieved under
the Direct Distribution program. :

- 3. Legal authority should be requested to permit the
Secretary to authorize the operation of both the Food
Stamp and Direct Distribution programs in the same
county or city when the Secretary determines this would
be desirable and when State or local authorities agree to
pay any additional costs of administration.

4. Special efforts should be made to bring either-the
Food Stamp or Direct Distribution program into the
480 counties and cities now without a Family Food As-
sistance program, and to ensure counties and cities par-
ticipating in the Commodity Distribution program are
offering the full range of commodities to participants.
To help rcach this goal, legal authority to share addi-
tional administrative costs of the Food Stamp Program,
and additional administrative flexibility in the use of
Section 32 funds for sharing State and local administra-
tive costs should be sought. |

19
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5. A uniform cost share formula should be developed
for both Family Food Assistance programs that would
provide for the Federal share of administrative expense
to be higher in counties where participation is high and
the relative economic status is low. Additional Federal
assistance should be given counties where the influx of
seasonal workers adds significantly to local administra-
tive costs. _

6. The declaration form for eligibility for food assist-
ance programs should move forward in line with the
schedule for use of this method under welfare assistance
programs. . '

7. Efforts to improve services to recipients in the form
of more distribution points, prompter and simpler cer-
tification, financing arrangements, mailing food stamps,
and appeal mechanisms should proceed on a high pri-
ority basis. | R E

8. Commodities distributed under the Direct Distri-
bution program should at all times meet minimum re-
quirements for the essential nutrients. .

9. There should be inter-county and inter-State ac-
creditation of beneficiaries of both programs to meet
the special needs of migratory farm workers.* |

The President’s hunger message 2 éloselyfollbwed the recommenda-
tions laid down by the food and nutrition committee. On food stamps,
the message said: '

The Federal Government presently provides food assistance
to nearly 7 million needy Americans through the Food Stamp
and Direct Distribution programs. Though these programs
have provided welcome and needed assistance to these persons,
both programs are clearly in need of revision. I

The present Food Stamp Program can be greatly improved.
I shall, in a short period of time, submit to the Congress
legislation, which will revise the Food Stamp Program to:

Provide poor families enough food stamps to purchase
a nutritionally complete diet. The Department of Agricul-
ture estimates this to be $100 per month for a typical
family of four. = S S
Provide food stamps at no cost to those in the very
lowest income brackets. - S
Provide food stamps to others at a cost of no greater
than 30 percent of income. ‘ D
 Ensure that the Food Stamp Pro%lram' is complemen-
tary to a revised welfare program, which I shall propose
to the Congress this year. AR
" Give the Secretary of Agriculture the authority to
operate both the Food Stamp and Direct Distribution

1§ee Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs hear: g: Part 8—The
Nixzon Administration Program, May 7, 1969 ; pp. 2572-76. : Co
* Message to the Congress, May 7, 1969. - oo
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programs concurrently in individual counties, at the re-
%uest ‘and expense of local officials. This will permit the

ecretary to assist counties wishing to change from di-
rect distribution to food stamps, and to meet extraordi-
nary or emergency situations.

It will not be possible for the revised program to go into
effect until sometime after the beginning of the calendar
year 1970, that is to say after the necessary legislative ap-
proval and administrative arrangements have been made. -

The requested appropriations will then permit the estab-
lishment of the revised program in all current food stamp
counties before the end of the fiscal year, as well as a modest
expansion into direct distribution counties, and some counties
with no current programs. g

% % % % * % T %

While our long-range goal should be to replace direct food
. distribution with the revised Food Stamp Program, the Dis-

- trict Distribution program can fill many short-range needs.
Today there are still over 400 counties without any Family
TFood Assistance program and this Administration shall es- -
tablish programs in each of these counties before July 1970.
The direct distribution counties, the most serious criticism of
the program will be met by ensuring that all counties offer
the full range of available foods. .~ = . = .~ .~ . .
. To strengthen both current Family Food Assistance pro-
grams, efforts will proceed on a high priority basis to establish

- more distribution points, prompter and simpler certification,

~ financing arrangements, mailing of food stamps and appeal -

- mechanisms.? B o . B

Shortly thereafter, the A

Reform bill, S. 2370, to implement the message. This bill established
the food stamp allotment at a minimally adequate nuttitional level

defined as the Agriculture Department’s Economy Diet pian,and au--

thorized expenditures for the program of $315 million. for fiscal 1970,
$610 million for fiscal 1971 and open ended authorizations for fiscal
1972-73. Senator McGovern introduced-a Food Stamp Reform bill
setting the food stamp allotment at the Agriculture Department’s
Low-Cost Diet level, approximately 25 percent higher than the Econ-

omy Diet level, and containing open:ended authorizations. Senator

Talmadge also introduced a bill which left unchanged the allotment

level existing in the current program and authorized $525 million for

fiscal 1970 and $900 million for fiscal 1971. All of these bills ‘were re-

ferred to Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry which held
public hearings and reported out 1ts own Food Stamp Reform bill on

July 7, 1969. This bill set the allotment level at the Ecoriomy: Diet and

authorized $750 million for fiscal 1970, $1.5 billion for fiscal 1971 and -
$1.5 billion for fiscal 1972. The committee bill came to the Senate floor

Nixon Administration: Program, May 7, 1969; »p. 2630-31.

"3 See Select. Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs hearing: 1_)‘9..i't: 8—The
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for consideration on September 24. At this time, Senators McGovern
and Javits offered a substitute bill containing the Low-Cost Diet and
authorizations of $1.25 billion, $2 billion and $2.5 billion respectively
for fiscal 1970, 1971 and 1972. The substitute bill also contained na-
tional eligibility standards, greatly increasing potential participation
in the program. The McGovern-Javits substitute was adopted by the
Senate. The House of Representatives would not adopt its own bill
until December 1970, and a final reform bill would not become law
until January 1971.

The President, as part of his message, called for a White House
Conference on Food, Nutrition and Health to be convened in Decem-
ber 1969. When this conference was actually convened, the Adminis-
tration announced significant changes in the Food Stamp Program
that it planned to implement pending the passage of final legislation
by the Congress. These changes included a uniform increase in the
food stamp allotment, regardless of how poor the family happened
to be, and general reductions in the cost of the stamps to potential
purchasers. The allotment was raised to the Department’s Economy
Diet level, at that time $106 for a family of four per month, and the
purchase price was reduced to generally no more than 30 percent of a
family’s income. The President subsequently requested a supplemental
appropriation of $120 million for fiscal 1970 to cover the increased cost
of the program. o

Following the announcement of these administrative changes pro-
viding greater benefits at lower costs, participation in the Food Stamp
Program began rising steadily. Between January and February 1970,
participation increased from 3.8 million to 4,416,450. By June, partici-
pation had risen to 6,469,946. The increase was abetted by the Adminis-
tration’s pledge to bring new counties into the program during this
period. Also, during this period, the expenditures of the Government
m bonus stamps went up from $26,873,101 monthly to $86.493,273.
Total food stamp spending for fiscal year 1970 finally totaled $578
million.

Despite the steady, dramatic increase in participation in the pro-
gram, the Administration did not revise its budget request of $1.25
billion for fiscal 1971. The House Appropriations Committee adopted
the Administration figure as did the House as a whole. The Senate
Appropriations Committee also brought the Administration figure
to the Senate floor. Senator McGovern, pointing to the increasing
participation in the program and the need to expand to new counties,
offered an amendment to increase the appropriation to $1.75 billion.
The amendment was adopted by the Senate. Eventually, the confer-
ence committee agreed on a figure of $1.42 billion which was approved
by the Congress. . e Lo |

Tn December 1970, the House enacted its own Food Stamp Reform
bill, setting the allotment level at.the Economy Diet, providing for
open ended anthorizations and establishing a national eligibility
Jine at the poverty standard. In conference with the Senate. the final
bill directed the Secretary of Agriculture to provide a “nutritionally
adeqiuate diet”. (which he subseauently set at the level of the Economy
Food Plan) with a cost of living adiustment, provided for an au-
thorization of $1.75 billion for fiscal 1971 and open ended authoriza-
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tions the following 2 fiscal years, and authorized the Secretary of
Agriculture to set a uniform national eligibility standard at the
poverty level.

By the time the President signed Public Law 91-671 into law in
January 1971, participation in the Food Stamp Program had reached
9,727,200 persons, and the monthly bonus expenditures were $129,844,-
125. By June, participation reached 10,567,240, and bonus expendi-
tures were $140,907,077.

The Administration was now becoming concerned about keeping
the Food Stamp Program within acceptable budgetary limits. For
fiscal 1972, the Administration was requesting $2 billion for the
program. If the program continued to expand as it had in the past 18
months, this budget figure would clearly not be adequate. In April
1971, the Administration proposed new regulations, pursuant to the
new law, to govern the program. These regulations set the allotment
level at $108 a month for a family of four. They set the national
eligibility standard at $160 monthly for one person, $210 for two
persons, $293 for three persons and $360 for four persons. They also
revised the purchase schedule, sharply increasing the percentage of
income that families near the top of the eligibility scale had to pay
for their bonus. A 2-person family at the top had its purchase price
increased from $36 to $54 and its bonus reduced to $6 from $20. A
4-person family at the top had its purchase price increased from $82
to $99 and its bonus reduced to $9 from $24.

Despite strong congressional opposition, the Administration argued
that these regulations were equitable in that they provided greater
benefits for the poorest of the poer in the lower income States while
phasing out benefits for the poor in the higher income States with
more generous welfare payments. The Administration officially esti-
mated that about 1.7 million persons would be newly eligible for the
program in the lower income States, while 340,000 would be made
entirely ineligible in the higher income States, and 1.7 million in those
States would receive reduced bonuses. When the regulations were made
final in July, the most significant change was the lanketing in of all
welfare recipients, including the 340,000, most of them single or aged
couples. ,

During the summer of 1971, the House appropriated the Adminis-
tration request of $2 billion but the Senate, again on an amendment by
Senator McGovern, increased the amount to $2.5 billion. The confer-
ence committee arrived at a figure of $2.2 billion. From June through
December of 1971, participation in the Food Stamp Program increased
more slowly, only reaching 11.2 million persons, and bonuses of $150.4
million monthly. But the Administration officially estimated, based
on projected increases in the program in the lower income States and
the approval of applications from 192 counties to enter the Food
Stamp Program, that participation would increase to over 12 million
persons by the end of the fiscal year, perhaps even going as high as 13
million persons.

As the end of 1971 approached and the implementation of the new
food stamp regulations neared, protests from the higher income States
facing impending cutbacks began to increase. Senator Hubert Hum-
phrey (D-Minn.) introduced legislation to restore eligibility levels in

T3—423—72—4
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12 States where 75- to 100,000 persons were going to be eliminated
from the program and to also restore the previous bonus in lace of
the reduced bonus. The introduction of this legislation was followed
by a letter to the President from Senator McGovern and 27 other
Senators requesting him to order the Agriculture Department to act
administratively to restore eligibility and bonus levels. Early in Janu-
ary of this year, opposition to the new regulations coalesced at a con-
ference of 15 governors’ representatives in Hartford, Conn. The rep-
resentatives at the conference, many of them food stamp directors,
issued a statement calling for a reversal of the regulations:

Tne HARTFORD STATEMENT

Representatives of 15 States met in Hartford on January T,
1972, for the purpose of seeking redress from the present
legislative and USDA regulations resulting from the passage
of Public Law 91-671. The following statement adopted ﬁy
the representatives of 14 of thosé 15 States is presented to
call to the attention of the President, Secretary of Agricul-
ture, and the Congress, the deficiencies and inadequacies
which have resulted from those regulations.

We subscribe to the belief that the purpose of the Food
Stamp Program is the provision of a basic nutritional diet
to indigent and needy families. We further believe that the
revised USDA tables constitute a retreat from this principle,
in that a substantial percentage of families in the respective
undersioned States will either lose outright the opportunity
to purcﬁase stamps or be forced to make substantially larger
payments to acquire the same amount of food stamps. Je
must therefore, strongly object to any program revision by
the USDA which nullifies or dilutes the benefits of the Food
Stamp Program now being utilized by residents of our re-
spective States. ‘ _ _ :

For these families, which include thousands of children and
elderly individuals, dropging out of the Food Stamp Pro-
_gram will mean ‘a significant reduction in the amount of
money that is available to spend on necessary foods. The effect
of this may well be malnutrition for those who are most
vulnerable and most in need of nutritious diets. Our concern
is also for the working poor and those families on public as-
sistance who are in dire need of adequate diets to assist them
in achieving nutritional adequacy. ’

In addition to the harmful effects on people, the law and
the regulations will impose upon the States an intolerable
financial and administrative burden for the jurisdictions
charged with the administration of the Food Stamp Program.
Tn some cases this burden may be so heavy that a number of
States and other jurisdictions may be forced to withdraw
from the program, with the attendant consequences to the
welfare recipients, the elderly, the working poor, and all
others who have hitherto benefited from this program.

If the Food Stamp Program is to fulfill the goals of the
Administration, as set forth in 1969, the recommendations of

24'?:1

nt 2em e e s Tasi R e b S e ro

Rk S AT Ve S e o At oS Pratp Fren

MERET N

VUL P S

ik B




23

the White House Conference on Food and Nutrition, and
the commitment of the Congress as defined in the Food Stamp
Act of 1964, we believe the following changes must be made
in Public Law 91-671 and the implementing USDA
regulations:

1. No household shall be made ineligible for the pro-

ram which would have been eligible under the stand-

ards of eligibility in effect in each State just prior to the
enactment of Public Law 91-671.

2. No household shall pay more for food stamps than
they were required to pay under the regulations in ef-
fect just prior to the enactment of Public Law 91-671.

3. The coupon allotment schedule must reflect the cost
of a nutritionally adequate diet. By USDA’s own defi-
nition, the allotment schedules are insufficient. Conse-
quently, the coupon allotment schedule must be substan-
tially increased 1n order to meet the statutory standards
of nutritional adequacy.

Administration spokesmen continued to state that the regulations
could not be reversed, in part because there simply were not sufficient
funds to cover a restoration of eligibility and bonus level. The week
after the Hartford Conference, however, it was reported in the press
that the Office of Management and Budget had “impounded” the $200
million that the Senate had succeeded 1n adding to the food stamp
budget for this fiscal year. This revelation increased the protest in
Congress and, by the following weekend, the new Secreiary of Agri-
culture, Earl Butz, announced that both eligibility and bonus levels
would be restored. The Administration estimated that this restora-
tion would cost approximately the $200 million that was being held
back. '

The Administration’s budget request for the Food Stamp Program
for fiscal 1973 is $2.334 billion. This request is based on an estimated

articipation of about 13 million persons at an average monthly bonus

evel of $14 per person. This is admittedly a tentative estimate, based

on essentially no growth in the program where it now exists and no
expansion into counties now operating commodity programs. If par-
ticipation should increase to 14 million persons, fonding for the pro-
gram will have to be increased to at least $2.5 billion.

