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- and health."' This case examines existing federal efforts--as of early 1969--. -

- HUNGER IN AMERICA, 1965-1969

In April 1967, Senators Robert Kennedy (D-N.Y.) and Joseph Clark (D-Pa.)
of the Senate Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower, and Paverty came to , )
Mississippi to hold hearings on anti-poverty programs. - At -the urging of - .. - -
~ Marian Wright, a lawyer for the NAACP Legal Defense Fund, the two Senators - --- --.
made an unscheduled tour of poor black homes in the Mlssts1pp1 Delta, and in-
" the course of that tour the two "rediscovered" the existence of "raw hunger,"
or starvation, in America. Following the publicity given to the Kennedy-Clark
findings, a flurry of Congressional hearings, numerous reports and studies,
and a television documentary brought the problem of hunger into public aware-
ness. , _

In Apr11 1968, the Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs - -. -
was estab11shed "to study the food, medical, and other related basic needs
among the people of the United States“ and to make recommendations necessary
"to establish a coordinated program which will assure every U.S. resident
adequate foo - medical ass1stance, and other related basic necessities of Tife.

to address the problem of poverty-related hungers; in particular, the case

examines the food assistance programs. administered by the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture (USDA) through the Consumer and Marketing Service (C&MS)

The Exteht of the Prob]em2 . : | T wa |

In investigating hunger in Amer1ca, ‘the Select Comm1ttee was confront1ng ]
. a problem of unknown but poss1b1y massive proportions. - One way of gauging.

‘the prevalence of hunger is by estimating the number of households that are. L <~;-

so poor that they cannot afford to purchase a nutritionally adequate diet.-- oo -

" The cost of such a diet is periodically calculated by USDA using what -it-calls =--- - -.

" the “economy food plan" as the standard for a minimally adequate diet.-In . -
‘1969, USDA set the cost of the economy food plan at $1,200 for a family of- - --

fbur, the Social Security Administration's "poverty index" defines a family - "j--»:;{ﬂgﬁ

of four as too poor to afford this minimal diet if its income-is less than ---
three times that figure,or $3,600.* By these standards; -in 1969 there -were
“ 5. T million persons living in households with annual -incomes less. -than $1,200

- (or the equivalent for households with other than four members), 9.3 million. ... S
© ='in houseéholds with annual incomes between $1,200 and $2,400, and 10.6 miltlion <----2: -
in househoTds with annual incomes between $2,400 and -$3,600--all .of whom-were. -~ -~--. --.

“by the federal government s own definitions too poor to-buy a.m1n1ma11y:ade»— R
quate diet.

w
N \:;v

"% *In comparison, a fam11y with an annual_income of $15; OOO-GP more spent - o)

at most 22.5% of its 1ncome on food in 1965. 3 im o R 45:;’

”"Th1s case was prepared by Shannon Stlmson and William-Mates under the-supervisioR..-- --
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R 33 percent of the children under 6 and 13 percent of the- -

Moreover, by USDA's own admission, the $1,200 economy food plan was de-
‘signed solely for use in emergency situations and would be nutritionally in-
adequate as a steady diet. The "low budget food plan," considered by nutri-
tionists to be the minimally adequate diet for regular consumption, cost
$1,500 for a family of four in 1969; with a poverty index of $4,500, an addi-

- tional .13 million persons were too poor in 1969 to purchase a diet that would

be nutritionally adequate when consumed on a regular basis. Thus, as many as
38 million Americans--nearly 1 in 5--were possible victims of malnutrition.

-~z -The fact that a family was considered by the federal government as too -

- poor- to purchase a nutritionally adequate diet is not direct evidence of mal-

nutrition.- But USDA's 1965 Household Food Consumption Survey yielded more
direct evidence: half of the 7,500 households surveyed - e

had diets that failed to meet the recommended dietary allow-
ances set by the Food and Nutrition Board of the National
Academy of Sciences-National Research Council for one or

- more [essential] nutrients. About one-fifth of the sample
had "poor" diets--their food ‘intake provided less than two-
thirds of‘Xhe NRC allowance for one or more [essential]
nutrients. . : ,

Even more direct evidence of malnutrition in the United States was pro-
vided by the National Nutrition Survey, conducted by the United Public Health

Service in-1968-1969. The Survey tested over 12,000 individuals in lower-

- income census districts in ten states; 80 percent of those tested had annual

incomes under $5,000. As summarized by the Select Committee,

. . . one-third of the children under 6 years and 15 percent ---
of the total sample population were found to be anemic, to
have hemoglobin levels in the "unacceptable range"; 3.5 per-
cent of the children X-rayed showed evidence of retarded bone
growth; vitamin A, essential for the formation of cells and

for normal visien, was found to be at unacceptable levels for

- population; vitamin C, important for normal tooth and bone: -
: formation, wound healing and resistance to infection was found
: : at less than acceptable levels in 12 to 16 percent of all:*.
- age groups; vitamin D, necessary for the absorption of cal- -
= - cium and the normal development of bones, was found to be at -
less than*accegtab]e‘1evels for 3.7 percent of all children -~ .
under 6 years. STLE e

. « . hunger and malnutrition as found in this country,
coupled with other social and economic factors, can and does

- have a direct and major adverse effect on the normal physi- -
cal and mental development of its victims. S

poor American children can and does result in--

ERT More specifically; malnutrition and undernutrition amemg: -":: -

- _rt - -Such:malnutrition is particularly important when it occurs in the early: =~ |
- years of a-person's life, the years of most rapid physical and: mental develop-
- ment.  As the Select Committee put it, B T 2 A
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- cliniecally validated at least seven cases of maramus and kwashiorkor--caloric ::--

- “were--quite Titerall

;'fCommodity’Dfstribution'and Food Stamp Programs; and Child: Nutrition Programs, . = -

-7 In 1969, existing federal efforts directiy concerning. the hunger problem.:: - :
- consisted of a variety of food assistance programs administered by USDA through - - - --

: - and- Special Milk Programs..
- these programs. =

-apathy, listlessness, and loss of energy and
ability to concentrate, slowness of comprehen-
sion, inattention, restlessness, behavioral
problems, and retarded learning among pre--
school and school children; : :

-lowered resistance to disease and infection;
and : ‘ R
-general retardation in the mental and physical

growth of children who are its victims.:

-~

In short, the intellectual growth, learning capacity and - --
physical capabilities of children among low-income families

in the United States is seriously compromised by hunger and

malnutrition.6 ' ) :

,':.Fina11y; in one of its most startling findings, the Survey discovered:-and - - -

and protein starvation, hitherto. thought to occur only- in such obviously poor---:-
countries as India. In short, in the most affluent nation in history, people:

‘ y~-dying of hunger. What was the federal government deing - -
about it? S : R ' '

Federal Food Assistance Programs

the Consumer and Marketing Service.* (See Exhibit 1 for a USDA organization v |
chart and Appendix A for a description of C8MS's other functions.) C&MS food _ ‘
programs fell into two categories: -Family Feeding Programs, which included the: - A

which’ included the National School Lunch, School Breakfast, School- Equipment,-:
‘The following sections briefly- describe each of.-:. ~-

Family Feeding Programs B Tz B S

-

©i-z= - “:-Commodity. Distribution Progkam (CD).** Under this program,: foods acquired-- > ----- -

=i <~ families where-state-and local authorities*** agreed te-bear: the- costs: of certifying .

Tl -1ate
el

”_f-f~ThETtw0”fémi1y feeding programs were the comhodity.di§tribuii0n~program;‘—f TroIvETs

which distributed food to poor persons, and the foaod stamp program, which:: . -:
enabled-poor:people to purchase food stamps with whichk they- could buy- food: at. -z
retail stores. ' ' Agesit omacc .

Iyt

EPAt

[

by-the federal government through USDA price support and:-surpius-removaj-pro-- ---- -
grams-were made availabie to local governments for domation to- low-income .- : --

|
:1‘
-- 4 :

f"]

functions:of:CaMS were split off and transferred to a-new:agency: the Food-and - - Bl
Nutrition Service (FNS). This. case will refer solely to-C&MS. -~ --: = Tocrozzaa

-

**Also known as Direct»Distribution or DD.

dekd : S
. Typically, state and county welfare departments or offices.




recipients' e]igibiTity*~and'of-storing and distributing the food. In a number

of counties in several states, the Office of Economic Opportunity provided
assistance in meeting the local costs of program operation and administration.
The foods acquired under this program were also available to children in
~school lunch programs, summer camps, and childcare centers; to needy people
~in nonprofit institutions; and for use in disaster relief. In 1969, parti-
cipation in the commodity distribution program was holding steady at approxi-
mately 3.8 million people, at a total federal cost of $321,522,000. Authority
for the program was contained in section.32 of the Agriculture Adjustment Act
as amended, section 416 of the Agriculture Act of 1949, as amended, and sec-
tion 709 of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1965. - -

The amount and kinds of food distributed under CD were determined by

1) the funding level legislated by Congress (which in turn depended on an-
ticipated participation levels); 2) commodity costs; and 3) the needs of

the surplus disposal program. The Secretary of Agriculture designated com-
modities as surplus and therefore eligible for purchase and distribution

under CD. The process of deciding which commodities were "surplus” had a.
strong political component: congressmen intervened to ensure that their
favored foodstuffs were included or excluded, depending on market conditions.**
The actual decision to participate in CD rested with county officials, who
also chose which of the available foodstuffs their county would distribute.
Regional C&MS officials seeking to sell local officials on the CD program
~often had to overcome a reluctance to participate based in some cases on the
fact that localities had to bear the administrative costs and in some cases

on an-unwillingness to help persons of minority races or lower socio-economic
classes. If a county applied for participation, C&MS would: generally certify
it as eligible if funds were available. ‘ S S

Regional C&MS public information staffs heavily publicized the availability
of a CD program. For new programs, press releases, spot announcements, taped
interviews, and canned feature films were prepared and distributed to local -
media--radio, television, and newspapers. For on-going: programs, a regular flow
of information to these media was maintained, and C&MS officials made periodic
visits to encourage its use. (One problem with this type of publicity is that -

~-mass media often do not reach the poor, especially the: rural poor.  To supple=:::

-ment media marketing efforts and to help people use CD: foods to maximum nutri- -
tional advantage, C&MS in 1968 began developing a "nutrition aide" program.) -
The actual physical distribution of foodstuffs was in the-hands of local offi-
cials; distribution was theoretically carried out under- USDA requlations de- - -

- signed to prevent spoilage, contamination, etc.** The Senate Select Committee
found numerous instances of violations of these regulations. Moreover, since

: *Certification procedures and eligibility standards under CD were similar
to those under the Food Stamp program (see below). == = - e

**For example, sugar is excluded by law from the CD pPogram, with- the re=
sult that-diets based on CD foodstuffs are deficient in calories.: In another
case, :Congressman (later Republican National Chairman):zRogers C.8. Morton sought

-~ help for:-his Maryland tomato-processor constituents, who:had canned: more toma=.:.-

- toes-than: they- could seil; USDA declared tomatoes in saeplus; thus making them. . .- .
eligible for federal purchase and distribution under €D.:" . - “~- ~“z=2=-: - ~c-.. =0 =

***In.some cases these requlations imposed added burdens on the'.poor--for
‘example, a requirement that foodstuffs be distributed only from a warehouse
satisfying USDA regulations forced recipients to travel long distances trans-
“porting heavy sacks of food, since few counties had more than one such facility..

\
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the program was essentially a state and local welfare program, C&MS had little
control over possible civil rights or other violations. As of 1969, there was
no regular reporting mechanism to detect such abuses as denial of benefits on
racial grounds; and as the law then stood, C&MS's only effective sanction if
such abuses did come to its attention was to assume direct control of program

~ administration in the offending locality--a sanction C&MS was reluctant to use.

Food Stamp Program. C&MS administered this program through state welfare
agencies (with federally approved plans of operation) under the authority
of the Food Stamp Act of 1965. Participants exchanged the amount of money
they would normally spend for food for an allotment of food coupons of higher
monetary value. The coupons were then used to buy food in any C&MS approved
retail store. In 1969, participation in the food stamp program had reached
an estimated 3.6 million participants in 1,489 cities and counties, at a total
federal cost of $279,908,000.

The poor person seeking food stamp assistance started by visiting the
local administering agency (usually a city or county welfare office) to estab-
1ish his eligibility, i.e., his poverty. Eligibility criteria varied from state
to state but typically included Timits on income and assets. Thus, the appli-
cant was required to bring with him (her) documents such as medical bills, rent
receipts, wage statements, bank books and the 1ike that would establish the
household's level of poverty. In states with a work requirement, the applicant
typically had to either register for work with the Tocal emplovemnt office
or bring proof of mental or physical unfitness for work or failure to find

work.

If the welfare worker determined that the applicant was eligible for food
stamps, s/he would issue a card stating that fact and showing the amount the
applicant had to pay for a dollar's worth of food stamps. That amount ranged
in 1969 from 20 percent to 45 percent of the family's monthly income. For
example, a family of four with a monthly income of $80 would have to pay

- $36 (45 percent of their monthly income) to get food stamps worth 372. Stamps
were available for purchase at food stamp issuance offices* and generally had
to be bought all at one time each month. The recipient would use the stamps
in lieu of money to purchase food items at a participating retail fcod store;
non-food items were not covered, and no store was required to accept the
stamps. Participating stores redeemed the stamps for cash throuah wholesale
food concerns or banks, which in turn redeemed them through the U.S. Treasury.

The greater complexity of the food stamp program (as compared to CD) was
matched by a more elaborate administrative structure. VWhere the regional CaMS
official in charge of food assistance had only a single deputy for the CD
program, he had both a regional deputy and local project officers (P0's) for
the stamp program. The PC's, who were assigned one or more food stamp pro-
jects depending on project size, had legal authority only over the retailers
participating in the proaram but in practice also functioned as trouble-shooters
with the local administering agency (usually the county welfare office). Again,
however, PO's lacked lecal authorityover’local officials. Localities wishing
to participate in the stamp program applied to C&MS through their state's

*Usually the local welfare office or a partﬁcipating bank.




administering agency (again, usually the welfare department); as of 1968,
applications exceeded available funding. To get around this constraint,
counties often underestimated their expected level of participation. Since
the participation level could not be controlled once a project was started,*
C&MS responded by underestimating the number of projects it could fund in-

a given fiscal year or overestimating project costs in its appropriations
requests. Although C&MS publicity efforts paralleled those for CD, the most
effective salesmen of the program were local retailers who stood to gain added
business or community groups who wanted the program in their area.

Child Nutrition Programs

~ companies out of this field. ‘ ,

.cases, investigators discovered that states and localities were diverting :
funds meant to.assist children from low income families to hold down the price
‘of regular school lunches, consumed primarily by middle class children. . . :: -

-of -the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, providing cash grants to state educational
-agencies ‘to-assist schools in operating nonprofit breakfast programs. - First

- preference was given to schools in low income areas and: to schools where
‘children attending travel long distances. In cases of severe need, the grant

-~ ticipating schools were also eligible for foods acquired under the price -support
‘and ‘surplus -removal programs. In 1969, this program ?Eached 200,000 children -
- - . School Equipment Program. Not all schools participated in the child

- 'schoots which had been built as neighborhood schools from which children would 7
z:return_home for lunch; the cost of renovating these schools to provide : e D

Do t*Anyonetmeeting the eligibility standards was entitled to buy the stamps.. -

In 1969, C&MS oversaw four programs designed specifically te improve
the nutrition of school children. Most of the administration of these pro-
grams was in the hands of state and local education agencies. The renorting
procedures for all of these programs emphasized prevention of fraud and pro-
fit-making rather than ensuring that every child received adequate nutrition.
In part, this.reflected the lobbying efforts of the American School Food Ser-
vice Association (ASFSA), an oraanizatien composed of workers in public school
food service programs and thus desirous of keeping private food management

- - National School Lunch Program. Under the authority of the National School ==
Lunch Act of 1946, this program provided financial assistance to public (and
nonprofit private) schools of high school grade or under on the basis of their

need for assistance and the number of meals served. Federal funds were matched on i
a three to one basis from sources within the states. Participating schools
also received foods bought specifically to help them meet meal standards, and
they were eligible for foods acquired under USDA's price support and surplus
removal programs. In 1969, 19 million children received school lunches
(272,000 at a reduced price) at a total federal cost of $162,041,000; state and
local agencies paid the costs of preparing and serving the food. In some

- Pilot-School Breakfast Program. This program operatéﬂ;qugr_authgrj;x_;ﬂ;;

provided as-much as 80% of the cost of operating a breakfast program. - Par- - AR

at a total federal cost of $3,500,000.

nutrition programs. The bulk of those not participating were old inner city




- to the care and training of children: in 1969, this program reached some 17

States has ample resources tosolve the problem of malnutrition: the nation has

- investigations found that the two principal family assistance programs--the -
- food stamp and commodity -distribution plans--were reaching only approximately _ 7
- 6.4 million of -the estimated 25 million poor and 13 million near poor in:1968.7. . -

SR In short, these programs have never succeeded in reaching T

e --nationally, only 0.6 percent of the counties with ---:2"°
SR a food stamp program reach over 50 percent of their : "= = -

meai-preparation and serving facilities had proVen prdhibitive for local school :
districts. The School Equipment Program, established under the Child Nutrition .-
Act of 1966, assisted states through grants-in-aid to supply schools in low-

income areas with equipment--other than land and buildings--for storage, pre-

paration, transportation, and serving of food to children. At least one-fourth
of the cost of equipment was borne by the state and local government. In
1969, this program equipped an estimated 1,000 schools in needy areas at a

total federal expenditure of $750,000.