In summary, the Food Stamp Program in a period of 2 years has
undergone enormous expansion. In 2 years, participation has increased
from about 3.5 to almost 12 million persons. The number of counties
participating in the program has increased from 1,489 to 2,017. Fund-
ing has risen from $340 million annually to over $2 billion. The pro-
gram is clearly fulfilling its promise as the Nation’s best existing
weapon against poverty-related hunger and malnutrition.
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Chapter III
THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN AND FOOD STAMPS

The history of the commitment to end hunger through an expanded
Food Stamp Program and the commitment to reform welfare through
a guaranteed income program have been intertwined since the begin-
ning of the Nixon Administration in 1969. Indeed, 1n a sense, the two
programs have not only been intertwined but in competition with each
other. For despite the fact that the President actuaﬁy made his com-
mitment to end hunger in May 1969, that commitment came very close
to never being made because some members of the Administration
believed it would undermine their efforts to successfully argue for the
guaranteed income program.

When the food and nutrition committee, led by Secretaries Hardin
and Finch, presented their recommendations for a major hunger pro-
gram, the recommendations on the income program, developed by a
agroup under the leadership of Presidential Counselor Daniel Moyni-
han, were also presented. Both were reviewed by Presidential Coun-
selor Arthur Burns and the Bureau of the Budget. Dr. Burns and the
BoB advised the President not to accept the nutrition recommenda-
tions. This decision was then actually reflected in the Administration’s
first budget message which only called for a $15 million increase in
nutrition spending, none of that for food stamps.

When news of the decision not to have a major hunger program
was printed in the press, Senator McGovern invited Secretaries Hardin
and Finch to testify at a public hearing of the Select Committee to
explain the decision. Only days before the hearing, Secretary Hardin
made a personal plea to the President that the negative decision be
reversed. The President, while concerned about the budgetary implica-
tions of a major hunger effort, assented.

At the hearing of the Select Committee on May 7, an exchange be-
tween Senator McGovern and Secretary Finch reflected the Admin-

.istration’s internal debate over the hunger and income programs:

Senator McGovern. Mr. Secretary, in that connection, and
I won't interrupt you as you move along, is there a difference
within the Administration as to whether you ought to proceed
with a throunghgoing program to eliminate hunger and mal-
nutrition as over against the view of those who believe that
we should delay action on individual problems of that kind
until a comprehensive welfare program can be worked out?

(25)
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MovE AGGRESSIVELY

Secretary Fincr. No, sir..I think the very clear-cut af-
firmation in the President’s statement is that we move aggres-
sively to meet the present hunger problem. At the same time,
my Department, we are still sorting through a great deal
about what we know and what we don’t know.

Dr. Schaefer has been before the committee previously
and he will be happy to further outline the parameter of our
national surveillance as well ‘as our expanded survey. They
are correlative, compatible, and mutually ongoing efforts.

I will leave the expansion of the Food Stamp Program
itself to Secretary Hardin. We happen to believe that, over
the long run, the more basic answer to the problem of mal-
nutrition has to be found in the form of our public assistance
and employment programs.

T believe that cash income, not a succession of payments in
kind, over the long haul, will best preserve the dignity and
the freedom of choice that the individual requires to .meet

~ his own needs through the workings of the private market.

If he can’t be trained or if he can’t work, he must have
available an income maintenance program which rovides
for his basic necessities in a way most unencumbereg by ad-
mirﬁ_strative redtape and impersonal centralized decision-
making.

Instead of that approach, we now have a Federal assistance
system incorporating over 500 grant-in-aid programs, most
of which are directed toward the disadvantaged, as well as
several payment-in-kind systems which provide rent stamps,
health stamps, food stamps, and even education and training
stamps in the form of student loans and grants. :

We hope, within the next few months, to bring to the Con-
gress a set of welfare reforms which will begin to rationalize
these systems and place emphasis on cash assistance as the
most flexible and useful form of aid, and one that will pre-
serve human dignity. .

Until the time when we have achieved major welfare re-
form, however, the Food Stamp Program is vital and must
be expended.? :

For the moment, the question of eliminating the Food Stamp Pro-
am in favor of the cash program seemed to have been settled on the
side of preserving the principle of nutritional adequacy. - '
On August 8, 1969, however, the President officially proposed his
income program, the Family Assistance Plan, which quickly became
popularized as FAP. There was immediate confusion regarding the
relationship of FAP to food stamps. In his FAP speech, the President
said: “For dependent families, there will be an orderly substitution

of food stamps by the new direct monetary payments.” White House

1 gee Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs hearing: Part 8—Th
Nixon Administration Program, p. 2450, ‘
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spokesmen who briefed the press clearly indicated that the Food
Stamp Program would not be available to families taking advantage
of the $1,600 guaranteed income plan.

The reaction to what appeared to be a retreat from the historic
hunger commitment of May was widespread. Despite this negative
reaction, on August 15 at a West Coast briefing, Presidential Press
Secretary Ronald Ziegler reiterated the intention to eliminate the
Food Stamp Program when FAP became effective. Dr. Jean Mayer,
appointed by the President to organize the planned December White
House Conference on Food, Nutrition and Health, expressed consid-
erable concern about the elimination of the Food Stamp Program.
After checking with sources at the White House, he announced on
August 20 that the Food Stamp Program would in fact be retained
along with FAP. “I would not believe—and I was right—that the
President would contradict in August a commitment he made in May,”
said Dr. Mayer. He further said that the confusion was a result of
the White House aides, who had briefed the press, not fully under-
standing the mechanics of the program.

In late August and early September, press reports began to appear
supporting Dr. Mayer’s position that the Food Stamp Program would
not be eliminated. These reports, however, stated that the original re-
ports of food stamp elimination under FAP had been correct but that,
since the reaction around the country had been unfavorable, the stamp
program was now going to be retained. _

Senator McGovern scheduled another hearing of the Select Com-
mittee for September 15 to seek clurification of the matter. Secretaries
Hardin and Finch were once again invited to testify. During this
hearing, the Administration officials unequivocally affirmed the com-
mitment to nutritional adequacy through maintenance of the Food
Stamp Program for America’s poor along with FAP. Senator Mc-
Govern and Senator Jacob K. Javits (R-N.Y.), ranking minority
member of the Select Committee, began the hearing by raising the
basic questions:

Senator McGovern. At the outset, I want to make clear the
specific questions I believe we must have answered this
morning : : :

First, will every poor family or individual be eligible for
food stamps, whether it is recelving family assistance or not,
until its total income, from whatever source, is sufficient to
enable it to purchase an adequate diet with no more than 30
percent of its income? ,
~ Second, will there be any difference in Food Stamp Pro-
gram eligibility requirements, purchase prices or benefits
among family assistance reciplents who are employed, those
who are unemployed and poor persons not on family
assistance? ' | o _ .

Third, when the family assistance recipient is employed,
will his welfare benefits be treated any differently if he is on
food stamps? 2 : - _

* Ibid, Part 12—Welfare Reform and Food Stamps, Sept, 15, 1969; p. 3705.
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Senator Javirs. I came to the three same questions the
chairman ‘did. The Administration is unfolding what I con-
sider to be an innovative and extremely important landmark
for family income planning, for which I give both of these
Secretaries enormous credit. Now, we must answer these
questions.

During the past few wecks, however, there has been much
discussion and controversy concerning the effect of the Admin-
istration’s welfare proposals on the future of the Food Stamp
Program. Today, we must answer—once and for all—three
crucial questions.

First, will the Administration continue to demand an ex-
panded Food Stamp Program? '

Second, will such an expanded program, if demanded and
implemented, be continued until the level of monetary pay-
ments reaches a level where food stamps can be discontinued
without hardship to recipients?

And third, will the long-term combined effect and the end
result of the programs afford the poor greater opportunities
for escape from poverty-related hunger and malnutrition ?

I believe that the programs can be successful only to the de-
arec that this is accomplished, and I will do a]l I can—both
in the Senate and in working with the Administration—to
see that the unmet needs of the hungry poer are met so that
they may gain the economic independence and the health
that all Americans desire and deserve. In the final analysis,
we will be judged morally as a great Nation—not only by
our general well-being, but also by how well we provided for
those who have so little:

Secretary Hardin responded to the questions this way:

Since Secretary Finch and I last met with you, the Presi-
dent has proposed a far-reaching overhaul of our whole wel-

fare system. The President’s family assistance proposals will

have a tremendous impact on the situation of the poor. Assist-
ance will for the first time be available to the working poor,
just as food stamps have been available to them in the past
and will continue to be available. .

You will recall that the President, in his May 6 message to
Congress, promised that his food stamp proposals would—

Insure that the Food Stamp Program is comple-
mentary to a revised welfare program, which I shall
‘propose to Congress this year.

That is a quotation from the Presidential message.

The Administration’s food stamp and family assistance
proposals are complementary as the President pledged they
would be. Both are designed to provide substantial assistance
to the poorest of the poor. Both are available to the working
poor. In each program, assistance is reduced on a gradual

* Tbid, pp. 3756-1.
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basis and income rises so that the incentive to work is pre-
served. Assistance in each program is phased out when income
reaches a level somewhat above the current poverty line—
$3,020 for a family of four under family assistance, $4,000
with food stamps. With the two programs operating together
we have a chance to begin a comprehensive approach to the
income problems of the poor.

Family assistance in no way detracts from the priority
that the President assigns to eliminating malnutrition. In the
existing Food Stamp Program we have a vehicle for dealing
with poverty-cause malnutrition.*

Sceretary Finch answered:

First, will every poor family or individual be eligible for
food stamps, whether it is recelving family assistance or not,
until its total income, from whatever source, is sufficient to
enable it to purchase an adequate diet with no more than 30
percent of its income ?

The answer.to that is “Yes.” A family of four with an
income level of up to $4,000 per year will be eligible for food
stamps.

Se}:ond, will there be any difference in Food Stamp Pro-
gram eligibility requirements, purchase prices or benefits
among family assistance recipients who are employed, those
who g.re unemployed and poor persons not on family assist-
ance?

The answer to that is “No,” although, of course, the amount
of the stamp subsidy changes as people’s income goes up
through earnings or through welfare increases.

The third question was: When the family assistance recipi-
ent is employed, will his welfare benefits be treated any differ-
ently if he is on food stamps? o

There, again, the answer to that question is “No.” The
families assistance legislation will state that food stamp
benefits are not treated as income for purposes of determin-
ing a family’s eligibility or the amount of benefits.®

After responding directly to the questions, Secretary Finch then

went on to give a more thorough exposition of the Administration’s
position regarding nutritional adequacy, food stamps and FAP:

Secretary Fincu. There is no more urgent governmental
responsibility than to care for the hungry and undernour-
ished. The President made this problem one of the first orders
of business of the new Administration, and it continues to
stand at the top of our list of priorities. Even though we have
been very much concerned from the outset with the inter-
dependéncy between food stamp and welfare reforms, the
President determined that the urgency of the need for feed-

ing people demanded that e submit stamp proposals sepa-

4 I'bid, p. 3760.
5 Ibid, pp. 3762-3.
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rately and as soon as possible so the Congress could act
quickly. This we did. We still await congressional action, and
I would join Secretary Hardin in urging immediate action on
the bill. ' :

Family assistance is the second element of that new strat-
egy, and the most far-reaching in importance. The food
stamp proposal would substantially increase the disposable
income of the Nation’s poor.

Family assistance would further increase the incomes of
some of those presently on welfare, extend aid to the entirely
new category of the working poor, and produce impertant
structural reforms in the welfare program.

Moreover, every effort has been made to integrate the food
stamps and family assistance into a single pattern. Under the
President’s plan, both systems would now cover families
headed by a working male—insuring the kind of incentives
to work and to family stability for which we have been striv-
ing—and both would ultimately be admiinistered through the
same organization, with the same procedures.

I am obliged to say, Mr. Chairman, that this relationship
between food stamps and the family assistance program is
not clearly set out in a recent publication of your subcom-
mittee. Now that I have had an opportunity to clarify the
matter, I would respectfully request that distribution of that
publication be suspended until corrections can be made.

In addition, Mr. Chairman, there appears to have been
some confusion on the question of the eligibility for food
stamps of old-age assistance recipients under the welfare
reform plan. Let me again clarify.

Famify assistance in no way reduces the eligibility of these
deserving persons for food stamps—they will continue to
receive both forms of aid and will in many cases be better off
than they were under the previous public assistance and food
- stamp programs.

The third element in the President’s new strategy is aimed
at increasing the capacity of the poor to support themselves,
through expanded work incentives and work requirements
under family assistance and through the more flexible and
coordinated mechanism of the “Manpower Training Act of
1969” which the Administration has proposed.

I would urge this committee to take the same integrated
approach to the problems of poverty and malnutrition, and
to consider the interrelationships between food stamps and
welfare. First of all, that food stamps are but a form of
income support provided in kind rather than in cash. For
several reasons, our ultimate goal over the years should be to
move toward a wholly cash income support system and away
from in-kind multiple programs. L

First, poverty is not a problem which can be solved by food

alone. Even the narrower problem of hunger and malnutrition -

cannot—as this committee has pointed out—be solved solely
by food assistance programs.

Tt w3 T = e 3 et




31

FrexipiLity or Casm ASSISTANCE

Commissioner of Aging Martin’s testimony last week ex-

plained this point with regard to the elderly. Also, the bene-
fits of a food assistance program can too easily be negated
by health deficiencies which a family has no funds to correct,
a lack of access to clean water or good sanitation, a lack of
clothing, or a lack of education without which a family cannot
learn food nutritional practices. We need support programs
geared to the whole man and not just one of his problems,
and only cash assistance provides the required flexibility.

Second, a gradual movement toward cash assistance is
desirable from the point of view of personal dignity. Many
food stamp recipients resent having to go into a grocery
store and use a form of scrip which immediately identifies
the buyer as someone on welfare or in the poverty category.
Only cash carries no labels.

Third, cash assistance provides the maximum flexibility
and personal responsibility for the individual. Cash enables
the recipient to substitute his own judgment of how best to
meet his nceds for the determination of a far-away govern-
ment. The individual determines how he allocates his income
and how much he should spend on food. L

This Administration, therefore, believes that over the years
cash assistance should eventualfy be substituted for food
stamp programs in a way which leaves the individual at =
least as well off in total benefits. :

We are not yet at that point today, however, and there
should be no question about one fact: No family assistance
recipient will be worse off than he would have been under
AFDC plus. the President’s May Food Stamp Plan; many
recipients will in fact be substantially better off.®

Finally, Senator McGovern, in an attempt to remove any doubt
about the principles being followed by the Administration regarding
food stamps and FAP, engaged in the following exchange with
Secretary Finch:

Senator McGovern. Would it be correct to say, since the
administration is pledging itself under its food stamp for-
mula Lo provide food assistance for a family of four until that
family has an income level at $4,000 or above, that you would
continue all families that wish to garticipate in the Food
Stamp Program until their combined income totaled $4,000?

Secretary Fincm. Absolutely. There is no question about
that. <

Senator McGoverN. It seems to me that is the key question,
if we are to protect the principle of food stamp legislation,
and I hope we are very clear on that point.

- Secretary FincH. Yes, sir.