-Special Milk -Program. Established under the Agriculture.Act of 1954, -
this program-was designed to increase the consumption-of fluid milk by children
in nonprofit-schools of high school grade and under. Since its establishment
in 1955, the program has been extended to include nonprofit nursery schools,
child-care centers, settlement houses and similar nonprofit institutions devoted

million children in 90,000 schools at a total federal expenditure of $103,995,000.
The program operates by reimbursing local school districts for amounts paid to
private dairies. The Milk Program has reached many more schools than the

other child nutrition programs. . R ~ ‘

Evaluation of Food Assistance Programs

‘More than one commentator on the hunger problem has agreed that the United i

sufficient food stocks to feed the hungry poor and these food stocks can be i
enriched with vitamins and proteins at 1ittle added expense. Nevertheless, |
studies conducted in 1969 revealed that domestic food assistance programs had
had little impact on the number of poor Americans suffering from malnutrition.
Early results of the investigation conducted by the Senate Select Committee

on Nutrition and Human Needs showed that the C&MS programs were failing to
reach a significant proportion of poor Americans. Specifically, the Committee's

The Committee's interim report continued: o : E

- a significant proportion of those in need of help. Anal--"
- yses of state and county participation in the food stamp
and commodity programs reveal another dimension of the par- - = -
ticipation gap. A recent study by the Consumer and Mar= SoanE
keting Service comparing program participation in Febrwary .-~ - ----:---
1969 with 1960 census figures of the number of persons-in
families with incomes under $3,000 (family of four) in:each-
county with a family food assistance program found that. -
--in the average food stamp county only 10 percent --
of the poor are reached with food stamps; oo e s
--in the average commodity distribution county only ---- - - S
18 percent of the poor are reached with federally CoIE oo Co-
donated foods; ' S

poor people and only 5 percent of the commodity B




—)969,'approximately 2,600 had either (but not both) a CD or food stamp pro-
~county from participating in both programs. Because the food  stamp program

- guaranteed a greater measure of free choice for benefit: recipients.:As:of = = - -

= cipient’s viewpoint) of the stamp program and from the other barrders to par--—- --_ - -

counties reach 50 percent of their poor people;

--the average participation rate for all poor persons .
living in food stamp counties is 16 percent, and in
~commodity counties 22 percent. :

A poor American family has only one chance in three of Tiving
~in a county which has a food stamp program, and if it happens
to Tive in such county, it still has only one chance in six
of participating in the program.* : '

o The participation gap is further compounded by a 40-percent- -
T - decline in participation when a county switches from commo-
dities to food stamps; 1.1 million persons who once received
commodities in these counties are not now receiving food -
stamps. The committee believes that it is essential that the
commodity and food stamp programs be operated simultaneously
where necessary to take care of this decline in participation.** .

Until these family food assistance programs reach at least -
14.4 million hard-core poor, we will be a Tong way from eli-
minating poverty-related malnutrition in this country.

The Select Committee concluded its interim report with a section calling
- for both legislative and administrative reform of domestig food assistance pro-
grams and noted six areas particularly in need of reform.”  ~ - - - E

~--Eligibility standards employed under the food stamp-:
and commodity distribution programs are based on administra-
tive convenience rather than recipient needs, thus permitting
wide discrepancies among the eligibility standards of dif-
‘fering states and often counties within each state.

--Purchase and bonus requirements under the food stamp
program discriminated against the poorest families. @As the
following table shows, purchasing requirements based on AR
e strict income percentage created a situation in whickthe - =~ - . .- - .
poorer the family the less food stamp aid it receives.. -z o Lm0 oo oo

*0f the 3,120 independent counties and cities in the United States in: - -
gram.
' ‘*??hea1egislafion authorizing the family feeding programs prohibited @ - - - T
in effect used normal retail channels to distribute food:; it was considered -
Tess cumbersome to adminster than CD; for the same reason,. stamps also pro- . .
duced greater profits for food retailers and wholesalers: and theoretically - - - - 1.

1969, C&MS was encouraging counties to switch from CD %o food stamps. :Par- ST
ticipation declines were probably due to the greater tomplexity {from the re= - - -

ticipation discussed below. | STCTIaT L Liilollss




Purchase requirement
(standard schedule)

Family income (monthly, . Amount Percent of

family of 4 persons) income value

Total stamp. Cost of Deficit in
' purchase

adequate
diet

- - - - - -
T D - S . - - . -

power

.- $100-120 -

---100-120 - -
~100-120 -~
- $100-120 -

8-28
- 0-20
- $ 0-12

- --Certification procedures for food stamp recipients -are -
- unnecessarily long, complicated, and humi]iating, thus dis= -

couraging participation.

--The method of delivery

of benefits, in many instances,

compromises the effectiveness of the food stamp program. -
Participants in many counties are required to purchase their -

total monthly stamp allotment at one time.

Stamps are fre-.

quently sold at centrally Tocated county welfare offices or
banks, requiring travel during working hours to purchase

stamps. Commodities are also inaccessible to

Few counties have more than

the recipient to travel long distances,

costs and have home facilities to store

supply of food. Since the commodity

quires a public delivery system,

central distribution point, many.

- otherwise available items due to f

- facilities. Available storage facilities are
quate, resulting in spoilage.

counties fail

T - --Local obstruction in the form of too few
- tors, too short hours, humiliating investigati

participants.

one distribution point, forcing
pay transportation

an entire month's
distribution program re~
separate warehousing and:- a

to stock - -

lack of storage or handﬂing; e

often inmade- - --

administra—_:--
on, or-=¥m . --- -

some cases--refusal of local officials to help their ownr ---.. -. ,
now permitss-:. - oo -z -

L citizens, discourages participation. The law
’ USDA to administer the commodity distribution

directly where a county will not assume responsibility.-z=-=~ .-: - -

program:iT: o oz-meioo-

--Ineffective outreach and counseling has resulted im- ==~ --

the failure of food stamp programs to reach si

numbers of low-income families.

" ~-:In-addition to defective program design and implementatiom, the Select:- - - T
= ~Committee pointed to insufficient funding as a reason.for the programs'- failure - :-- -
©'= "o toeclose the "food gap"--the difference between the income poor people have and : -
they would need to purchase a minimally adequate diet. - The gap be- - -

=" 2 the Tincome
"~ tween the actual income of the 25 million poor and the &

gnificant Tne

poverty index" income

of three times household food cost had been estimated at $10 billiony the

$40-60
. ---100-120 - -- - 36-56
 ---100-120 ---- 28-48
©---100-120 - - 22-42
-~ 100-120 - - - - 14-34




- Committee thought necessary. Exhibit 2 presents food assistance expendi ture

“tem in 1967-1968, stated in its final report, Hunger, U.S.A., that -

- tural and food assistance policy, including the USDA and the congressional

‘responses to the plight of America's farmers. In 1933, when the first food

-~ had increased food production during World War I toward the end of supplying :-
of fertilizers and farm machinery and expanded cultivation of farm land. At

- meet-relief needs in Europe and the Middle East. However," the rapid contrac- -
tion of .overseas demand beginning in 1920 left farmers in economic bondage, -

" decline.in both demand and prices. "Roaring.Twentiesfsprosperity'coujd“nnt R
=stem:a-steadily increasing wave of farm foreclosures, and the Depressionm and - -

."grapes of wrath." Nonetheless, USDA proposals for federal: aid to reestabTish’~'f,
“"fair exchange value for farm products" through export-*dumping" and price -
- supportS'receivedrscant support from Presidents Cootidge and Hoover.:: -..-- ----

T-.777 " By-the-early 1930's, the plummeting demand for farm products: had reached --- -
.crisis-proportions, moving the President of the American: Farm Bureau Federation - -

Seiecf Committee pegged the "food-inCome gap" at roughly one-third that amount,
or $3.3 billion in 1969. In that year, total federal food assistance expendi-
tures were roughly $672 million, or about one-fifth of the amount the Select

data from 1964 through 1969. » _
There are various'theories as to why'féderal_efforts to feed the .poor

so largely failed in their purpose. The Citizen's Board of Inquiry into Hunger
and Malnutrition, a private citizens' group‘thatvinveStigated—the'hunger prob- -

The failure of federal efforts to feed the poor cannot be
divorced from our nation's. agricultural policy, the congres-
sional committees that dictate that policy and the Department
of Agriculture that implements it; for hunger and malnutri-
tion in a country of abundance must be seen as consequences
of a political and economic system that spends billions to
‘remove food from the market, to limit production, to retire
land from production, to guarantee and sustain profits for -
the producer. ‘ : T

With this analysis inmind, the next section will explore the historical origins
of the federal food assistance programs; subsequent sections will examine the
various actors involved in the formation and implementation of federal agricul- -

agriculture committees. -

The Origins of Federal Food Assistance

The food assistance programs administered by USDA were born as New Deal
assistance and agricultural price-support legislation was enacted, farmers

still comprised over one-quarter of the nation's population.* But it was a .-
quarter ‘in distress. At the urging of the federal government, U.S. farmers - - -

both domestic and foreign markets, accomplishing this: through increased use -

the close of the war, increased levels of production continued in order to -

with heavy investments in new machinery and cultivated 1and and a drastic

the Dust Bowl seemed to condemn the nation's farmers to: reap the biblical --

i

*The figure for 1965 was 6.4%. » R




- a joint attack on the problems of farm surpluses and poverty-related hunger.
-During the next.four years, the FRC and its successor,. the Federal Surplus Com- B

- pounds of cheese and dry milk; and 104 million pounds of butter and lard. In

: ofineedy families and to dispose of surplus farm produttss;: they proved an in- - .- -

- USDA introduced the food stamp plan through which families with less than
- $1,000 total yearly income were able to exchange the amount of money they

- normally spent on food for an allotment of food coupons with a higher monetary -

- value. - The orange food stamps could be used to purchase-any food at any grocery " :
- -store; ‘and for-every two orange stamps purchased, ones blue stamp-=good: for the = ~: -

--1943, a new war economy had brought increased employment and demand for food,

- -z out-of every-nine Iowa farms was sold one or more times- in deficiency- judgments.: :: -

-commodities 12 through direct payments to farmers for participation in "acreage
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to warn that "unless something is done. for the American farmer we will have
revolution in the countryside within less than 12 months."!l Between 1929 and
1932, farm prices declined more than 50%, and the net income of farm operators
was cut by two-thirds; farms across the country were being sold for debts

and taxes.* In 1933, a newly appointed Secretary of Agriculture, Henry A.
Wallace, urged President Roosevelt to ask Congress to take emergency action.
The result was the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933, which authorized the -
Secretary of USDA to secure a voluntary reduction in the production of basic

control” programs. In addition a surplus disposal program--the Federal Surplus
Relief Corporation (FRC)--was initiated in 1933 as an emergency supplement = --
to the acreage control program. Finally, the Act introduced federal farm

price supports. : .

With the establishment of the FRC, the Department of Agricuiture Taunched

modity Corporation, purchased nearly three billion pounds: of surplus food (by
railroad carlots) in the producing areas, and then shipped it to various state
relief agencies, where it was distributed to families eligible for public assis-
tance. The food distributed included over 932 million pounds of meat and fish;
450 million pounds of grain products; 450 million pounds of potatoes; 133 million

a 1935 amendment to the Agriculture Adjustment Act (Section 32), the commodity
distribution program received a continuing source of funds and became part of

a long range agricultural policy. The School Lunch and companion School Milk
programs were introduced in 1937 as surplus food programs which served the dual
function of providing WPA employment for needy peonle and food for under-
nourished school children. By 1939, approximately 4.5 million school children
were participating in the Tunch program, and an estimated 417,000 were parti-
cipatin in the special school milk program. T E : o

-Although - the commodity distribtuion programs helped to supplement the diet

adequate solution to the problems of underconsumption: and- low farm income, : - ~ - :
and USDA economists sought an alternative that would reduce food costs (and
stimulate consumption) without lTowering the farmer's raturn. In"May 1939,

purchase of foods listed as surplus by the Secretary of Agriculture--was given -
free.13 Participation in the food stamp program reached: 4 million in 1941, and
the cost of blue stamps to the Government reached $261 million. However, by &= -

resulting in a suspension of the food stamp program. “:l. Sl R

--*For-example, USDA figures showed in the period betweénc1921-and: 1932, one~.-:: --:
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" The most enduring aspect of the New Deal farm program has thus been the
series of production controls and price supports originally designed to gquar-
antee "fair" farm incomes, thereby stemming the tide of farm bankruptcies and
foreclosures. The most important. of these programs is the price support pro-

- gram, administered since 1933 through the Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC).
Under this program, Congress sets target prices for designated basic commod-
ities, and a farmer receives a price-support "loan" from CCC equal to the value

- (computed on the basis of the target price) of his crop. If the actual market

- price rises above the target price, the farmer can sell his crop, pay off the
loan, and pocket his profits. If the market price falls below the target price,
the farmer simply "defaults" on his "loan" and CCC gains title to the crop.
Crops acquired by CCC under this program are sold in the United States or
abroad, transferred to other government agencies, donated to the Food for Peace
Program, or distributed through USDA's food assistance programs. The net

-effect is to guarantee the farmer that if the market price of his crop falls

- below the target price, he can "sell" his crop to CCC at the target price.

The workings of this scheme can be illustrated as follows, assuming a target
price .of $90 per unit: ‘ ST

CCC Farmer Purchaser

(1) Loan made , -$ 90 +$ 90
Market goes to $100 |
Crop sold +$100 -$100.

s Loan repaid - +% 90 - -$ 90

Net e +$100 | -$100

(2) Loan made o =$90 +$ 90 oL -
Market goes to $80; : AR

"default." : | S
----- Net -$90 +$ 90 — S

Lol - It is evident that this system of price supports encourages overproduc-
. -~ tion, since CCC is a guaranteed buyer for any surpluses.- Farm surpluses--and: - -
© s I - price support payments--reached such high Tevels during the: Eisenhower admin-—-- -
" - iStration that "voluntary”production controls were instituted. First, eligi-
“bility for price support payments is now conditioned on the farmer's- agreeing
not to plant crops on more than a certain percentage of his land (the "acreage
allotment") and not to harvest more than a prescribed:-quantity of the given
crop per ‘acre (the "marketing quota"). These measures help prevent short-term
overproduction. A longer-term measure is the "acreage diversion program," - -
-~=.. which: pays the farmer not to grow designated crops on-"diverted"- acreage, while-
- = leaving him. free to grow other crops in greater demand:: Finally, - €EC is au- '
iz 72 thorized: to go directly into the market to purchase commodities: designated ol
as surplus by the Secretary. of Agriculture. 28 L. Ll Tre e S (i
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“USDA's efforts to increase-damesticfconsumption and maintain'acceptable, _
price levels for farm products continued throughout the 1950's despite mounting -
farm surpluses. The School Milk and (to a lesser extent) the School Lunch
programs continued to expand in terms of both participants and federal ex-
penditures. However, with the mid-1950's boom in overa]] domestic prosperity,
USDA became increasingly uncomfortable with the traditional dual purpose ‘
surplus distribution programs. This discomfort was reflected in USDA's reluc-

- tance in- 1955 to include nonperishable surplus cereal :grains such as wheat .
.- and corn in the list of direct distribution.commodities;‘ In testimony before
- the Senate Agriculture Committee, one USDA official offered the following ex-

planation of USDA's position on surplus distributions

The distribution of wheat flour and cornmeal cannot be justi-
fied on the basis of the need for disposal operation to pre-
vent the wasteof CCC-held commodities. Such distribution
would be more in the nature of a welfare or relief program
which is not, and should not be the direct responsibitity

of the Department of Agricultyre. . . . The groups eligible
to receive surplus commodities are already heavy consumers of
cereal products. In other words, the people who have a-.
small amount of money are the ones that really eat the-
cereal products. ' SRR

In the case of schools and institutions, it would be very -

difficult to avoid almost complete displacement of normal’

commercial purchases of wheat flour and cornmeal. Even among
‘ : the most needy persons and families, we believe that the -
Qﬁ; donation of wheat flour and cornmeal would result, at best,

in only a very small increase in the use of cereal products, -

if any, even though it might benefit a small group in the
population. , . o

- - - we believe we should take advantage of-every opbor— oLt

tunity to avoid waste by donating perishable or semi-per-

ishable foods to groups who can use them and who otherwise - -

. would not get enough of them. As is indicated by the in- - -

-- creased volume of surplus foods being distributed, the:de=:

- partment is following such a course. These products that =~ -
we are now putting in there are either perishable or semi= -
perishable commodities of which people with a small amount
of money are not getting enough of and we have them in our -

. | stocks and we need to turn and move it and get rid of it.:: s mal oo

« « « In summary, therefore, in view of the objectives and .-
purposes of the Department's surplus disposal operationssy :.