® I'vid, pp. 3765-7.
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Senator McGovery. So that no family is going to. be
knocked off the food stamp rolls, no matter where they get
their income, until that income is $4,000 or above?

Secretary Fivcm. That is the basic concept.”

This principle of maintenance of the Food Stamp Program until a
family’s income reached the official poverty level—the point at which
it should be able to purchase an adequate diet and meet other needs—
was reflected in the legislation eventually introduced to Congress by
the Administration. At this point in time, it was clear that the Food
Stamp Program was to remain available to farilies participating in
TAP because that was the only way those families could he assured
of a minimum adequate diet. And a minimum adequate diet was a
national commitment.

This principle was also reaffirmed in December by the partici'pants'

in the White House Conference on Food, Nutrition and Health. A
number of panels considered the problem of food stamps versus in-
come maintenance as a means of ensuring poor families a minimum
adequate diet. All panels reached the same conclusion. Total cash in-
come was obviously preferable to food stamps as a means of ensuring
such a diet. But until cash income support reached levels high enough
to actually ensure the minimum adequate diet, the Food Stamp Pro-
gram had to be retained. The Panel on “Systems of Delivery of Food
and of Money for Food” summed up this consensus with the following
statement : '

Although there are inadequate data relating income and the
ability to feed one’s family, this Panel is convinced that a
family of four cannot be fed adequately on an income of less
than $5,500 and still meet other necessities.

sk ook * : * ® * e

The Panel wishes to reemphasize its concern that in-kind
programs not be phased out unless an adequate income main-
tenance program is available to replace them.®

The Conference as a whole therefore called for an exps nded and
improved Food Stamp Program. 4

More recently, the White House Conference on Aging, held Novem-
ber 28-December 2, 1971, recommended: :

. Minimum adequate income (at least $3,000 per single per-
son and $4,500 per couple) must be available to all elderly.
Until money payments are increased above this minimum
level existing food programs should be strengthened, includ-
ing nutriticn education, to meet the needs of the elderly.
Therefore, it is recommended that: o =

(a) In addition to store purchases of food, food stamps
be used for the purchase of meals in participating res-

7. Ibid, pp. 3770-1. : a .
8 White House Conference on Food, Nutrition and Health ; Final Report, 1971;
p. 214. v
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taurants, school and community settings, and any ap-
proved home delivery systems.

(b) The Food Stamp Program must be structured to
conform to the USDA low-cost food plan at no increase
in the cost of food stamps to the recipient.

(¢) As long as low-income Social Security recipients
are on fixed incomes they should be eligible for self-certi-
fication for food stamp and/or Public Assistance cash
grants.

(d) Food stamp applications should be mailed with
Social Security checks and stamps sent to older persons
through the mail or by some other efficient, practical and
dignified distribution method.

(e) The purchase of food stamps should be encouraged
and facilitated by providing the first food stamp allot-
ment without cost to the recipient, by permitting more
frequent purchases and by distributing stamps at senior
citizen centers.’

34
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Chapter IV
THE “CASH-OUT”? AND NUTRITIONAL ADEQUACY

After the Acdministration submitted its Family Assistance Plan to
the 91st Congress, the House Ways and Means Committee gave it
careful consideration. During this consideration, some members of
the committee proposed that the basic income floor of $1,600 for a
family of four be increased to $2,400 by means of providing the food
stamp bonus of $800 in cash to family assistance recipients. While
many members of the committee looked favorably on this proposal, it
was not adopted by the committee as a whole. The Family Assistance
bill as reported from the committee to the House floor retained the
option of the income program participants’ continuing to purchase
%;(;od stamps. The House a(Topted this version of the Family Assistance

an. ,

Senate consideration of the Administration’s proposal, both in the
Finance Committee and on the Senate floor, was intense and pro-
tracted. In the end, the Senate did not pass a Family Assistance Pro-
gram during the second session of the 91st Congress.

At the beginning of the 92d Congress, the Administration resub-
mitted a revised version of its original plan. It was at this time that the
concept of cashing out the Food Stamp Program took a critical turn.
When the Administration resubmitted its plan, it included some al-
ternatives for the Ways and Means Committee to consider. One of
these alternatives was to increase the basic income floor to $2,400
by means of a food stamp cash-out, and to provide the food stamp
bonus in cash to families above that level. The Administration, while
submitting this alternative, did not take a position for or against it.

The prospect of increasing the original income floor of $1,600 to
$2,400 was obviously an attractive one. The Administration’s original
proposal was probably criticized more for its low floor than for any
other aspect of the measure. There was considerable pressure to in-
crease the $1,600 figure.

The Ways and Means Committee moved swiftly to report the Family
Assistance Plan, now known as H.R. 1, to the House floor. This time
the committee chose to adopt the alternative of cashing out food
stamps, thereby raising the basic income floor to $2,400 and providing
food stamp bonuses in cash to families now receiving welfare pay-
ments and food stamps above the $2,400 level. At the same time, the
committee retained the option for families to continue to participate
in the surplus commodities program but not the Food Stamp Pro-
gram.

(35)
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Before discussing the mechanics of the “oash-out” under H.R. 1, it
is necessary to understand the relationship between food assistance
and cash payments in the current system, beginning with the deriva-
tion of the poverty line.

A —DEerFINING POVERTY IN A>ERICA

Tn 1965. statisticians in the Social Security Administration de-
veloped a poverty income level based on then current analyses of the
proportion of a family’s income that was devoted to food expenditures,
and on the amount needed by “an American housewife with average
skill and making average choices” to meet the nutritional needs of her
family. The poverty income level was intended as a statistical tool
which might be applied in the same manner from year to year in order
to estimate the relative economic well-being of groups within the popu-
lation. Used together with income information collected through the
annual census, it would also provide information on changes in the size
and composition of the poverty population from year to year. it was
devised “as a statistical yardstick rather than a criterion to determine
individual family needs.” *

At the time, there were two sources of information on how Amer-
jcans at various income levels spent their available doilars. There was
a Bureau of Labor Statistics family expenditure survey-from 1960-61,
and a Department of Agriculture food consumption survey from 1955.
That information indicated that on the average a low-income family
spent about one-third of its income after taxes on food.

The amount of money that a family needed in order to provide for
its nutritional needs was determined by the Agricnlture Research
Service of the Department of Agriculture. The Economy Food Plan,
deseribed in the Department’s publications as a diet plan “for tem-
porary use when funds are low,” was used as the measure of how much
money a poor family needed for food. The plan is described else-
where in the Department’s literature as suitable for a family in which
the father does sedentary or light factory work, the mother does only
4 howrs of light housework, and the children are a boy and a girl
between 8 and 12.2

The Department of Agriculture has recently stated that its own
designation of the plan as an “emergency plan” did not mean that it
could not provide the proper nutrients but only that their own surveys
show that of families spending that amount for food, only 1-in-10 is

* Molly Orshansky, testimony before the Subcommittee on Employment Man-
power and Poverty, March 23. 1971. .
Plz T.S. Department of Agriculture publications dealing with Economy Food

an: .
Family Food Plans, Revised 196}, Agricultural Research Service, CA 62—
19, November 1964.

Money Value and Adequacy of Diets Compared with the USDA Food
Plans, Family Economics Review, September 1969. ‘

Family Food Budgeting, Home and Garden Bulletin No. 94. ‘ :

Ideas for Leaders Working With Beconomy-Minded Families, PA~937. No-
vember 1969. .

Food and Family Income, Statement Prepared by Consumer and Food
Economics Research Division, Agricultural Research Service, June 23, 1969,
for the Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs.
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iiliely to obtain a good diet. The dollar amounts representing the cost
of the plan are developed from national averages on an average per
pound basis.

The Department of Agriculture develops costs for the various
plans—there are also Low Cost, Moderate, and Liberal Diet plans—
on a regional basis, but the amount used in the Food Stamp Program
and in calculating the poverty line is a national average.

In other words, if a poor family contains a man and woman between
30-35, one of whom has a sedentary or light factory job and the other
of whom does only light housework for half a day, includes two chil-
dren between 8 and 12, and lives in an area of the country where food
prices are exactly comparable to the national average, and finally, if
the shopper and menu planner has the skills and knowledge of the nu-
tritionists in the employ of the Department of Agriculture, that family
%oluld achieve a nutritionally adequate diet from the Economy Food

an.

The cost of that diet plan was then multiplied by 3—the average
one-third of income spent on food—to arrive at a poverty income level

-in 1965. Using 1963 income figures, the poverty level for a nonfarm

family that year was $3,128. Each year after that until 1969, the cost
of the foods in the Economy Diet Plan were repriced on a national
basis, and multiplied by 8 to arrive at the poverty income level for that
year. The same method was applied retrospectively to provide poverty
figures back to 1959.

In August of 1969, the Bureau of the Budget—the predecessor
agency to the Office of Management and Budget—issued a directive
contained in Budget Circular No. A—46, Transmittal Memorandum
No. 9. With that directive the method used to calculate the poverty line
was changed. After 1969, the poverty line already develoli)ed from the
cost of an Economy Diet times three would be used as the base, but the
yearly adjustments would come only from the single, all-items price
change reflected in the Consumer Price Index.

At that time the Social Security Administration suggested that the
original measure ought to be updated using food consumption infor-
mation contained in the 1965 Department of Agriculture food con-
sumption survey—information which is used in compiling the Bureau
of Labor Statistics Budgets. The effect of that single adjustment, using
information clearly more current than the 1955 survey data on which
the original poverty line was based, would be to raise the poverty line
about 10 percent beyond the increases reflected in the Consumer Price
Index. The Budget Bureau rejected that proposal.

(It will be interesting to note the impact of the wage/price freeze—
which should be reflected in the Consumer Price Index—as compared
with the increase in the cost of food—which will not have been greatly
affected by the price controls. It may be that understating the cost of
foods will be more significant to the poverty line calculation for 1972
than might have been true in 1969.) '

Instead, the Consumer Price Index was applied and all poverty fig-
ures were recalculated going back to 1959. The Census Bureau—
which was given responsibility for future activity with respect to the

overty level—released a publication based on the new set of calcu-
ations, “Poverty in the United States 1959 to 1968.” The new poverty
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figure, based on the Economy Diet times three but now increased by
changes in the CPI, became the official figure for use by Government
agencies in budgeting and planning. In 1970 that figure was $3,968
for a family of four assuming 30 cents per-person-per-meal.

B.—Tur Poverty LINE Axp Doaestic AXTIPOVERTY PROGRAMS

As has been noted, the poverty line was intended as a statistical tool
rather than as a measure of individual need. However, over the years
the poverty line has become accepted throughout the domestic agen-
cies of the government for planning and budgeting, for setting the
upper limits of eligibility for antipoverty programs, and for deter-
mining the amount and kind of public assistance, food assistance and
other welfare benefits a poor family might be entitled to. Thus, the
poverty line has become more and more closely wedded to the admin-
istration of our antipoverty programs and has assumed, proportion-
ally, a greater and greater importance in the lives of poor Americans.
What was devised as a tool by which the number poor and nonpoor
could be measured, has become virtually the single measure by which
benefits are allowed or denied.

The relationship between the poverty line and food has already
been referred to. Another way of illustrating the close relationship
between the two may be found in an examination of the cash and
éood stamp benefits now available to four-person families, State by

tate,

TaeLe 1.—Current maximum payment levels, family of 4

AFDC Food stamp

State payment bonus Total
Alabama_ _ . ____ 1$972 $1, 044 18$2 016
Alaska o ____ 4, 500 288 4, 788
AriZona . - oo 12,004 ® 129 004
Arkansas_ - - ____-_ 1, 200 972 2, 172
California. _ - oo _______ 2, 652 552 3, 204
Colorado_ - cvocoeeeoe ) 2, 820 - 480 3, 300
Connecticut. - — —— - ———__ 3, 960 312 4, 272
Delaware_ oo __. 11,788 & - 121,788
District of Columbia_______ 2, 856 480 . 3,336
Florid - - - oo 11, 608 864 19 472
Georgia_ - - - 11,596 864 12,460
Hawail - 3, 156 408 3, 564
Idaho oo __ 2,904 ‘ 480 3, 384
Tinois._ - - - - - - 3, 384 408 ' 3, 792
Indiana_ o 11, 800 768 12, 568
Towa. ... _______ - 2,916 480 3, 396
Kansas_ o 2, 928 - 480 3, 408
Kentucky. - . _____._-- 12,244 696 12,940
Louisiana._ _ - _ oo ___ 11,308 C 972 12,280
Maine _ _ _ - 12,016 1768 12,784
Maryland .. _______ PR 2,352 624 2,976

See footnotes at end of table, p. 39.
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TaBLE 1.—Current mazimum payment levels, family of 4—Continued

AFDC Food stamp

State payment bonus Total
Massachusetts_ _ - oo ___ $3, 768 8312 $4, 080
Michigan______________._. 3,156 408 3, 564
Minnesota____ oo - 3, 588 360 3,948
Mississippi- oo oo 1 840 1, 080 11,920
Missourl. o ccccomoo oo 11,560 864 12 424
Montana._ .- oo oo __ 2,736 552 3, 288
Nebraska_ oo ______ 12,400 624 13,024
Nevada_ oo ccoeeoooC 11,716 ® 1.21,716
New Hampshire__.____._.___ 3, 528 ® 23, 528
New Jersey.-co oo - 4,164 312 4,476
New Mexico_ oot 12 184 696 12,880
New York .- oo 4, 032 312 4, 344
North Carolina...__._______ 1, 896 768 2, 664
North Dakota_ - - . _____ 3,132 408 3, 540
Ohio__ o oo 2,400 624 3, 024
Oklahoma _ __ oo __ 2, 200 ® 22,200
Oregon._ oo ___ 2,700 552 3, 252
Pennsylvania__ ___________ 3,756 312 4, 068
Rhode Island___._.____-___ 3, 156 408 3, 564
South Carolina_______._-_.__ 1, 236 972 2, 208
South Dakota__________-__ 3, 600 360 3, 960
Tennessee. - oo ooceeee 11,548 900 12,448
Texas - ccv oo 2, 148 696 2, 844
Utah._ - o _____ 2, 544 552 3, 096
Vermont. - - ccoeomeomeoo- 3, 648 360 4, 008
Virginia - - oo 3, 132 408 3, 540
Washington___.___._____. .3, 636 360 3, 996
West Virginia_____________ 1, 656 864 2, 520
‘Wisconsin_ - oo __ 2, 604 552 3, 156
Wyoming._ - - - - 2,724 552 3,276
Guam._ - - e eeeee 3, 084 ® - %3,084
Puerto Rico_ . _______ 1 636 ® . 12636
Virgin Islands oo = 1, 620 ® 21,620

1 State now employs a maximum or percentage reduction in benefit computa-
tion. The State’s need standard is higher than the payment shown on this table.
* State does not now have a Food Stamp Program. (See following note.) ™ = -

NoTs: Department of Health, Education, and Welfare fizures. Table does not reflect
changes in State plans or payment levels since January 1971. : ‘

Only four States now do not have a Food Stamp Program-—Delaware, Nevada, New
Hampshire, and Oklahoma. In those States welfare recipients and other eligible needy
pgrggns may be receiving surplus commodity foods carrying an average per capita value
o . » ‘ . , ‘ : ‘ :

As the chart indicates, in only four States does the welfare program
provide cash benefits comparable to the poverty income line, which was
developed as the minimum income a family can have and be able to
have a 1-in-10 chance of obtaining a good diet. All are States in which
the cost of living is higher than the national average—Alaska, Con-

necticut, New Jersey, and New York. In four additional States, South
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Dakota, Vermont, Pennsylvania and Massachusetts, families which
participate in the Food Stamp Program can have total bencfits equal
to the poverty income line. In no other State is the poverty income
level reached even by combining maximum food stamp and maximum
welfare benefits. Thus, by the standard of nutritional adequacy con-

tained in the present poverty level, 42 of the present State welfare pro-
grams fall short.