(1) Wheat and corn are storable commodites and,
: , with stocks rotation, there is presently no
an danger of substantial loss waste of CCC-owned
stocks. -

e (2) The domestic donation of wheat flour and corn- _
i, v - meal cannot be justified on the basis of need
e for surplus removal operations.

of
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© (3) It would be difficult to avoid substantial -
~ displacement of the regular commercial market-
ings of wheat flour and_cornmea]. -

(4) The proposed distribution would be more in the
nature a welfare or relief program--not a direct
responsibility of the Department of Agriculture -
and not a proper_charge against the price-

.support program. : .

The contention that the objective of USDA surplus "disposal" programs was
not primarily relief aid for the hungry poor, was reiterated again in 1955 '
by then USDA Assistant Secretary (later Secretary) Earl Butz at House hearings
on the disposal of surplus commodities. Butz stated: ‘

. . . This is a time of relative industrial and urban pros- -
perity in the United States, as we well know. . . . I think
from that it is clear that food is not expensive in America.
My personal feeling is that the philosophy of subsidized -
foodstuffs to the American consumer is not consistent with
the kind of free enterprise economy we have in this country, -

~ and that subsidized food is not the birthright of every -~
American. He gets it cheaply now through the retail market.15 .

USDA was also reluctant during the.1950's to undertake any new food assis-
tance programs while the agricultural market remained healthy. For example,
when authorized by a 1959 amendment to the Agricultural Trade Development and

B Assistance Act to carry out a two-year pilot food stamp program, USDA Secretary

§ﬁ$ Ezra Benson declined to exercise his authority. However, when market prices

- declined in the early 1960's, food assistance programs. were again expanded.
Under the Kennedy Administration, USDA increased the number of commodities on
the direct distribution 1ist from 18 to 22, and established a pilot food stamp
program in several areas of chronic unemployment. Under the Johnson administra-
tion, the food stamp program was reinstituted nationwide with the passage of the
Food Stamp Act of 1964. : T S -

The Department of Agriculture!6 | .

- -~ The U.S. Department of Agriculture, hailed by Lincoln at its creatiom as -
"the people's department," was established by law.in 1862 and raised to  Cabinet
status in 1889. Initially envisioned as a comprehensive- government -information -
L service charged with'procuring, propagating,and distributing new and valuable. .
- = seeds™ to farmers, the Department quickly expanded its=scope. of activity to .- -
: include regulatory functionsunder the Meat Inspection Act of 1880 as well as
-scientific and nutritional research aimed at increased and more efficient food
production. - This rapid expansion of Departmental functions was accompanied by
- _ @& substantial increase in the number of departmental employees. (from 2,444 in
.- - 1897 to 13,855 in 1912) and the development of relatively autonomous bureaus .
- "7.:z. With-diverse functions in each (e.q., separate bureaus existed for research -
in plant industry, soils, entomology, chemistry, etc.). © == -_l.-- -

2io-- ~- -~ In 19134 USDA Secretary- David Houston proposed the fikst'major,ﬂépa?tmentu‘
f¢  ~ reorganization for the purpose of centralizing control:over diverse department




heavily reflected government experiments and innovations of the 1930's, which

most powerful of which was cotton. As one observer of USDA operations ex-

S boroughs of congressional patronage, a legacy of the:New-

-[H=

“rograms. Houston proposed to divide the department along functional lines--
under services rather than bureaus--which would separate the department's .
increasing.marketing.anduregu]atory.ro]e from its. research efforts. However,
Houston's proposed reorganization received littie support either in the depart-
ment or in Congressional appropriations hearings in January 1914. As a result,
a more conservative plan of reorganization emerged, which--with only minor
shifts in bureau functions--left the domains of the various bureaus untouched.
With few exceptions this reluctance of bureaus to relinquish authority over
their areas of "expertise" to more centralized control has continued to char-
acterize USDA operations. : ' ' : o I

According to some observers, the programs and operation of USDA in 1969

proposed to solve the problems of poverty-related hunger and low farm profits
due to overproduction with the same programs.  The Department was organized,
in practice if not in theory, around the various. commodity subgovernments, the

plained: ~

Each commodity group has agents in each USDA agency to ad-
vocate its interests. Cotton, for example, is in a con-
stant struggle against soybeans for shares-of farm credit,
the research budget, and extension assistance . . . While
the commodities are as diverse as tobacco and oranges, their
goals are all the same: higher prices, higher yields, and
more subsidies whether as research benefits, price supports,
or credit. ' The commodity network is nationwide, for each '
subgovernment has its own legions of vocal and often wrathfyl
- Tocal farmers to support it in the states and on Capitol Hill.

As a department, USDA policies and practices have been slow to change.
Perhaps one reason for this has been the long service life of many of its
personnel. According to one critic, the typical employee of USDA in 1969 had
been there "a long, Tong time": ‘ S :

He may have come in with Henry Wallace or he may have been - : )
a dirt farmer who was down and out during the Depression, - © '
got a government job measuring acreage which he owed to a . -

congressman's patronage and finally was promoted to Washington

in his fifties. . . . He is almost certainly white, probably

‘Southern, often prejudiced, and still romantically attached

to the myths of rugged individualism and the Jeffersonian -

agrarian ideal. Moreover, more than any other department STl
except the Post Office, USDA is honeycombed with rotten::="- ~"- - " oo

Deal when USDA became the employer of the last resort for
- thousands of displaced farmers with good connections. “Con- -
gressional patronage control has reached its ultimate in
o the critical cotton subsidy program, for cotton subsidy-ad- -
- ministrators can, by law, be juggled without regard for S
2oas civil service regulations. For these reasons, the average S
R USDA official is naturally inclined to accept the valtues-of . . It
the farm committees. S TRE T e
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Even the officials of

men in the middle.
competing interests,

when they are hired are molded and shaped to fit its image
ance they are on the job.
the norms of public service _
the struggle of farm politics, USDA bureaucrats are typically.
They see their roles as arbitrators between
not as seekers after an abstract pubtlic

USDA who do not meet this stereotype

The major homogenizing force is
accepted in the Department. In

interest. For the most part they p
sures but do not generate them. A
- Department is that for a long time
been on the side of the large produ
the USDA bureaucrat is insensitive
poor because there is no organized
interests day by day in the Departm

subsidies.
different lobbies corresponding to
there has never been a permanent
terests of the hungry poor.

By the late sixties, USDA was a bureaucratic éo]ossus,

_ » ~have as much to say about
administrative discretion in USDA as do recipients of cotton
But while the peanut crop,

lobby ' to advocate-thp in-

assively respond to. pres-
major weakness of the

all of the pressures have
cers. To a large extent, -
to the needs of the rural
group to advocate their

ent. Theoretically the

for example, has four
four different peanut types,

employing 100,000

people to-serve the nation's six million farmers.