C.—SuppLEMENTAL Pavarents Uxprr HR. 1

From the perspective of achieving nutritional adequacy, H.R. 1 ac-
cepts an even lower level of benefits, $2,400 for a family of four, than
is provided in most current welfare programs. At the same time, I1.R.
1 raises no fundamental challenge to current uses of the poverty line.
The most misleading use of the poverty line is that it has become
established as a maximum standard for benefits provided to ncedy
families. Although designed as a measure of minimal adequacy, it has
beelé almost universally applied as a determinant of individual family
need.

ILR. 1 involves changes in what and how welfare assistance will be
made available. In terms of nutritional adequacy, the changes written
into FLR. 1 could well result in benefits lower than those currently
available in nearly half the States. The explanation may be found in
the way the food stamp cash-out and fiscal relief to the States are re-
lated, and how they are calculated.

HOW PRESENT WELFARE COSTS ARE DORNE

The States now share with the Federal Government, the cost of wel-
fare payments to eligible poor people within their boundaries. The
proportion that a State pays depends upon a formula which is derived
from the size of a State’s poor population and the value of its tax base.
Under the present formula poorer States with large poor populations
can get $83 in Federal money for every $17 in State money. Wealthier
States may get $50 Federal for §50 State, and the middle range of
States will operate on formulas falling between. As welfare rolls have
increased in recent years, the extra costs have fallen on the States as
well as on the Federal Government. With tax revenues down and de-
mands on the States treasuries up, many States have been anxious for
some kind of fiscal relief and protection against unexpected, even
runaway costs in their welfare programs. Because of the fiscal pres-
sures in the States, HL.R. 1 contains a provision for just that kind of
protection—it is known as the “hold harmless” provision.

FIOLD HARMLESS FOR SUPPLEMENTAL PAYMENTS UNDER TR 1

The “hold harmless” provision written into H.R. 1 is concerned p1i-
marily with ‘welfare payments above $2,400. The purpose of the
¢hold harmless” clause is to ensure that States meeting certain condi-
tions set out in the law would not have to spend more money funding
their welfare programs than they spent in calendar year 1971. Any
new costs resulting from changes required by-the adolp_tmn.off.I-I_.R. 1,
as well as additional costs occurring because of natural increases in the

.40
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s1ze of the current welfare population, would be picked up by the Fed-
eral Government.

In order to realize the financial benefits of the “hold harmless,” a
State must meet several conditions. First, it must agree to pay cur-
rent welfare recipients the same level of beneiits available to recipients
in January of 1971, including—at the States’ option—the value of
food stamp benefits.

Second, if paying 1971 benefits would require a supplemental pay-
ment ahove $2.400, the State must agree to have this State supple-
mental payment administered by the Federal Government along with
the Federal $2,400.

Third, a State will be “held harmless” only for the cost of supple-
mental payments to those categories of recipients who were recervimgy
benefits in January 1971. That would include persons receiving Ail
to the Aged, Blind, and Disabled; Aid to Families with Dependent
Children; and, AFDC-UP families in States having such programs in
1971.% If a State wished to make supplemental payments to categories
of poor persons who were not eligible in January 1971, the increase
would not be regarded as “natural” and the State would not be “held
harmless” for the additional costs that would result.

Paynients to working poor families above $2,400 would not be in-
cluded in the “hold harmless” because working poor families were not
eligible for Federal welfare benefits in January 1971.¢ In practical
terms, this would be ensuring benefits above the Federal payment only
for recipients who were on or cligible for welfare in 1971.

OPTIONAL NATURE OF STATE SUPPLEMENTS

IFor every State the “hold harmless” provision is an option and not a
requirement. There are several ways a State can render itself “held
harmless” without acceeding to conditions in H.R. 1. First, any State
will be free to accept only the $2,400 basic payment for its eligible
families and provide no State supplemental payment above that, In
the language of the Report of the Committee on Ways and Means on
HR. 1: ‘

Your committee’s bill accordingly leaves each State, com-
pletely free either to provide no supplementation of Federal
_assistance payments or to supplement those payments to what-
ever extent it finds appropriate. . . . Each State would also
retain complete freedom to revise at any time its determina-

* AFDC-UP families are needy families in which two parents are present and
the head of the household is involuntarily unemployed. Only 25 States had
such programs in January of 1971. : ) o :

1t will be argued that working poor families will have more than $2,400 avail-
able because the first $720 in earnings will be exempted in calculating the size
of their FAP entitlement, as will the next one-third of earnings above $720,
in order to provide a “work incentive.” But the $720 is described as money
needed to “meet the costs of going to work,” and therefore is not available to the
family to meet other expenses, such as food. The provision is similar to one
in the current law, which provides that the first $360 plus one-third of earned
income shall be exempted for the purposes of calculating welfare benefits. In
practice, a number of States exempt actual expenses which are above the $720
inHR. 1, \ ' ‘ : '
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tion of whether and to what extent it would supplement the
Federal payments.

States now paying more than $2,200 could be completely “held harm-
less” by not supplementing the Federal payment at all.

Second, States will also be free to make supplemental payments,
which, while above the Federal level, are lower than the level of 1971
welfare benefits. For example, States could choose to provide the old
welfare benefits without providing the value of food stamps.

Under the terms of FL.R. 1, persons receiving cash benefits would
not be entitled to food stamps. Thus, in States which choose not to
provide the value of present food stamp benefits, poor people will lose
these benefits entirely and be worse off than they are under current
law.

There have been a number of proposals regarding methods of in-
creasing cash benefits to families within the general approach of the
Family Assistance Plan. One of these is that the Federal Government
should make State supplementation above the basic Federal payment
mandatory instead of optional. Furthermore, it has been suggested
that the Federal Government provide financial incentives to States to
increase this supplementation beyond the payment levels in effect as
of January 1971. While these proposals would not guarantee that
cash payments in every State would equal the poverty line, thereby
fulfilling the principle of nutritional adequacy, they might further
that principle and are, therefore, worthy of consideration.

In brief, States could choose to maintain all current welfare re-
cipients at January 1971 levels through State supplemental pay-
ments. But while a State may choose to do that for female-headed
(AFDC) families and the Aged, Blind and Disabled and be pro-
tected by the “hold harmless,” it could not do that for two-parent
families (AFDC-UP), and working poor families because one of those
groups—and in half the States two of those groups—did not receive
federally assisted benefits in January 1971.

IfEW ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT STATE SUPPLEMENTS

In the tables and charts prepared for the Congress HEW is as-
suming that all States will maintain at least the level of benefits which

were received in January 1971. The “hold harmless” provision is,
they reason, a strong inducement to States not to reduce benefits to

current recipients. . ) o o
The second inducement is contained in the method by which the 1971

level food stamp bonus value—currently all Federal funds—ma¥ be
added to the State supplement while still holding the State harmless.
Under the present system of cash payments and optional Food Stamp
Program participation, not all public assistance recipients also receive
food stamps. If a State chooses to be governed by the food stamp
option in the “hold harmless” formula of H.R. 1, the maximum food
stamp bonus now available in a State would go to all those eligible

for supplemental payments. That calculation is one of the most gener-

ous provisions in H.R. 1, automatically entitling all recipients to the
value of the food stamp 'Beneﬁts now only going to some—without re-

quiring additional State spending in more than half the States.
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Finally, if a State now paying more than $2,400 did not wish to pro-
vide supplemental payments, it would have to take positive action to
implement that decision through its State legislature. Taken together,
those three arguments are the principal reasons for assuming that all
States will maintain recipients at January 1971 benefits levels.

THE IIIDDEN “COSTS™ OF PROVIDING FOOD STAMP BENEFITS IN CASII

The assumption that all States will make supplemental payments
above the Federal $2,400 payment leaves something important unsaid.
Except for seme shared administrative costs, the cost of the Food
Stamp Program is now borne entirely by the Federal Government.
Under H.IR. 1 almost the exact reverse will be true. The only way eli-
gible persons may continue to receive the value of their food stamps
under H.R. 1 will be through the mechanism of the State supplements,
since those receiving cash payments will no longer be eligible for the
Federal Food Stamp Program. The cost of the State supplements is
to be borne out of State money. Whether a State will choose to use
State money to provide benefits that were formerly provided out of
Federal money is a matter entirely at the States’ option.

In some States where the Federal payment under H.R. 1 represents
an increase over the amount of funds dne a State under the present
formula, the total cost to a State of providing supplemental payments
will actually be less than their calendar year 1971 costs.

Nineteen States and the District of Columbia are in just such a

financial position under HL.R. 1.

Those States will not actually receive a “hold harmless” payment
from the Federal Government. Such a State is, in a sense, naturally
“held harmless” because its costs under H.R. 1 would not exceed its
calendar year 1971 costs for the present program. Such a State could
enter into an agreement with the Federal Government to have the
Federal Government administer its supplements as well as pay all
administrative costs.

But such a State might just as easily decide not to turn over the
control of supplemental State payments.® It does not “need” the
arrangement with the Federal Government in order to achieve fiscal
protection, because the terms of H.R. 1 provide that protection.

Those States and the District will not exceed their 1971 costs even
if they give all current recipients a full supplement at the 1971 level
including the benefit of the food stamp bonus value. Since they will be
receiving financial relief without meeting the conditions of the “hold
harmless” provision, they are entirely free to determine how much
more they might save by not providing 1971 food stamp benefits. It
is possible to arrive at a rough calculation of how much in additional
savings those States might realize if they did not provide food stamp
benefits. By taking the dollar value of the average annual per-person-

® Welfare programs have been traditionally State programs with some Federal
financial participation and Federal regutatory oversight. Some States are reluc-
tant—for a variety of reasons—to relinquish that traditional role altogether.
Particularly where State money is involved, many States wish to control who
will receive assistance and on what terms. - : :
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food-stamp-cost used to estimate the food stamp cash-out (as of Janu-
ary 1971), times the projected number of recipients who would be
cligil:dle under present programs by fiscal year 1973, Table 1T illus-
trates the possible savings State by State. There is, then, a financial
incentive to those 19 States and the District nof to provide the food
stamp cash-out under H.R. 1.

TasLe II

Number of Fiscal year Additional
welfare 1973 savings savings to
recipients to States, States if food
under current Annual including stamp value is
law, fiscal per person cost of food not provided
vear 1973 (in  food stainp  stamp value to recipients
State thousands)! value 2  (in millions)3 (in millions)
Arizona._ . _____.-- 97.7 $99 $21. 5 $9.7
Colorado_- - - - —--- 146. 2 120 13. 3 17. 5

District of
Columbia__ - ___ 101.7 120 12. 6 12. 2
Florida_ oo _-- 449.9 18 17¢. 3 8.1
Georgia . _ - - --- 485. 1 12 51.8 5.8
Hawall ..o - _-- 43. 8 102 7.0 4.5
Towa_ coccooaooo- 116. 2 120 26. 7 -13.9
Kansas. .- ---- 104. 0 120 14. 2 12. 5
Kentucky- - - ---- 259. 8 135 12. 6 34.1
Maryland_ .- .---- 217. 5 144 41.9 30. 4
Montana_ - .- _-- 9.0 138 2.5 3.6
New Mexico------ 100. 1 120 7.3 12.0
North Carolina_.__ 248. 2 66 31.9 16. 4
Ohioec oo 523.7 156 64. 0 88.6
Oregon-.-—— - - 138. 1 138 15.9 19. 1
Tennessee_ - - - - --- 358. 1 12 34.2 4.3
M eX8Sc e e e e 771. 6 111 57.1 85.7
Utah_ _ oo 57.6 138 3.4 8.0
West Virginia._ - - - - 128. 1 30 18. 3 3.8
Wisconsin_ .- ___-- 138. 2 138 33.3 19.1

1 Figures developed by HEW and published in ““Social Security Amendments
of 1971,” The Report of the Committee on Ways and Means on H.R. 1, May
26, 1971; pp. 227-228. ) L
. 2 Figures developed by HEW and published in “Welfare Programs for Fam-
ilies,”” a report of the Senate Committee on Finance, July 21, 1971; Kp. 40-41.

3 Figures developed by HEW and published in “Social Security Amendments
of 1971, The Report of the Committee on Ways and Means on H.R. 1, p. 216.

As Table IT illustrates, under FL.R. 1 States not receiving a “hold
harmless” payment would continue to save money ‘while Eassinsg the
value of food stamps on to all current recipients. But those tates
would save considerably more money by not giving recipients the
ensh value of the food stamps. In 15 of the 20 areas, not providing the
food stamp value would increase the States’ savings by more than 50
percent. In six of those 15 areas, the increase would be over 100 per-
cent ; in Kentucky and Utah the increase in savings would be more than

44

e e e




en e et s+

ST I g o

P i

45

200 percent. Nationally the additional savings amounts to some $400
millien, a not inconsicderable sum.

(The “annual food stamp value” figures were developed before the
final language of the House bill was available, and, for technical rea-
sons actually understate the total costs. Though the calculations would
have to be adjusted to get more precise figures, the overall propor-
tions for additional savings would probably not be greatly changed.)

The “hold harmless”, then, offers the promise of protection against
financial loss to the States but not to individual recipients. It offers
the States a wide range of options in the way benefits may be calcu-
lated, while freezing maximum recipient benefits and State costs at
the levels reached in 1971. In any State, recipients may find them-
sclves ineligible for the Federal Food Stamp Program and unable to
continue receiving its benefits; in 19 States and the District of Colum-
bia, HLR. 1 provides a financial incentive for that to happen.

D.—Nurrirtonan ApeEqQuacy axp H.R. 1

The introduction of H.R. 1 offers a rare opportunity for the Con-
gress to consider the assumptions on which the poverty line, and by
inference much of the planning for antipoverty programs, are based.
It is important that the Congress have the opportunity to consider the
result of applying the standard of nutritional adequacy to the welfare
proposals before our food assistance programs are dismantled.