The -Department's agencies

function semi~independently:
and supporting lobbies.
Secretary lacks the grass
dinates." In other words,
model, and "[t]he Secretary
monarch ruled his scattered
out of sight."

fiefdoms

each has its own cliente]e,,congressiona]'al]ies,

In the judgment of one analyst, '
roots support and congressional
the Department was organized on
of Agriculture rule[d] this. domain

"[flrequently the

muscle of his subor-
the "holding company™

as a medieval

» which it to say, at a distance if not

This,was especially true for Orville Freeman

» Secretary of Agriculture

from 1961 to. 196

Former liberal Governor of Mi

nnesota and a member of the

state's Democratic-Farmer-Labor party,

"an unusually vigoro
the highest Departme

- distributed under th

us and competent ad
ntal councils, incr

Freeman had established: a record as ..
ministrator" who had brought blacks into ~ . -
eased the variety and quantity of food L

sition to food stamps in 1964.

limits to h
~Kennedy- and_ Johnson wanted a Secreta
ent. from becoming yet another t
-maintaining the good will-of Mississi

- ~{6f»the4HouseiAppropriations Subcommi
--: _on-Capitol Hill who controlled USDA!

this good will was essential if he w
eralizing reforms,

~ fully: to the revelations of widespre

e commodity distribution program, - and” ended USDA's oppo-

but this position made it difficult for him to react force- _

ow far Freeman would go. - Both Presidents -

ry of Agriculture who- would keep the De- -

rouble spot, and for Freeman this meant

ppi Congressman Jamie Whitten, chairman A
ttee on Agriculture, and other Southerners -~ . . - - -
S purse and programs.:- Freeman felt that -~ - '
as to have any hope of continuing his 1ib- ‘

ad malnutrition in-Whitten's- home district

_: -and-elsewhere.* Thus, instead of attempting to use the:"hunger;]obby"fasr

---.. *As- one-observer recounts, "

- as:on-his_trips-to the Mississipp

even when he made an effo?t:ta“showshﬁs%contern; P
1 .1n 1968, he failed:to:{continued on next page)..




T L. per Man'hourancreased 244%. Agriculture had become:&:bigﬁbusiness;:withaw.7rw‘:» S
o7 .7$297.9 billion in assets and annual realized gross income of $51.1 billdaret/ - - - -

© . -“shotgun. shacks" in the Delta, then returned to- Jacksonm for. a segregated dinner -. - -

—

-~ the Eastland plantation, From a committee standpoint;:meiwas’practicTng"gond, T e
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~a lever to pry further reforms from the Congressional committees, he reacted
defensively, refusing to "yield to pressure" by introducing_emergency.food.
programs, further increasing the quantity and variety of directly distributed
foodstuffs, and Towering the price of food stamps--all of which were within
his statutory discretion. . B . L o

, ‘Moreover, Freeman tended to rely on his own department’srstudies_of the:
problem of poverty-related hunger, rather than;on'the'mare,senSationa]~but Tess . -
- Pro-agribusiness findings of Senators Kennedy'and‘CTark—and the Select. Commit-

tee of Senator George McGovern. Unfortunately, USDA studies tended to emphsize
Progress in enhancing American agricultural productivity at the expense of .
analyzing the rural- unemployment, poverty, and hunger that attended that progress.

policy. The next three sections’will'surVey three of these actors: the agri--
cultural industry, state and lTocal governments, and the congressional farm
commi ttees. : ' - - v

The Agricultural Industry

‘grams were instituted in the 1930's when 25.3% of the population was stil]
engaged in farming; price supports. and the other Programs could thus be justi-
fied as measures to save a large element of the population from very real dis-
tress. . v :

But by 1966, when less than 6% of the population farmed, the face of the - o
agricu]tura]rindustry had changed. Mechanization, tax incentives, and price . .
supports themselves had all combined to transform Amerfcan‘farmingafrom a . -
labor-intensive enterprise carried on by numerous‘smaliuand‘medium-stzed:fami]y-"
farms to a capital-intensive~“agribusiness" undertakem by ever larger producers -

- and often integrated with food processing and distributiom. Between 1945 and

~the use of fertilizer was up from 9 million tons to 37 million, and farm output -

_—_—

(continued from previous page) ‘ oL
~convey the sense of urgency and outrage which the situation demanded. On one
~occasionm, he spent a morning in'Mlssissippi‘visiting~vﬁctim5’ofrmaTnutrition'Tn

“with Mississippi politicians, and finally found relaxation in quail hunting on -

~consensus. politics, but to liberal observers and the rural: poor, his actiom -
seemed callous and expedient in the extreme." LoIEETEL L L i e

el




- buted evenly among America's farmers. In 1966, farms. producing over $20,000

- - tion.. Thus, 85% of America's agricultural output was produced by one million

‘,$2;500-per year--at a time when 129,000 of‘America's;farms were recefving f T -

~blacks, in- the late sixties their plight came to epitomize the problem of

--- -. It 4s apparent from the dates that this 1érge exodus was ‘not part of the = - senE

‘jobs.- What had in fact happened is that mechanization and concentration -had -

,minﬁmum;wage~ﬂgws,to agricultural workers added to thé¢b¥es$uresfforumethanﬁzas! e
--tion--and- for the large farms that could both afford.mﬁchﬁneryjéhd'Uti]fZéEifi”fi B
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However, the economic gains produced by these changes were not distri-

worth of crops accounted for 68% of total American agricultural production; Lo
those producing $10,000 to.$19,999 contributed another 17% of total produc- '

farms--at a time when the nation still counted 3,257,000 farms. In other words,
two-thirds of America's farms earned- less than $10,000 gross income per year.
In 1969, when the same pattern obtained, 1.3 million farms grossed less than -

one-third of all farm income support payments. !

In short, by the sixties, American agriculture was divided into two camps:
a relatively small number of large farms that received the 1ion's share of
government subsidies and market income, and a relatively large number of
small farmers who were so poor they could not even afford a poverty-Tevel diet.

What did this state of affairs mean for the small farmers and the localities
they inhabited? : S - )

Local Government in the Rural Sohthlg

Although poverty-related hunger is by no means confined to rural Southern

hunger in America. Consider, for example, statistics on Mississippi reported
by the United States Civil Rights Commission: B : :

In 1960, 7.6% of non-whites 25 years and over had a high -
school education. 2% had graduated from college. 70% had
not completed elementary school. Of black 18 year olds
examined for military service, 87.1% were rejected for either
.physical or mental reasons. The infant mortality rate for
Mississippi blacks was nearly 5 times the national average,
In two counties, the rate for rural blacks was 100 per thou- '
sand births. In 1966, the median income for rural blacks . -
was under $1500 and falling. The Department of AgriculTture- . °77 - .
estimates that it takes about $1400 (at 1969 prices) :to feed " T

a family of four a minimally adequate diet. =R -

Reflecting these conditions--which were closely mirrored in the rest of the ~i-- -
Deep South--nearly 1,000,000 Southern blacks left the South between 1957 and. .
1967, mostly for the large Northern ghettoes. T e T

Negro's. fabled World War II northward migration in search of defense-related
come to- Southern agriculture. Where once forty workers had picked cotton in . -
each field on-a "sharecropper" basis, now two men operated cotton pickers for = - .

wages.. -Falling farm prices in the fifties, generated by thuge agricultural =~ - . -
surpluses, had forced farmers to cut costs or go under; the application of =~ - . = '

effectively. 2=za-

One of these pressures was the very production control system supposedly ~ -
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designed to kéep farm prices down, thereby protecting the small farmer. What R

in fact happened was that.well-to-dO‘whitE'farmers controlled the county farm
- committees* which determined who received what acreage allotments and subsi-
- dies. (Elected under USDA supervision by local farmers, these committees are
in many agricultural areas of the country more important in the Tives of the
people than the traditional units of Tocal government.) Not surprisingly,
large farmers received large acreage allotments; by agreeing not to plant
these acres, they reaped large subsidy checks ($100 or $200 per acre). In .
contrast, small (black) farmers found their allotments cut to the point where
they simply could not survive. Thus, in the home district of Mississippi Con-
gressman Jamie Whitten, chairman of the House Agricu]tUre-Appropriations Sub--
committee: ‘ : .

less than 100 cotton farmers with average incomes of $25,000
@ year or more receive 2 1/2 times as much federal subsidy
as 1,000 black farmers with an average annual income of
$1,000 a year or less. The white farmers receive their sub-
sidy for not growing food; the.black farmers, 1iving on the.
same land, receive their subsidy because they do not have
enough food to eat. . . _ :

What happened to small b]ack'sharecroppers who could not make: a go of
farming? At one time, they were allowed to remain in theijr shacks, living off
welfare, surplus food;, and odd Jjobs, frequently supplemented by loans from _
their white Tandlords. But the minimum wage Taw priced their labor out of the
market, and the tensions dccompanying the civil rights movement (especially
the voter registration'drives) disrupted what remained of the old paternalistic
system. Mass evictions were the result, reaching.a high- of 100,000 in 1967 and
1968. As one observer described it, "For months the flat [Mississippi] Delta
landscape was dotted with spirals of smoke and flame as the shacks were bull-
dozed, burned and the empty plots planted with corn." - .. : - R