As set out in section A of this chapter, the poverty line was based on
the single measure of the average cost of a minimally adequate diet. To
understand the limitations of this approach, it is useful to turn the
question around: Can an average poor family meet all of its non-
food needs out of approximately two-thirds of the current poverty
line—or roughly $2,600 % ' -

We know that poor families meet fixed exvenses first—rent, utilities.
The next demand on their money is represented by emergencies, that
is, medical emergencies. Food is regarded as the flexible part of a
])oor family’s budget. When funds are very tight, poor families eat

ess. . : :

A maximum benefit level intended to protect against nutritional in-
adequacy might start from a calculation of needs in the other two-
thirds of a poor family’s economic life, and go on to assume that if
those needs are met the money available to the family for food can
actually be used for that purpose. L : R

‘To illustrate this point we have taken the maximum amount of
total benefits that a family of four would have under FHLR. 1 in 32
metropolitan areas and attempted to estimate what would be avail-
able for food. We have had to make some assumpti.ns. For example,
to present the best possible view of H.R. 1 we assun:ed that all of the
States would make supplemental payments including the food stam
cash-out so that no family would have less in benefits after Family
Assistance Plan was in effect than before. And we assumed that the
family had no outside income. : »

What follows is a limited version of the approach a welfare mother
would have to take. She would look at the amount of money available
to her and would set:aside those things she absolutely had to payfor:
A roof over the family’s head; electricity, heat, an running water;
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money to meet emergency medical expenses; ¢ money for the things
a, child needs to stay in school—shoes, paper, lab fees; money for the
ersonal items that no family can do without—toilet paper, soap,
aundry, toothpaste ; transportation to get to and from the welfare
office and the doctor’s office, the school for meetings with the teachers,
the store. What is left over after those items are arranged for, is the
money that is available for food.

The cost of the different items was taken from the figures developed
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics in its lower standard budget. Those
figures date back to the Spring of 1970 and so are lower than current
costs. Some of the items are possibly higher than what a poor family
actually must spend—for example, for transportation. Other items
are definitely lower—for example, rent and utilities. The availability
of Medicaid, while uneven in coverage, and limited, has prompted a
decision to take one-half the amount indicated as needed for monthly
medical expenses. No estimate was included for sales or other taxes or
for any categories of nonessential budget items such as gifts, contri-
butions, or insurance payments included in the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tisf)ics estimates. No allowance was made for payments on outstanding
debts.

Tinally, we have assumed that where meeting the cost of the four
budget items presented here would leave no available cash for food
(as happened in 11 areas) the family would have made some other
adjustments. It is well known that poor children stay home from
school when there are not enough pairs of shoes to go around. Accord-
ingly, where the four budget items exceed the total benefits available,
we have arbitrarily eliminated the budget item for personal care and
clothing—except for $10 to meet all of the family’s essential needs.

The specific items in this “budget” calculation may not, nor do they
attempt to, mirror what poor peo sle actually spend in each budget
category. The figures were chosen because the BLS budgets provide
readily available figures for expenditures necessary to all families, ac-
cording to prevailing prices in a variety of metropolitan areas. Using
the BLS figures offers a way to look at what poor people will need to
spend for items other than food. While some expenditures common to
all families have been left out—such as sales taxes—on balance the final
estimate of necessary expenses other than food is certainly not high,
and is probably not unreasonable. What emerges from the figures is
a populaticn which, even in these broad terms, is clearly at risk of
suffering r. .utritionaf inadequacy.

® Although Medicaid is almost. universally available to poor families, the amount
and kind of benefits available vary from State to State and not all of the poor
receive adequate coverige. An HEW Task Force on Medicaid estimated that
“gbout one child out of three who js poor presumably has some services. . . 2
Thus, two-thirds of poor children, not all of them on welfare, would not have
received medical services through Medicaid or other Federal programs.
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As Table ITI indicates, meeting other expenses reduces the amount
available for food to less than 16 cents per-person-per-meal in 25 of the
32 metropolitan areas. Sixteen cents represents half of the approxi-
mately 31 cents per-person-per-meal needed to provide the minimally
adequate Economy Diet Plan at December 1971 prices. In two more
areas the amount available for food is more than half but less than
three-fourths-what is neceded. In only two areas does there appear to
be enough money, after Family Assistance Plan is in place, to provide
the Economy Diet Plan and thus have a 1-in-10 chance of obtaining a
good dict. Significantly, the arveas are Buffalo, New York, and Northern
New Jersey, two places in which the amounts provided for rent and
utilities appear to be far Jower than what is required.

Another way to assess what poor people will have available for food
under ILR. 1 is to take the assumption incorporated in the original
poverty line: that a poor family spends approximately one-third of its
icome on food. If the limited money available to poor families means
that they can spend no more than that on food, it is a simple enough
matter to caleulate whether one-third ¢f their HL.R. 1 benefits will pro-
vide even a minimally adequate diet. Table IV sets out what would be
available to needy families for food, State by State, spending one-third
of their incomes on food.

TasLe IV
Amount Amount
Maximum available available
possible per family per person
annual per month per meal

benefits using 1/3 rule  using 1/3 rule

Alabamea_________________ $2, 400 $60 $0. 16
Alaska_ .. __.______________ 4,788 120 1.33
Arizone._ _________________ 2, 400 60 .16
Arkansas________.________ 2, 400 60 .16
California. _____._________ 3,204 80 .22
Colorado__ .. _____________ 3, 300 83 .23
Connecticat_ - - __________ 4,272 107 .29
Delaware_________________ 2, 400 60 .16
District of Columbia_______ 3, 336 84 . .23
Florida_ .« __________ 2,472 62 .17
Georgia .. ______________ 2, 460 62 17
Hawail___________________ 3, 564 90 1,25
Idaho___________________._ 3, 384 85 .23
Ibinois_______ ____________ 3,792 95 .26
Indiana_ ________________._ 3, 568 90 .25
Towa_ _____ o ____ - 3,396 85 .23
Kansas___________________ 3, 408 86 .24
Kentueky___ _____________ 2,940 74 .20
Louisiana. __ _____________ 2,400 60 .16
Maine__ _ ___._________.___ 2,784 70 - .19
Maryland_ ___________ - 2,976 75 .20

! Alaska requires 0.40; Hawaii requires 0.39 because of higher cost-of-living
rates.
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TasrLe IV—Continued

Amount Amount.

Mazximum available . available
possible per family per person
annual per month per meal

benefits using 1/3 rule  using 1/3 rule

Massachusetts. - - oo -—-——-- $4, 080 $103 $0. 28
Michigan -2 oooeoe- 3, 564 90 .25
Minnesotf o ococccccmmamam- 3, 948 99 .27
Mississippi-- - - ----------- 2,400 60 .16
MESSOUT - - - cocemmmmmmmem e 2,424 61 . 16
Montansd._ - - --ccccmmelo-- 3,288 83 .23
Nebraskccccccccmaaaoo= 3,024 76 .21
Nevad - —cooocccmmmmmeaam 2, 400 60 .16
New Hampshire._..------- 3, 528 89 .25
New Jersey---cccocmma--o- 4,476 ' 113 .31
New MexiCOoccccccemmae- 2, 880 72 .20
New York_ o occommemeam- 4,344 109 .30
North Carolina__ - - -c---- 2, 664 67 .18
North Dakota_ - - o= 3, 540 89 .25
OhiO..— - - o o oo oeememmmmem 3, 024 76 .21
OKklahoma . - mceeeeem - 2,400 60 . 16
Oregon. - - —i-ccocemeo-n- 3,252 82 .22
Pennsylvania_ . - ---o--- 4,068 102 .28
Rhode Island - - oo -- 3, 564 90 .25
South Caroling.-. - -~ 2, 400 60 . 16
South Dakota__—coooc_---- 3, 960 100 .28
M enNessee - - - —wececmemmm-- 2,448 61 .16
P eXaS oo ceecmmmmmmmmm e 2, 844 71 .19
Utah. o ccmem e 3,096 78 .22
Vermont - - - - ccocacmaan- - 4,008 101 .28
VArI0i8 o e e 3, 540 89 .25
Washington_ - - - | 3, 996 100 .28
West Virginia. - - o v 2, 520 63 .17
WisconsSin. - ccccmccmacmmm - 3,156 79 .21

Wyoming_ - - - cccccomooon- 3,276 82 .22

Because of the changes in the calculation of the poverty line, even
in those States which provide a combination of cash plus food stamps,
one-third of total benefits will not equal the amount needed for the
Economy Diet Plan. Instead, only in New Jersey is the amount avail-
able for food comparable to the 31 cents per-person-per-meal required
for the Economy Food Plan. In half the States between 20 cents and
26 cents per-person-per-meal might be the most available. o

‘As is evident from Tables IIT and IV, providing even a 1-in-10
chance of achieving nutritional adequacy requires either that income
be available to the poverty line (recognizing the limitations implied),
or that food stamp supplements be available while income falls short of
that level. Just to meet nutritional adequacy within the context of
the minimally adequate Economy Food Plan would require for a
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family with no other incomne, and assuming that all States choose to
raise cash benefits to the level of current cash-plus-food-stamp bene-
fits, that food stamps be available in addition. Because food stamp eli-
gibility is higher than most States’ benefit levels even after full sup-
plementation under H.R. 1, it is possible to determine the amount of
food stamp supplement that might be provided within the context of
the currently operating food stamp bonus schedules.

Two Cabinet officers, one of them now a special counselor to the
President, assured the Congress that food stamps would be retained
until the benefits to poor Americans reached at least the level of the
. poverty line. Despite the provision in H.R. 1 that would eliminate
food stamps for any recipients of cash benefits, there are two addi-
tional points of at least tacit understanding that the cash benefits alone
will not be enough. The first is found in the decision to retain eligi-
bility for the Commodity Distribution Program among recipients of
cash benefits. The understanding there, clearly, is that the cash bene-
fits alone may leave needy families with unmet food needs. The sec-
ond may be found in HEW’s treatment of those States which would
provide less than $2,400 in a combination of present cash and food
stamp benefits. For the purpose of estimating total programs costs,
HEW counts those States as “free” States in determining the cost
of the food stamp cash-out. That is, the $2,400 is regarded as raising the
cash benefit level, not as providing a reasonable substitute for cash
plus food stamps. For the purpose of the budget, it is as though those
gtates have had no food assistance program, and at those levels a food
stamp supplement would be a natural thing indeed. The Family As-
sistance Plan has been described by the Administration as a program
that would more nearly standardize the wide variety existing in cash
payments from State to State. In the past, States had to rely on the
Federal matching share as well as the Federal food assistance efforts
to provide reasonable levels of assistance. Now, under family assist-
ance, a national cash floor is to be provided—States will be free to sup-
plement that cash floor. What is being raised under H.R. 1, not just
in the handful of States now paying the lowest benefits, is the cash
floor available to the poor. What remains to be figured to more nearly
fulfill the commitment to nutritional adequacy, 1s the food assistance
benefits. Table V provides how that would work out.

TasLE V
Maximum

possible Amount of
annual food stamp Total
. benefits entitlement benefits
Alebama_________________ 32, 400 $660 $3, 060
Alaska_ .. __ .. .__ : 4,788 - 360 5,148
Arizona.__ o oo . X 2,400 516 3,324
Arkansas________________ 2, 400 660 3, 060
California_ _ ... _____ 3,204 @ 444 3,648
Colorado. - o oo - 3,300 408 3, 708
Connecticut- . - ________ 4,272 312 4,584

Delaware______._______.___ 2,400 660 3, 060:
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TasLE V—Continued

Maximum
possible Amount of
annual food stamp Total
benefits entitlement benefits

District of Columbia.__.._. $3, 336 $408 $3, 744
Florida oo oo 2, 472 660 3,132
Georgig.- - - oomo-- - 2, 460 660 3,120
Hawall - ooeoo- 3, 564 684 4, 248
Tdaho. oo 3, 384 408 3, 792
TIH0OIS - - oo oo 3, 792 312 4,104
Indiana._ .- - - 3 568 360 3,028
| 512 WO 3, 396 408 3, 804
Kansas - --ccococmeeee- 3, 408 408 3, 816
Kentucky- - oo cocoonon 2, 940 516 3, 456
Louisiana_ - - - ____-___. 2, 400 660 3, 060
Maine_ _ - - — 2 784 516 3, 300
Maryland_ -~ 2 976 516 3, 492
Massachusetts_- . _-___. 4, 080 312 4, 392
Michigan .o oo 3, 564 360 3,924
Minnesots - - - - — - oo o em 3 948 312 4, 260
Mississippi- - - --------mn-- 2 400 660 3, 060
Y BETT0111 o PR - 2 424 660 3, 084
Montana. - - - ccoeoooeo_- 3 288 408 3, 696
Nebraska oo ccoccoeeoooo 3,024 444 3 468
Nevado o cowwooooooo 2 400 660 3 060
New Hampshire . ______. 3, 528 360 3 888
New Jersey._ .- _- 4,475 288 4, 764
New Mexico_ oo -- 2, 880 516 3, 396
New York_ .-~ 4 344 288 4, 632
North Carolina._ - - _.__ 2 664 588 3, 252
North Dakota_ - —-—o—____ 3 540 360 3, 900
ONiO- o oo 3,024 444 3, 468
Oklahoma_ - - - - 2, 400 660 3, 060
Oregon_ - - occcemeee - 3,252 408 3 660
Pennsylvania____--_——___- 4, 068 312 4 380
‘Rhode Island . ____ 3, 564 360 3, 924
South Carolina.___ - ___ 2, 400 660 3, 060
South Dakota.___-o-——_-—_ 3, 960 312 4 272
Tennessee - - - ccccccceeeoen . . 2,448 660 3 108
Texas o cmmmccceeeeem 2, 844 516 3, 360
Utah. - 3, 096 444 3, 540
Vermont- - - ccocceceeeae- , 4 008 312 4, 320
Virginig - - - oo cmmemeoooo 3 540 360 3, 900
Washington. .. ... 3, 996 312 4, 308
West Virginia. .- 2, 520 588 3, 108
Wisconsin . __ooocooooo_- - 3 156 444 3, 600
Wyoming______--_- ——— 3 276 408 -3, 648
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Adding food stamps to the cash payments available to nonworking
families raises important questions of equity with respect to the work-
ing poor. Secretary Finch responded that all families, irrespective of
the source of their income, would be entitled to food assistance until
their incomes reached at least the level of the poverty line. Since the
working poor are to receive benefits under H.R. 1, they too should
be entitled to food assistance.

The calculation of food stamp benefits to which the working poor
are to be entitled demands a different set of assumptions from those
governing the nonworking poor. Throughout the debate on H.R. 1
the Administration and the Congress have accepted the understanding
that there are costs associated with going to work. Therefore, the firsg
%720 of earned income is to be exempted. ITowever, then it is necessary
to examine the nutritional adequacy of the payments which will be
available to the working poor families, exclusive of the first $720 of
earnings. For example, under H.R. 1 a man earning $720 would be
entitled to a Family Assistance payment of $2,400. However, assuming
that that $720 is excluded income, the income actually available to
that working poor family is really only the same $2,400 that is avail-
able to the nonworking family. The nutritional needs in both instances
are the same; from the perspective of nutritional adequacy his family
ought to be entitled to a food stamp bonus calculated on $2,400 of in-
come. From the perspective of equity, it seems only reasonable that
the working poor family which has to meet the expenses of going to
work and holding a job should have at least as much income available
to meet fainily needs as a nonworking family. Given the concern that
has been expressed over “work incentives” there may even be some
who would feel that the working family should have more.

Table VI illustrates the effect of making food stamps available to
working poor families under the dual principles of nutritional ade-
quacy and equity between working and nonworking families.

TasLe VI.—Proposed food stamp entitlement for a noor family
of 4 with wage earner(s)

FAP Usable Food stamp : ‘
Earnings payment income entitlement Total real income
3+4)

1. 2, 3. 4, 5.
0o $2,400  $2,400 $660  $3,060 (-+720)
$720 o _____ 2, 400 2,400 © 660 3,060 (-4720)
$1,800__.______ 1, 680 2,760 516 3,276 (+720)
$2,400_ ___.____ 1, 280 2,960 516 3,476 (+720)
$3,000_ ________ 800 3,080 444 3,524 (-+720)
$3,600_.____.__ 480 3, 360 408 3,768 (-+4720)

$4,140____.___. 120 3, 540 - 360 3,900 (-720)

- NoTE: Within confiext of current food stamp puirchase schedule, and coupon
allotment ., ‘ '
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15.—Txne Poverry Lixe; OTHER As*TIMPTIONS

H.R. 1 provides an opportunity to reexamine some of the assump-
tions on which the poverty line is based. The first assunption deserv-
ing reexamination is whether, in fact, food does represent one-third of
a poor family’s expenditures. A critical budget item for poor families,
particularly if the family is large or comes from a racial minority,
is housing. In 1969 the Social Security Administration suggested that
alternative approaches to the poverty line should be explored—ifor
example, with consideration given to the relationship of housing or
medical care coats to need. There is reason to believe that the original
hases for the poverty line—data already 5 and 9 years old when it was
being used in 1965—would prove inappropriate if applied to more
recent economic trends. , ,

There are even more straightforward reasons to question the use
of roughly one-third as the cost of food to poor families. Secretary
Earl Butz, speaking recently before the National Press Club, said that
the average American family now spends only 16 percent of its income
on food. A publication 7 of the USDA reported: “About 18 percent
of disposable income was spent for food in 1966.” The Bureau of Labor
Statistics estimates that 24 percent more nearly represents what aver-
age families actually spend for food from their total consumption
income. In S. 2547, the Senate-passed Food Stamp Am:sndments of

1969, it was agreed that a poor family should need to spend no more

than 25 percent of its income on fuod. :
The second question is raised by the current application of the pov-
erty line as a universal maximum standard for program eligibility.
The assumption here is that a poor family, with about $4,000 in income,
has all of that available for consumption spending. In fact, the
effect of Federal, State, and local taxes, plus payroll taxes (if the
family has one or more wage earner) operates very severely against
the amount of income a poor family actually has available for con-
sumption. In 1965, when the poverty line was first devised, Federal,
State and local taxes represented 44 percent of income for those with
family earnings of $2,000 or less. For those with incomes between

$2,000-$4,000—and even taking welfare payments or other transfer

payments into account—the effect of taxes less transfers was to leave
those poor and marginal families with 16 percent less in income.
Federal taxes have changed since 1965, and their effect on the poorest
is less pernicious. But payroll taxes, and State and local taxes are
higher and more prevalent. With a substantial portion of income
going to such taxable items as food, utilities, and clothing, the effect

on poor people is particularly devastating. We just cannot assume

that the poor family with even $4,000 in a combination of earnings

and welfare benefits has $4,000 which it can spend. Food, the “flexible”

item in the budget, is almost certain to be 'shortchanged.
A third question that might be raised is a familiar one, and con-

.cerns the relative position of the poor. In 1959, the poverty line rep-

resented about one-half of median family income. In 1993 the ratio

-was 43 percent. By 1969, the poverty line represented only about 35

percent of raedian income.

At various points social and economie theorists have suggested that

the poverty line ought always to represent one-half of median family -

7 Agriculture Economic Report No. 138, Faod Consumption Prices Expenditure.
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income in recognition of the effect of rclative income. According to
that theory a family with less than half of the median incor:ie uvailable
to all familics can reasonably be considered poor. By adjusting the
poverty line so that it now represents only about one-third of median
i;lCOl]]L;; we have accepted a relatively worse position for those labeled
*“poor.

Fourth, it should go without saying but usually does not, that all
of the estimates for H.R. 1 are based on an assumption that families
will receive no more than the maximum benefits available in January
1971. That is apparently to be true whether H.R. 1 is implemented
in July 1972, or July 1973. In addition, there will be no Federal assist-
ance to States which wish to make payments above those levels—either
because of high local costs or local concern for the poor. There is no
provision in the langnage of the “hold harmless” for the fact that
food costs have incrcased; and, in fact, that the cost of the Economy
Food Plan—on which food stamp benefits are based—has increased
-and will increase again.

The arithmetic of H.R. 1 is that—as vulnerable as needy families
appear in the tables set out in this section—by the time H.R. 1 goes
into effect their nutritional vulnerability will only have increased.

Finally, the poverty line was originally the result of the cost of the
Economy Diet Plan times three. With the changes imposed by the
Bureau of the Budget in 1969, that is no longer strictly true. In Decem-
ber 1971, the Economy Food Plan cost $111.10 per month or $1,333.20
per year, yielding a poverty line of $3,999.60 before computinl% any
merease due to raises in the Consumer Price Index. (The USDA is
considering an official change in the value of the Food Stamp Allot-
ment. to $112 to reflect the food cost increase.) - ‘

As noted earlier, in 1969, the Social Security Administration had
also recommended that the latest information on food consumption

patterns might be incorporated into the poverty line computations.

That alone would raise the index by about 10 percent above the price
increases reflected in the Consumer Price Index. That suggestion, while
rejected, earlier deserves reexamination. . S

ALTERNATIVE MEASURES OF NUTRITIONAL ADEQUACY

The Congress may wish to consider the practical effect of changing

some of the elements that go into the poverty level calculation. The
committee has heard extensive testimony—and the Department of
Agriculture has.repeatedly stated in its official publications—that the
more reasonable standard of an adequate diet is the Low Cost rather
than the Economy Food Plan :

Nutritionists iz the USDA. have recommended in the past
and continue to recommend that ths Low Cost Food Plan
rather than the Economy % 50d Plan, be used as a standard of
food money allowances by public assistance agencies.®

The cost of the Low Cost Food Plan in 1971 was $134 per month or
$1,608 in a year. If that were used as the measure of nutritional ade-
quacy in judging the amount a family should receive in food stamp

® Food and Family Income, p. 4. See also, Family Economics Review, Sept. 1969,
page 8. '
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supplements above the payments in H.R. 1, the result would look like

the following tables.

Tasre VII

Amount
Alabama . ________ $3, 372
Alaska . __________ 5,388
Arizona . ________ T 372
Arkansas - __________ 3,372
California . _________ 3,960
Colorado e __ 4,020
Connecticut ____________ 4,896
Delaware - _______ 3,372
District of Columbia_.__ 4,056
Florida __—_____. e 3,444
Georgla woooooo__ 3,432
Hawail . ____________ 4,236
Idaho - __________ 4,104
Nlinots - __ 4,418
Indiang o __ 4,240
Jowa - __ 4,116
Kansas . _____________ 4,128
Kentueky oo 3,768
TLouisiana, - __________ 3,272
Maine - __ 3, 612
Maryland - _________ 3,804
Massachusetts —____—____ 4,704
Michigan - ___________ 4,236
Minnesota —_____________ 4,572
MissisSIppi —ccccemeeo o 3,372
Missourl - __ 3,396

Maximym benefits, with $13.} food stamp allotment

Amount
Montana - _________ 84, 008
Nebraska - ________ 3,780
Nevada, - ____________ 3,372
New Hampshire —____.__ 4,200
New Jersey - 5,076
New Mexico ____________ 3.708
New York - __.____ 4, 944
North Carolina —________ 3, 56+
North Dakota ___________ 4,212
Ohio o 3,780
Oklahoma - __________ 3,372
Oregon - ____ 3,972
Pennsylvania - _____ 4, 692
Rhode Island _____._____ 4,236
South Carolina ——_______ 3,372
South Dakota ___________ 4, 584
Tennessee .o ———__ 3,420
Texas —cceemeeeeeeeeeee 3,672
Utah - __._ 3,852
Vermont _____-___. ——— 4,632
Virginia - 4,212
Washington oo _____ 4, 620
West Virginia __________ 3,420
Wisconsin ______.______ 3.912
Wyoming oo 3,996

TABLE VIII.——Usihg 8184 food stamp allotment and assumptions of
Table VI

Poor family of 4 with wage earner

Food
stamp Total
FAP Usable =~ entitle- real
payment inconme ment income
Earnings:

I $2, 400 $2, 400 $972 $3, 372
8720 o 2, 400 2, 400 972 3,372
$1,800 . oo __ 1, 680 2, 760 828 3, 588
$2,400_ . ______. 1,280 2, 950 828 3,788
$3,000 - o ____ 800 3, 080 756 3, 836
$3,600_ _ _________ 480 3, 360 720 4, 080
$4,140 _ __ ________ 120

3, 540 672 4, 212
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Another way to appreach nutritional adequacy might be to take the
Low Cost Food Plan, and multiply that figure times four. That would
provide a variation on the original poverty line but uzing a more ade-
(quate estimate o7 what is needed for food, and the more reasonable
assumption that food represents a fourth rather than almost a third
of a poor family’s income. That calculation would produce a new
“poverty line” of $6,432 for a family of four.

That a new poverty line might be calculated out of new consump-

~tion data using housing, food, miedical expenses (or nomne of these

itemns) as a base, or whether a iiew poverty line might adopt one or
another of the methods available for estimating the cost of food, is not
a decision for this report to male.

But it is the concern of this report that—for a variety of reasons—
the official poverty line has been inappropriately applied since 1965.
If the poverty line is, in fact, to be the offic1al standard for all domestic
budgeting and planning, and individual family eligibility as well, then
it should be revised. More thazn one measure may be needed for the
different purposes: One to measure increases or decreases in national
poverty from year to year; another as a standard for individual family
need; perhaps a third to determine eligibility for domestic programs.

"The concern of this committee, and the concern of this document, is
with the princiyie of nutritional adequacy. That principle is not fully
served by current application of the poverty line, nor is it served by
the maximum benefit javels contairzd in HL.R. 1.

In his speech before the White House Conference on Food, Nutri-
tion, and Health, the President said :

Our basic policies for improvement of the living conditions
of the poor are based on this proposition : That the best judge
of each family’s priorities is that family itself, that the best
way to ameliorate the hardships of poverty is to provide the
family with additional income—to be spent as that family
sees fit. :

Now, some will argue with this proposition. Some argue
that the poor cannot be trusted to make their own decisions,
and therefore, the Government should dole out food, clothing,
and medicines, according to a schedule of what the Govern-
ment thinks is needed.

Well, I disagree. I believe there are no experts present in

this great gathering who know moie about the realities of
hunger and mainutrition than those among you who are here
because you have suffered from 1t; or than those among you
who are here who do suffer from it, from great cities, from
wornout farms, from barren reservations, from frozen tundra,
and tiny islands balf a world away.
- The task of Government is not to make decisions for you or
for anyone. The task of Government is to enable you to make
decisions for yourselves. Not to see the truth of that state-
ment is fundamentally to mistake the genius of democracy. We
have made too many mistakes of this type—but no more. Qur
job is to get resources to people in need and then to let them
run their own lives.

57
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The philosophy outlined by the President is one with which we
thoroughly agree, The difficnlty in TL.R. 1 is that it provides no choice.
At levels of cash benefits so low that a family must choose whether to
eat or to send the children to school, there is effectively no choice. It 13
the hope of this document that the goal set out by the President will
not be compromised by the passage of H.R. 1. -
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Chapter V
THE SURPLUS FOODS PROGRAM

The retention of the Surplus Foods Program as a nutritional sup-
plement for persons participating in the Family Assistance Program
1s a tacit recognition of the need for additional food assistance at the
income levels now envisioned by H.R. 1. The retention of surplus
foods while food stanips are eliminated, however, appears contradic-
tory to previous Administration policy. It is generally recognized that
the Surplus Foods Program is siwniﬁcantfy inferior to the Food
Stamp Program as a means of suppTementinﬂr the diets of low-income
families. In his Hunger Message, the President said of the Surplus
Foods Program:

‘While our long-range goal should be to replace direct food
distribution with the revised Food Stamp Program, the direct
distribution program can fill many short-range needs . . . In
the direct distribution counties, the most serious criticism of
the program will be met by ensuring that all counties offer - -
the full range of available foods.* ‘

Secretary Hardin, testifying on the President’s message before the
Select Committee, stated:

‘We propose during fiscal year 1970 to establish a stamp
program or a direct food distribution program in each county
in the United States. Eventually the modified Food Stamp
Program will be progressively expanded and will be given
priorities over the food distribution program. -
We think in the long run, it is the better of the two
programs.?

The White Flouse Conference on Food, Nutrition and Health rec-
ommendation on the Surplus Foods Program by the Food Delivery
Panel was as follows: '

The Panel recommends that the individual and family com- -
modity distribution program be phased out as rapidly as it
can be replaced by a universal reformed food stamp or pref-
erably an income maintenance program.

Until food stamp programs as described above or an income
maintenance program are available, commodity distribution
programs should not be abandoned. In transferring from one
program to ‘another, nobody should be forced to go through
a transition period during which no program is available to
them. '

tgop Seleet Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs hearing : Part 8—The
Nixon Administration Program, May 7, 1969 ; p. 2031.
¥ 1bid, p. 2518,
(59)
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There are many reasons for suggesting the rapid phasing
out of the commodity distribution program. The program
has been widely criticized by everybody who has examined
it from Administration leaders to the recipients of its benefits.
It is official policy to phase it out and it is hard to believe that
under such circumstances needed costly reforms in the com-
modity distribution program can be effected.

The program as it now exists is still primarily directed to-
ward helping the producer of commo ities rather than the
consamer. For the program to be improved a system of food
delivery essentially duplicating our current channels of com-
mereial food distribution will have to be created. Transpor-
tation capacity, storage and distribution centers and personnel
not currently available will have to be acquired at consider-
able cost. The list of commodities supplied will have to be ex-
panded so that commodities used will not be dependent on
their being in surplus or selling at a percent of parity. The
foods will have to be distributed differently to consumers,
fortified, packaged attractively in convenient sizes provided
with a variety of cooking instructions, and recognize the
needs of people with special dietary preferences related to
their ethnie, cultural and religions backgrounds.®

At a follow-up White House Conference held in Williamsburg, Vir-
ginia, in early Febrnary 1971, the Administration responded to criti-
cisms of the Surplus Foods Program by panels at the 1970 conference

with an unusually candid observation:

Their (surplus foods) primary thrust is to help balance the
agricultural economy rather than provide income substitutes.
They serve a different constituency than that concerned with
nutrition and health.* '

Despite frequent pledges to improve the Surplus Foods Program, it
has remained primarily a disposal rather than a nutrition program.
In September 1971. the Select Committee conducted a thorough re-
view of this program. Senator Charles Percy, the committee’s ranking
minority member, chaired the hearings on the program and opened
with the following statement:

The Food Distribution Trogram—often referred to as the
commodity distribution.” “surplus distribution,” or “direct
distribution program”—has the dual purpose of alleviating
farm surpluses, and helping the poor. It presently feeds about

3.¢ million Americans living in about 1.000 counties and
cities. It is an outgrowth of farm-oriented legislation which
wus developed in the mid-1930’s. That legislation was de-
signed primarily to remove farm surpluses and help support
farm prices; and, only secondarily, to feed America’s hungry.
The program reached its peak levels after World War IT.
Since the early 1960’s. it has been overshadowed by the Food

Stamp Program, which now reaches about 10.5 million people.

aywhite Houge Conference on Foad. Nutrition and Health, Final Report, p. 214,
4 Working papers, Toltow-Up Conference.
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This committee, through its staff and a consultant—from
whom-we will hear testimony this morning—has: developed,
over decades, a story of Federal burcaucratic confusion ; un-
certainty on the part of the States as to their own responsi-
bilities ; attempts by the counties to place barriers before the

. poor; and, a general attitude toward commodity recipients as
second-class citizens. This whole program seems to be franght
with problems and difficulties.’