The relation of all this to food assistance policy was simply that poor

~ blacks who had been squeezed off the land had only one séurce of food:: the - :2::0 7 -

federal government programs administered by local (whited officials.:” But the
blacks had ‘a potential source of power, too: under the Civil Rights Act of 1964, -
they could vote. The stage was thus set in much of the*South for what some” ™ : -
observers described as a deliberate policy of starvation: force: the blacks off
the land and starve them out by denying food assistance on-seme pretext so that -
they would take -the easy way out and migrate to the North--before they registered

-to vote. . In recent years the rate of such migration has'S]owege_byt?;h?habSQﬂuﬁef

:;;m'_@umbersfggmain—large, and the number of potential emigrants--iiel, of economic-- @ * .

ally marginal blacks--has been estimated in the milliens. =-=° -~ .- --0-o0 o

-Where did these poor blacks go? As has‘been suagested,- they moved to the
large Northern cities where jobs were reputedly more pléntiful and whera food
- Stamps and a variety of other social welfare serviceSJWéﬁé~apparent1y =are T

_z z-- -*Although blacks comprised about thirteen percent_gf_SOchérﬁ”farmérs in’t o
»_0nly .two of the 4,150 county committeemen in the-Seuth weré black;20 - °
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available. The problem of hunger, however, did not go away: some of its
victims simply moved north.* . S .

The Congressional Farm Committees

Since the food assistance and.farm-income'maintenancevprograms described
above were statutorily based, reform of these programs- would- require action by -
the Congressional farm committees. The key committees in this regard were
the House-and Senate Agriculture Committees and Agriculture Appropriations Sub- -
committees. Exhibit 3 summarizes the membership of these committees in 1969:
the predominance of senior Southerners is notable, with the key names being o
Whitten and Poage in the House and Eastland, Russell, Ellender and Holland in
the Senate. Several of these men were themselves farmers and thus benefited
directly from the system: Senator Eastland, for example, received $157,930

in farm subsidies in 1967, a sum equal to two-thirds of all federal welfare

and hunger relief aid in his_ county for that year. Even those such as Whitten
who were not themselves farmers identified more with the interests of their

rich white constituents than with the plight of poor, hungry blacks. And. of
course, Tegislation that benefited those rich farmers guaranteed support for

the legislator responsible. ' ' o S

In their efforts to retain control over food aid in an increasingly urban -
Congress presumably more attuned to the needs of poor people, these men had
several advantages. The seniority system was one; the-positions held by the
key legislators on non-farm committees were another. Thus, Whitten was a power-
ful figure on the Public Works appropriations subcommittee, while Stennis,
C Russell, Thurmond and Rivers were powers on the Armed Services Committees--and
H all of these committees were important sources of military contracts, "pork
barrel" projects, and the Tike. Solidarity among the Deep South delegations was
a third reason for their success, while the reluctance of Northern liberals
to serve on the farm committees was a fourth. For example, Senators Gaylord
Nelson (D-Wis.) and Walter Mondale (D-Minn.) resigned from the Senate Agriculture -
Committee at the height of the 1968 rediscaovery of hunger;- Congresswoman Shirley -
-+~ --Chisholm_(D-N.Y.) was assigned to the House Agriculture Committee byt refused - --
to serve. : EEE

- Of course, reformers also had some weapons 1in their armorys- the principal: one
being a growing popular disapproval of subsidy programs that enrich a few large
farmers at public expense. Thus, the revival of the food-stamp program- in 1964
resulted from an agreement by liberal legislators not to fight generous new - .

: - subsidies-for -tobacco research and for cotton and wheat- 1n- exchange  for® the Food -

stamp legisiation. Nonetheless, it was apparent in 1969 that major changes imw: -=::. -

==-- food assistance programs would require a determined mobilization of reform forces

~in Congress, the Administration, and the country as a whole. And while the de-
bate continued, so did the hunger. S -

“percent of the country's poor live in such areas.2l := S
- * * * x * 3 -
Further Reading '

*Although thirty percent of the U.S.‘population 1jyg\fjp'rur§]‘area$3<FOftyj‘“"

Nick Kotz, Let Them Eat Promises: The Politics of Hungér in_America, 1969,




Hony sgesngy [LLUTTEY

g e ey

g wnmeeg peg

d,-..-:-:_gq
pivng gus sn [21]]

E_...: s typene |

Bng ey

_ .r__.._._._-.- (LT :.._NT

g Windeg oy

Vg g LYY

g ‘ :.:.._.- -....:_ Inpamuny

fung’ -:_::: lisdny

g :::.:.,u ey

21ng g _:._._:___- g g Amesey)

winm

o sy
Oy 1 ey LR ]

avnng 1evisssy
L LALEEL PV TTY)

R

SUVIY 19081 veg gy gy

VLIS (ngissy
-::::3:-—-:::- 101y

feriny sy

(LT (JITIT]
LINTRETY

WO 1813345w

-21-

SN Wy |

—
Fx}
spmm
£
e
K =

>
[T}

e e

SIS jrresige
Wimndm jawatene

1414 pae gy

Y IV INIRINvIE

SINVISISSY 4av1s

[Tiepams
A4Y1

AUNLINOIOY g0 INTNLYVII

<nw=|am§w NOIIVZINVDY




- a22-

Exhibit 2

Federal Food Assistance Outlays*.

1965-1969%*

(mil1ions ofvddTTars)r_

Program 1965 1966 1967 - 1968 1969%**

Commodity Distribution . 529 326 304 7423 522
School Lunch 130 141 - 150 | 160 204
Special Milk 97 97 . 99 102 0
Food Stamps 33 65 . 106 173 229 -
- Total 789 629 - 659 858 1,06 ]
As % of all USDA : '
outlays- : 10.8% 10.6% 11.3%2 ° 11.7% 12.7%
*Exc1uding School Breakfast and School Equipment programs. = = E
**Years ending June 30. T R
-+ ¥**The figures for 1969 do not agree with those cited on pages 4-7
- - and- 10,: which derive from USDA and Select Committee sources; no explanation SR
~ for the discrepancies has been found. _ TRT TR LTIoTmEnIIel til l=En Tllr
i Source: Statistical Abstract of the United States. :°-"7- oo o= o coioo S oo
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Exhibit 3

91st

Membership of Congressional Farm Committees

Congress,»1969

1. Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry

Senator

Allen J. EI]ender; Chairmah,

. Spessard L. Holland
~James 0. Eastland (2)

Herman E. Talmadge -

B. Everett Jordan (3)

George S. McGovern
James B. Allen
George D. Aiken
Milton R. Young
Jack Miller -
Carl T. Curtis
MarTow W. Cook
Robert J. Dole

Party =~ = State - Seniority (Rank)(1)
D La.- - - 2 R
-D Fla. @ - _- 8
bR Miss. -4
D Ga. 23
- D N.C. _ 27
D S.D. 2 37
D Ala. - 53
R. Vt.. o 3 -
R N.D. - 7
"R Iowa . 32
R Neb. ) 20
R Ky. - 50
R Kan. 53

- 2. Senate Appropriations.Committee,Subcommittee on Department=of‘AgricuTture',

a

nd Related Agencies
Senator

Spessard L.ﬁHolland, Chairman

Richard B. Russell (4)
John C. Stennis (5)
Gale W. McGee (6)
William Proxmire

Ralph W. Yarborough (7)

-Robert C. Byrd

Allen J. Ellender (8)
James 0. Eastland (2) (8)
Roman L. Hruska

Milton R. Young

Karl E. Mundt

Hiram L. Fong

J. Caleb Boggs

George D. Aiken (8)

T cause

Party 'State ... _.Seniority (Rank)(1)

D Fla. 8
D Ga. 1
D Miss. . 11
D Wyo. 29
D - Wis. \ 26
D Tex. 25
D “W.Va. 29
D La. - Z L
D : M'iSS. sl c 4~
R. Neb. ‘ _ 18
R N.D. - 18
R S.D. T 12
R. Hawaii-" - 30
R Del. . . . 32
R | N

- (1) Rank-among.all senators, based on length of contfnuodSiservTce:,.Be—i.'“

‘af ties (not shown), the 1owest rank in the 91s¥ Congress was 53rd.