The chief consultant to the committee, Mr. Robert Choate of Robert
B. Choate & Associates, gave the following assessment of the Surplus
Foods Program:

I believe the direct distributien of food as now practiced
by the Federal Government is an example of many things: of
legislation without legislative history; of myopic congres-
sional oversight; of Eepartmentn.l sensitivity to farm eco-
nomics outweighing concern for suffering Americans; of
nutritional malpractice.

I think the program is a national disgrace.®

Dr. Michael Latham, Professor of International Nutrition at Cornell
University, analyzed the nutritional value of the surplus programs
and came up with the following results.

The USDA in February 1971 listed 22 food items that were
then available in the family commodity distribution pro-
gram. In round figures the cstimated inonthly cost to the Gov-
ernment for these foods, if all were available, was $9 and the
value to the recipient was about $16. The products available,
the maximum amounts that can be. issueg per person, and
the percentage of recommended nutrients that these provide,
is given in table I of the printed testimony that I have
handed out, which is based on information supplied by
USDA.. These figures provide the promise, the rare ideal
situation, in which all foods were available and were con-
sumed, with no loss or wastage. The USDA in its calcula-
tions uses & four-person family consisting of a man and woman
both aged 22-35, a boy aged 11 and a girl aged 8. In this ideal
situation the commodities provide 78.6 percent of recom-
mended allowances for calories, 77.5 percent of vitamin A
‘needs and more than 100 percent of the allowances for protein,
caleium, iron, vitamin C, thiamin and riboflavin. The
promise looks quite good, except in terms of these two nutri-
ents; vitamin A and calories. In this ideal situation, only
about. three-quarters of the recommended allowances for
calories are supplied by food commodities. If a child con-
sistently receives this level of calorie intake his growth will
be very adversely affected and if an adult gets below his
calorie needs he will either lose weight or reduce his energy
or work output. The USDA protects itself by calling this a

5 See Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs hearing: Part 8A—
- Food Distribution Program, Sept. 15, 16, 1971 ; pp. 2027-28, . P
! S Iuid, p. 2089. ' . .
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supplementary food program, but therc are American families
enrolled in the program who have no income and others who
have very low incomes. I am certain that during your hear- i.
ings you will hear of persous who rely almost entirely on this
program for their tood needs.

It is important to make it very clear that this ideal situa-
tion with the full amount of the 22 commodities being received

is very rare. L doubt if 10 percent of the nearly 4 million
‘Americans in this program receive the full amount of all the
foods each time they collect their commodities. There is nearly
always a gap between promise and delivery in the family ?
food commodity program.’ )

Assistant Seeretary Richard Lyng, representing the Department of

Agriculture, testified on behalf of the Surplus Foods Program, stating:

The quality of the foods we distribute is the very best. All
USDA procurement is done according to the specifications
which insure that USDA. commodities are of truly high

uality.
4 Disg’ribution of foods to the needy is the responsibility of ;
the Trood and Nutrition Service and cooperating States and
counties. The Food Distribution Program operates in 1,051
counties in 34 States. In New Hampshire, Delaware, and '
Oklahoma, food distribution is the State’s sole family feed-
ing program. Although the majority of participating coun-
ties tend to be rural, a number of major cities including
Boston, Atlanta, Dallas, and San Diego have food distribu- :
tion programs. |

The program is operated at the State level by a department
of. State government, nsually the State’s welfare or social
services department. USDA delivers food to State ware-
houses where it is then distributed by the State to local dis-
tribution points.

Needy families are certified for the food distribution pro-
gram by welfare offices, and then pick up their food at the local
Qistribution point. At the local evel the quality of the pro-
gram will vary depending on the local a ministration.

“Some comparisons of the Food Distribution Program with
our other family food program, food stamps, may be of in-

- terest to the COmMIttee. .. i
The Food Distribution Program cannot match the range

[ S RU U TR

of choice or the accessibility of distribution points that the
food stamp partici{)ant finds in local grocery stores. The Food
Stamp Program a lows participants to use the most sophis-
ticated, efficient food marketing and distribution system the
world has ever known. By -doing so it helps to keep the poor

: in the mainstream of our culture and society.
L In the Food Distribution Program we cannot even con-
! sider providing the variety of food items and ‘package sizes;
’ we cannot distribute fresh fruits, vegetables, eggs, meat,
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' * Ibid, p. 2111-12.
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bread or milk. Meats, fruits, and vegetables are canned. There
is flour instead of bread, and dry egg mix and dry milk in-
stead of the fresh products.

Another difference between the two programs is that one,
food stamps, is income-related, while the other, food distri-
bution, is not. Thus the amount of benefits available under
the Food Stamp Program is scaled to a participant’s income.
A participant in the Food Distribution Prograin receives
the same amount of commodities regardless of his income
level. For this reason some families in the upper eligibility
ranges prefer food distribution over food stamps while those
in the lower cligibility ranges usually prefer food stamps.

During the past 2 years we have moved to expand the
Food Stamp Program substantially, but at the same time we
have made substantial improvements in the Food Distribu-
tion Program.

We have improved the nutritional value of the foods dis-
tributed, so that the package now contains 100 percent or more
of the recommended daily allowances of protein, iron, cal-
cinm, vitamins A and C, thiamin, and riboflavin, and 80 per-
cent of needed calories.®

Before the hearings on the Surplus Foods Program commenced,

Senator Perey wrote HISW Secretary Elliot Richardson asking, “what

the position of the Administration is with regard to the future of the
Commodity Program and the ultimate implementation of the Family
Assistance Plan.” Secretary Richardson responded in November, stat-
ing in part:
The Department’s original proposal in the FHouse this year
to “cash-out” food stamps also applied to commodities, since
our objective was to substitute cash payments to assistance
beneficiaries in lieu of all current in-kind food program bene-
fits. The House adopted the food stamp “cash-out” in I1.R. 1
but did not prohibit eligibility for conmodities, primarily as
a result of differences in Committee jurisdiction over the two
programs.
On the one hand, leaving the situation as it now exists in
ILR. 1 could have several possible adverse etfects. A question
of equity avises if, in addition to receiving cash available to

all recipients as o result. of the cash-out of food stamps, some........... ...

assistance beneficiaries also remain eligible to receive com-
modities simply because they live in'communities which now
administer that program rather than a Food Stamp Program.
TFurther, the quantity of commodities to which a recipient is
entitled under the Commodities Distribution Program re-
mains level up to the income cut-off beyond .which the family
is no longer eligible, in contrast to the progressive reduction
of cash benefits as family inconie increases. The “notch” which
this creates may not only cause a lessening of incentives to
work but also gencrate a new demand for commodity pro-

s 7vid. Part SB—Tood Distribution Program, Sept. 22, 23, .1971; pp. 2375-6.
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erams in local communities which formerly administered

Food Stamp Programs. This wounld put heavier demands on

the supply of surplus commodities, perhaps to the disadvan-

tage of institutional and nonwelfare participants in the pro-

gram. :
© On the other hand, there are arguments for the retention of
the eligibility of H.R. 1 recipients for the Surplus Commod-
ities Program. One is that the law is on the books and the
surplus food is, or could be, available to feed the hungry of our
Nation. A second argument is that the issue is of such magni-
tude that an effort to change it in H.R. 1 might further delay
the reform of our welfare system, a critically needed restruc-
turing of a program which affects every American citizen.
Finally, there is again the possibility that the Committee ju-
risdiction problem might impede consideration of the issue on
its merits altogether.

-The Department’s view, stated during the recent Senate
Committee on Finance hearings on H.R. 1, is that passage of
H.R. 1 should not provide incentives for the imtiation of
another nationwide commodities program. One method which
has been suggested to avoid such a situation wonld be to define

. surplus commodities as income and to reduce the H.R. 1 pay-
ment accordingly, thus insuring that no additional benefit
would be attached to a recipientt:”s participating in the Com-
modities Program. We have, of course, expressed our willing-
ness to work closely with the Committee on Finance on this as
well as other significant issues in H.R. 1 in order to obtain
action on welfare reform at the earliest time.?

The White House Conference on Aging recommended :

The approximately 1,000 counties in the United States still
using the Commodity Program must switch by December 31,
1972, to the Food Stamp Program for the individual feedinﬁ
of the elderly. Until this is accomplished the Federal donate
food should be made nutritionally appropriate, in packages
of suitable size, and at readily accessible places.*®

It seems clear from this record that the Food Stamp Program is in
almost every respect superior to the Surplus Foods Program and,
therefore, the question is raised as to why the Food Stamp Program

""should not be retained as the nutritional siupplémeiit program for T

garticipants in the Family Assistance Program rather than Surplus
oods. _ :

® I'vid., Part SA—Food Distribution Program. Sept.jlﬁ. 16, 1971; pp. Vand VI.
11971 White House Conference on Aging, Report to Delegates; p. 20.
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CONCLUSIONS

A.—THE HoncER COMMITMENT

Within the last 5 years, the Congress and the Nation have become
aware of the existence of widespread hunger and malnutrition among
America’s 26 million poor. The Select Committee on Nutrition has
documented the problem through countless public hearings and re-

orts. The National Nutrition Survey conducted by the Department of

ealth, Education and Welfare has produced reliable scientific evi-
dence that “there is malnutrition (in America), and . .. it occurs in an
unexpectedly large proportion of our sample population.” On May 7,
1969, President Nixon-officially recognized the gravity of the hunger
problem by pledging his Administration in a MZssnge to Congress “to
put an end to hunger in America for all time.” That commitment to
nutritional adequacy for America’s poor has been reaffirmed by the
President, the Congress, and a national White House Conference on
Food, Nutrition and Health, as well as the White House Conference
on Youth, and the White House Conference on Aging, during the last

3 years. The commitment is now clearly endangered by the proposed .

elimination of the Food Stamp Program as contained in H.R. 1.

B.—TuE GrowTH oF THE Foob Stayp PROGRAM

The Iederal Food Stamp Program has become the primary weapon
for combating malnutrition among the Nation’s poor families. In his
Hunger Message, President Nixon pledged to revise the Food Stamp
Program to: o ‘ '

Provide poor families enough stamps to purchase a nutrition-
ally complete diet. »

Provide food stamps at no cost to those in the lowest income
brackets. ' ‘

- ... Provide food -stamps to others-ata cost no greater than-30-per<— -~~~ - e

cent of income. :
Ensure thit the Food Stamp Program is complementary to a
revised welfare program.

The Administration and the Congress have moved to fulfill this man-
date. During the last 3 fiscal years, funding for the Food Stamp Pro-
gram has increased from $340 million to $2.2 billion: annually. Par-
ticipation in the program has increased from about 3 million persons
to about 11 million at this time. The program now operates in 2,017
of the nation’s 8,067 counties. The Administration estimates that par-
ticipation will rise to over 12 million persons before the end of this
fiscal year, and to at least 18 million during the coming fiscal year.
Funding for the program is budgeted by the Administration at $2.334
billion for the next fiscal year, and actual spending.may well even-
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tually be as high as $2.5 billion. The dramatic growth of the program
is xiroof of the desire of low-income families to obtain adequate diets
if they have an option which permits them to do so.

C.—Tur Rerationsir BETweeN Foop Stamrs AND WELFARE REFORM

During the beginning of 1969, there was a debate within the Ad-
ministration whether there should be a major effort to eliminate hun-
ger through an expanded Food Stamp Program, or whether the Ad-
ministration should primarily seek to deal with the problem through
an expanded and reformed welfare program. The President settled
the debate with his May message, calling for an expanded Food Stamp
Program and promising it would be “complementary to a revised
welfare program . . .” When the President announced his Family As-
sistance Plan in August 1969, however, White House spokesmen stated
that the Food Stamp Program would be eliminated by the welfare
reform program. The public reaction to what appeared to be a retreat
from the May hunger commitment was unfavorable, and, after several
weeks of confusion, White House spokesmen stated the Food Stamp
Program would be retained along with Family Assistance. At a public
hearing of the Select Committee following the announcement of the
Administration welfare reform proposal, S%natOr MecGovern sought to
clarify the Administration’s exact position regarding food stamps and
welfare reform by engaging in the following exchange with then
Secretary of Flealth, Education, and Welfare Robert Finch :

Senator McGovern. Would it be correct to say, since the
Administration is pledging itself under its food stamp for-
mula to provide food assistance for a family of four until
that family has an income level at $4,000 or above, that you
would continue all families that wish to participate in the
ngd 2Stamp Program until their combined income totaled

0007

Secretary Fixcm. Absolutely. There is no question about
that.

Senator McGovern. It seems to me that is the key question,

if we are to protect the principle of food stamp legislation,
and I hope we are very clear on that point.
Secretary Fincw. Yes,sir. .
Senator McGoverN. So that no family is going to be
knocked off the food stamp rolls, no matter where they get
their income, until that income is §4,000 or above?

Secretary Frxor. That is the basic concept.*

There was no question then that the Administration was committed to
the Food Stamp Program as a means of ensuring nutritional adequacy
for poor families until the cash income of those families reached the
$4,000 level. This principle was subsequently confirmed by both the
1969 White House Conference on Food, Nutrition and Health, the
1971 White House Confercce on Youth, and the 1971 White House
Conference on Aging. The White House Conference on Food, Nutri-

18ee Sclect Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs hearing: Part 12—
Welfare Reform and Xood Stamps, Sept. 13, 1969 ; pp. 3770-71.
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tion and Health set the phaseout level for food stamps at $5,500 for a
a family of four; the Conference on Aging set the phaseout level at
$3,000 for a single person, and $4,500 tor a couple.

D.—THr “Casin-Our” axnp NUTRITIONAT, ADEQUACY

The Family Assistance Plan passed the ITouse of Representatives
dumng the 91st Congress, containing a basic income floor of $1,600 for-
a family of four and maintaining the Food Stamp Program for that,
family as well. In effect, that meant a family at the $1,600 level would
be able to pay about $400 for an allotment of food stamps worth about
$1,200. or a food bonus of $300. That brought the total support for that
family to a level of $2,400. The House Ways and Means Committee
considered but rejected a proposal to pay that $800 bonus in cash—
hence the term “cash-out”—but decided to retain the Food Stamp Pro-
gram. The Senate did not pass the Family Assistance Plan during the
91st Congress, in part becausc of objections to the low $1,600 basic
income level. When the Administration resubmitted the Family Assist-
ance Plan to the 92d Congress, it offercd as an alternative a “cash-out”
of the Food Stamp Program, thereby increasing the basic income floor
to $2,400. The Administration cash-out alternative also provided food
stamp bonuses to all families between the $2,400 level and the $,000
phaseout level for Family Assistance in the form of an optional State
supplement. This time the House of Representatives adopted the
“cash-out” alternative as now contained in H.R. 1.

The “cash-out” as adopted by the Ways and Means Committee
clearly contradicts the principle, as previously expressed by Secretary
Finch on behalf of the Administration, of maintaining the Food
Stamp Program with the Family Assistance Plan to ensure nutri-
tional adequacy for poor families. An analysis of the combined bene-
fit levels available nnder H.R. I show that in only eight States do the
support levels reach the $4,000 figure, cited by Secretary Finch as the
point at which the Food Stamp Program should be phased out. (See
Table 1, pp. 38-9.) In 42 States, the cash grant provided under FL.R. 1,
including the food stamp cash-out, is substandard. in terms of
nutritional adequacy. In those States, families are clearly being put in
the position of sacrificing food expenditures to other basic needs such
as housing, heat, clothing, transportation and health care. Under
_ FLR. 1, these families are being put at a nutritional risk. : o

E.—Orner Aspects oF THE “Casmx-Our”

1. IS THE “CASH-0UT” AUTOMATIC?

In discussing, the “cash-out” at levels above the basic income grant
of $2,400, the Administration assumes that all States will adopt the
“cash-out” because of the so-called “hold harmless” provision. That is,
if States agree to maintain payment levels to recipients as of January
1, 1971, ang to turn administration of the program over to the Federal
Government, the Federal Government guarantees that total costs of
welfare to the State will not exceed its total costs for calendar year
1971. The “hold harmless” provision is not mandatory on the States.
Any State is free to accept the $2,400 basic payment for families and
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rovide no supplemental payments above that. In the language of the
Vays and Means Committee Report on H.R. 1:

Your committee’s bill accordingly leaves each State, com-
pletely free either to provide no supplementation of Federal
assistance payments or to supplement those payments to what-
ever extent it finds appropriate. . . . Each State would also
retain complete freedom to revise at any time its determina-
tion of whether and to what extent it would supplement the
Federal payments.

The assumption that all States will choose to adopt the “hold harm-
less” option and supplement recipients above the $2,400, including the
food stamp “cash-out,” leaves out an important fact. Nineteen States
and the District of Columbia are already held harmless by the basic
provisions of HLR. 1, including the $2,400 payment, without supple-
menting recipients above the basic $2,400 level. In those States, opting
for the food stamp “cash-out” actually reduces the potential savings
to a State. In some cases the reductions are quite substantial (see Table
IT, ﬁ) 44). Without cashing out food stamps, Arizona’s savings under
.R. 1 is $31.2 million; by cashing out food stamps and passing those
benefits along to recipients, their savings would be reduced by $9.7
million. In the District of Columbia the reduction in savings would
be $12.2 million, or almost half of what it might otherwise realize.
Ohio’s savings are reduced by $88.6 million, Texas’ by $85.7 million and
Kentucky’s tlz’)y $34.1 million. The total at stake for 19 States and the
District is about $400 million. Clearly, the magnitude of these amounts
raises serious questions as to whether the assumption that all States
will in fact choose to “cash-out” food stamps is correct. If they do not,
then the position of families regarding nutritional adequacy will be
many times worse than is true under present programs. ‘

2, SURPLUS FOODS

‘While H.R. 1 provides for the food stamp “cash-out,” it also specific-
ally provides that families receiving the Federal payment plus State
supplement, including the ‘“cash-out,” may also continue to receive
Federal surplus foods. This provision is, of course, a tacit recognition
of the need for nutritional assistance in addition to the total support
levels available under the most ideal conditions of the Family Assist-
ance Program. The retention of the surplus foods, instead of food
stamps, to serve the goal of nutritional adequacy raises several im-
portant questions. - S - C

First, the retention of surplus foods, instead of food stamps, 1s In
direct contradiction of previous antihunger policy as expressed by the
Administration and Congress. It is widely recognized that the Surplus
Foods Program is inferior nutritionally, socially and administratively
to the Food Stamp Program. Since the President’s Hunger. Message,
the Government’s avowed antihunger policy has been to: replace the
Surplus Foods Program by the Food.Stamp Program. Former Agri-
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culture Sccretary Clifford Iardin, testifying in May 1969, before the
Select Committee said :

We propose during fiscal year 1970 to establish a stamp
program or a direct food distribution program in each county
in the United States. Eventually the modified Food Stamp
Program will be progressively expanded and will be given
priorities over the food distribution program. We think in
the long 1y, it is the better of the two programs.®

The White House Conference on Food, Nutrition and Health offi-
cially recommended that the “individual and family commodity pro-
gram be phased out as rapidly as it can be replaced by a universal
reformed Food Stamp Program .. .” The White House Conference on
Aging recommended : “The approximately 1,000 counties in the United
States still using the commodity program must switch by December 31,
l?gQ,lto‘_the Food Stamp Program for the individual feeding of the
elderly.”

Second, the policy of phasing out commodities has in fact been slowly
implemented during the past 8 years. While Food Stamp Program
participation has expanded dramatically, the Surplus Foods Program
has contracted to fewer than 1,000 counties and 3.5 million persons.
Late last year, the Agriculture Department approved requests by al-
most 200 counties to switch from surplus food to Food Stamp Pro-
grams. The reversal of this policy under IL.R. 1 poses problems of
practicality and equity, as well as serious nutrition implications. Some
of these problems were raised by HEW Secretary Elliott Richardson
in a letter to Senator Charles Percy, ranking ininority member of the
Select Committee. In part, that letter states: :

On the one hand, leaving the situation as it now exists in
H.R. 1 could have several possible adverse cffects. A question
of equity arises if, in addition to receiving cash available to all
recipients as a result of the cash-out of food stamps, some
assistance bepeficiaries also remain eligible to receive com-
modities siinply hecause they live in communities which now
administer that program rather than a Food Stamp Program.
Further, the quantity of commodities to which a recipient is
entitled under the Commodities Distribution Program re-

~ mains level up to the income cut-off beyond which the family
is no longer eligible, in contrast to the progressive reduction
of - cash benefits as family income increases. The “notch”
which this creates may not only cause a lessening of incen-
tives to work but also generate a new demand for commodity
programs in local communities which formerly administered
Food Stamp Programs. .. The Department’s view . . . is that
the passage of H.R. 1 should not provide incentives for the
initiation of another nationwide commodities program. One
‘method .- . to'avoid such a situation would be to define surplus
“commodities as income and to reduce the H.R. 1 payment

~accordingly. . . .2 - o S

?See Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs ‘heariiig: ;Part 8—The
Nixon Administration Program, May 7, 1969; 24 item of prepared statement;
p. 2514. . ' Rk L
3 Ibid, Part 8A—Food Distribution Program, Sept. 15, 16, 1971; pp. V and VI.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

fI‘he following recommendatiohs are based on the national com-
mitment to ensure nutritional adequacy for low-income people.

1. The proposition set out by the President, that ©. . . the best
way to ameliorate the hardships of poverty is to provide. the -family
with additional income—to be spent as that family sees fit,” is one
that deserves the support of those who seek nutritional adequacy for
America’s poor. However, given the unlikelihood of the Congress’
providing, at this time, an income maintenance program in cash at the
current poverty line or higher for all poor persons and families, the
major recommendation of this reportis: o '

e That the Food Stamp Program be retained until
every needy family and individual has access to combined
income and food stamp support equaling or higher than
the poverty line. ‘ ‘

The maximum benefits available under FL.R. 1, including the basic
$2,400 payment, State supplements where available, ‘and the food
stamp “cash-out,” would still leave poor families at grave risk of
nutritional inadequacy. An attempt to estimate what other nonfoods
needs must be met by poor families revealed that under H.R. 1, 25
of 32 metropolitan areas would find poor families with less than half—
16 cents per person per meal—the amount needed to obtain even a
minimally adequate diet (see Table IT1. pp. 47-8). as defined by the
Agriculture Department’s Economy Food Plan. A straight-forward
estimate of how much would be available to poor families. for food,
if the one-third rule incorporated in the poverty line were applied,
also revealed shortcomings: In 17 States the amount available 1s ap-
proximately half of what is needed for the IEconomy Food PPlan, and
in another 18 States only one-half to three-fourths of what is needed
would b available (see Table IV, pp. 49-50). Cash benefits at current
levels simply cannot assure nutritional adequacy. To serve the require-
ments of nutritional adequacy. the cash-out level should become the
basic income level with food stamps provided in addition. Even pro-
viding food stamps in addition to the new basic support level would
raise total benefits above the current poverty line in only 11 States.

Providing food stamps in addition to the cash payvments for assist-
ance families would raise questions of equity with respect to the work-
ing. poor,-whether or not thev receive cash benefits. Equity demands
that those.working families be similarly entitled to supplementary

food assistance and that their food entitlement be based on a calcula- ..

tion which exemnts the first $720 of earned income as work. related
expenses (see Table VI, p. 53). ‘ o .
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The major recommendation of this report, that food stamps be
available in addition to the cash assistance provided for under H.R. 1,
implies two subordinate but corollary recommendations.

A. Given the limitations inherent in the food assistance program
known as the Commodity Distribution Program, and given the diffi-
culties attendant upon any attempt to mount a nationwide commodity
program for individnal families when programs are currently opera-
tive in only 1,044 counties, the second recommendation of this report

~® That, except for unusual situations where normal
commercial food marketing channels are not readily
available, the surplus Commodity Foods Program  be
eliminated as a nutrition program for individuals and
. families but be retained as a source of commodities for
.group feeding and institutions. R '

- Official policy over the past 3 years has been to phase out the Com-
modity Foods Program. Secretary Richardson has noted recently that
retaining this particular program in conjunction with the proposed
Family Assistance Plan poses a “notch” problem not present with the
concurrent administration of a Food Stamp Program. It.would be a
serious error of judgment at this time to attempt the major overhaul
that would be required for the commodity program to be an effective
substitute for food stamps. . o S o :

B. It is cleai that the poverty line as presently devised involves
some serious limitations. However, it must be recognized as a measure
with wide applications and must therefore be taken into account.

Given the uses to.which the poverty line has been put ‘in recent
years, particularly with respect to limiting participation in domestic.
antipoverty programs, and for purposes of budgeting and planning;
and given.the limitations incornorated in the poverty line:as presently
devised, the third recommendation of this reportis: EEE

o That the poverty line be reexamined both for the
- applicability of its constituent parts, and for the uses to
which it is put; for purposes of establishing maximum
eligibility for programs and for planning and budgeting, _
the current poverty line should be consulted only until
more appropriate measures may be devised. =

. It is-beyond the reach .of this report .to recommend that one ap-
proach to. a new poverty line be adopted over any other. What
is clear is that the present poverty line.is not an appropriate measure
of maximum individual family needs, and that the measures on which
the original poyerty line was based are outdated.:Government-agen-
cies familiar with the needs of poor persons-and their relationship to
domestic antipoverty programs should be assigned specific responsibil- .
ity for what and how other measures:may be used.-Similarly, new
- responsibilities must be assigned both for the development and applica-
tion of anew poverty line. — - .o e o T




ADDITIONAL VIEWS

. We are impressed by, and agree with, much of the analysis included
in this staff report ; however, we would like to make some comments on
the substance of the document. ' o

The main problem with the study is that it does not explain ade-
quately the rationale behind the proposal to cash out food stamps. This
proposal is consistent with an overall income strategy which moves
away from the arbitrary paternalism of so many of our welfare pro-
grams today. In his remarks to the White House Conference on Food.

Flllltrition and Health, President Nixon expressed this philosophy as
ollows: ' ‘ ’

The best judge of each family’s priorities is that family
itself . . ., the best way to ameliorate the havrdships of pov-
erty is to provide the family with additional income—to be
spent as that family sees fit. ' '

The principle expressed here has been the overriding consideration
in changing and reforming the Federal Government’s income main-
tenance programs during the past 8 years. o '

While the Food Stamp Program has proved to be the most effective
Federal food program for providing the poor with an opportunity to
supplement its food budget, food stamps flag the poor for all to see
in the local grocery store. It should be recognized that the only way
the Food Stamp Program assures greater nutritional adequacy ‘in
family diets is by forcing families to set aside resources to buy the
“appropriate” amount of food—a.budget allocation decision most poor
families can better make for themselves. Aside from the demeaning
of recipients, the present program impedes benefits from reaching all
those who need them. Many of the poor do not participate in the Food
Stamp Program because of the inflexibility of some regulations. Con-
sequently, these needy persons presently lose benefits which under
H.R. 1 would be provided them in cash. _ . -

Much of the report highlights the problems poor persons have in
attempting to stretch insufficient resources over too many necessities.
We recognize the seriousness of this problem and-welcome this dis-
cussion of it. It is precisely because of the :failure of present welfare
programs-to solve this problem, that the :Administration has proposed
the basic reform to the welfare system included in H.R. 1. The pro-

‘grams called for by this bill would represent a major improvement in
- the welfare system by placing: a national floor under income and by

removing work disincentives-in the present system. H.R. 1'would pro- .

vide payments to all low income families—inclnding those with a

working father. The analysis in the report does not. reflect the effect

of these additional work incentives. The report refers to “maximum
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possible annual benefits” without pointing out how these benefits can
be supplemented by earnings up to the point where total resources
(Fecderal payments plus earnings) arve equal to $4,320 for four-person
families—substantially above the present poverty level.

We agree with the report’s major recommendation that “the Food
Stamp Program should be retained until needy families have access to
combined income and food stamp support equaling or higher than
the poverty line.” We wish to note, however, that if HL.R. 1 were imple-
mented by the States in its most generous form—and there are many
inducements to do so—then the Administration estimates that at least
35 percent of the families would receive benefits equal to or higher than
the poverty level—and all these benefits would be paid in cash.

We agree with the analysis of the inadequacies in the present de-
termination and use of the poverty line. Alternatives to the existing
situation seem numerous, but this forum is not the appropriate place
to undertake the detailed analysis that will be necessary to make
recommendations for future action. : g .

We are also in agreement with the staff recommendation that the
Commodity Distribution Program can be eliminated some time in the
future as a nutrition program for individuals and families when it
has been replaced by more effective programs. Although H.R. 1 does
not deal directly with the commodities 1ssue, we support the Admin-

istration’s policy that if this “cashout” of commodities is not enacted,

the value of commodities would be counted as income in calculating
H.R. 1 benefits. B ' ‘

Senator/s/ CrarLes H. Percy.

‘ ‘Marrow W. Coox.
RoserT DOLE.

- R1CHARD SCHWEIKER.
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