(2) Chairman, Senate Committee
(3) Chairman, Senate Committee
(4) Chairman, Senate Committee
(5) Chairman, Senate Committee

--:(6) Chairman, Senate Commi ttee

(7) chairman, Senate Committee
(8) Member ex officio

-~

on_the Judiciary -

on Rules and Administration
on Appropriations ,
on Armed Services - , A _
on Post Office and Civil Service = .- . ST
on Labor and Public Welfare = ~:-. SENITL T
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- Exhibit 3 (continued)

3. Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs S
'_JSenator' N - Party " State 71' Seniority (Rank)(])

George S. McGovern, Chairman D S.D. 37
Allen J. Ellender D La. 2
Herman E. Talmadge : D - Ga. ¢ 23
Ralph W. Yarborough (7) D o Tex. - 25
Claiborne Pell D R.I. 32
Edward M. Kennedy D Mass. 36
Philip A. Hart D - Mich. . 29
Walter F. Mondale D - Minn. 40
Marlow W. Cook R Ky. - 50
Robert J. Dole R Kan. - 53
Jacob K. Javits R O N.Y. - 24
Peter H. Dominick . R Colo.. - . 37
- Charles H. Percy R . - ' 47
‘4. House Committee on Agriculture
Representat1ve v - Party - State . - Seniority (# Terms)(9)
W: R. Poage, Cha1rman D Tex. 17
John L. McMillan, Vice Cha1rman(10)D’ - S.C. 16
Thomas G. Abernethy D ‘Miss. - 14
Watkins M. Abbitt D Va. 12
Frank A. Stubblefield D Ky. 6
Graham Purcell D Tex 5
Maston 0'Neal D Ga. 3
Thomas A. Foley D Wash 3
Eligio de 1a Garza D Tex. 3
Joseph P. Vigorito D Pa. 3
Walter B. Jones D N.C. 3 -
- G. V. Montgomery D Miss L2
B. F. Sisk ' D Calif 8
Bi1l Alexander D Ark. 1
Bill D. Burlison D Mo. -1
Allard K. Lowenstein D - N.Y. -1
~John R. Rarick - D La. 2
Jorge L. Cordova (11) D Puerto R1co S -
Page Belcher R Okla. - 17
~Charles M. Teague R Ca]1f E 8-
Catherine May . R Wash. b
William C. Wampler R Va. 3
George A. Goodling ‘R Pa. E 4
~Clarence E. Miller R Ohio - 2
Robert B. Mathias R Calif 2

(9) Number of consecutive or non-consecutive terms of service3j high- was-‘_" -
24,_and -only 14 members had 15 or more terms. Another-62:had’ 10~ 14- terms -
(10) Chairman, House Committee on the District of Co]umb1a-- B

(11) Non- vot1ng _ : T
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Exhibit 3 (continued)

(12) Chairman, House Committee on Appropriations

'»H,[_Sénioritx;(#mTermSJ(9)

Representative ' Party - State
Wiley Mayne - ' R . Iowa 2
John Zwach . - R Minn. 2

- Thomas S. Kleppe R N.D. -2

~Robert D. Price R " Tex. 2
John T. Myers - R Ind. -2
Keith G. Sebelius R Kan. T
Martin B. McKneally R N.Y. 1
Wilmer D. Mizell : R ~N.C. 1
5. House Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Agriculture , :

Representative o Party - State __ _ Seniority (# Terms)(9)
Jamie L. Whitten, Chairman D Miss. 15 o
William H. Natcher D Ky. 9
W. R. Hull, Jdr. D Mo. 8
George E. Shipley D. M. 6
Frank E. Evans - D Colo. 3
George H. Mahon (8) (12) D Tex. -- 18
Olin Langen 1 ‘R Minn. -~ -°~ © 6
Robert H. Michel R I11. - ] 7 -
Jack Edwards R Ala. - 3




APPENDIX A

¢

Functions of the Consumer and Marketing Service, 1969

. aae tiwoay sunpmsas Lfug
P e a0 SSO] [RIDURU wody satpout
AROY {EIMNaLEE Jo Statmnsuod  pue
sioppury ‘swaonpord 1pa00d 01 Appan
001109 pausisap stuesiord jo sady pean
~udd 222N SIIHUNNPY G ) -~ SHVED

C*OMA AMOLVINDRY ORILANHVIY -

, _ - sarpog
Liowms srpertodste ne.

oepnfon, yonvuodsuen. apg- pue
jurapa ] o105 sfimpaanoad ug puy s1a
=IUD UM suopptodau up aarnnuasat
=l oaup o SESINYYDY sotjddus uueg
—u=~.. .num:muo:::cu —ﬂ.ZZ—_-Um,Tr_—« HQ :O:.ﬁu
~10dsSuEn IS 01 AIUSSAINT S2IIANDS
[UHUSS)  pu - sner  dQuuoseal  pue

- aey Surueiqgo ot Appgisuodsas o set
! g niqt

Damproufy Jo Annaisag o a0y Sunov
‘QINYD— SADIAMIS  ALVY LTI

- saonnud asndaanp o uone
~1npu juaanad pue HSuroqe] (i
pue ssanmmosajorpm adnsse o1 sionpoad
Annod pue jeaun jo Supseonoad, sarpang

1240 Pasiodaxa stouotsiasadng snenuy

-uory spnpoad Lapmod puv jemu 10§
pasaxdde are sppquy pue poysijgmsa ore
.nﬁ.:ﬁ_u:-;m ..nuuz—uc.:— —uQOu .A.:—:Dn— pue

-teaut partadxa pue ‘partodun Honsatop

JO ssaudMIoSAjOYA ot amsty 03 suread
so1d notdadsur sastnpe. ospe g
~A1DG N [,— NOLLY LLONL WANASNOD
) R BRIV
'S AP Jo Auoqne aapun saprad
Jo stsee o wo parois s1anpaxd 1oy puv
LSI03 I Pajeuiisap tio pjos 033¢q01 10j
fs1acdxa poy paugsop sumd put ‘sader3
‘aavad ‘sajdde 105 fopurd jo sisuq ap
U0 I2I3WLI0D ILISIAIUL U FUlAOUWT UO)
+103 pue uresd 1oy asoyy se yons ‘A103
“EpuTUr SI $2RIPOLIUIOD WIS JOJ UOT)
-vordde srap “aarssquiaad sy spaepurys
N § . " - . h ,“.

$3VIAIAG .wE:m:oQ pup Bugaxiow .

AROUL Jo a5t o 1AL .m..vm_:._..:_::c.u_
utaey yurpiodiin s jo 150ULI0T IALDS
st Aq padopasp uang aavq ‘y apiany
'$1 pue nonyn g ‘1 ON ST
sUyons Sapusi roj spripuwnyy shinig
PAIIUN-—ONISSYID ANV foNTavig
HOTLDMAE N T NOILVTIQUVANVLS
o v ‘suaa Syt
pur S1ofaec oyads up sriphsd wiidf
1o P IMpICar IN)10 pur ‘tonipupd
‘Krpeab susnunop Ssiuatuasout ¢
‘puranap ‘sagddns to pajeutassip pue

:_u.‘..:.ul:CU st ::m:::._:.w:_,, ‘sanipounnod

ubiey jo _._n&::_._:.n:. put Jdunayiea
A[I2pao oy ur gl 3sIsse 03 SIYI0
pue ‘stommquusip ‘saossasoad ‘saaonpord
Q) —uOm:::.-:.—:_ paseigqun J:U,n.—:mv. .n.qum>
-oxd 931ALOS S L— SMAN LaNUVIY
sg
Aq panruigns s1oaford o eacsdde pue
MaTAdL oY) 10j sapraoxd pun saload
VIALDS FUnayIvin Jo UonnIOXd pue
JustdopaARp Oyl UL §:JTIG 01 SIOTAIIS
Supusuod pue ‘vonruipiood ‘dujssd
-praf apraoad o) pouliisop st weaiiosd
SIYL— WVHOONd ONMd ONIIDLVI
sydesdered Sur

n..SD:O.— <1 :_ pruatap awe santAnOe _J_:n .

sundond gIyRD somanoe wonuzpg
~OTE DSUDJAP PUR ISUIFIP 1AL poriipsse
dupnpuar Quauniedagp mp jo somAN
-0t puc sweaford pmepa pue ‘Ao
-ndo1 ‘Funospreut ‘vonddoad Istnsuod
‘Pooy IDUMSUOd Prolq SINSINUPT. 308
=A19G SunoyIey puv Jounsuor) gy,
{111 mdeyn
6 LT, F1AX 'IN X XTI 11T ssadeyn
opLY, ‘suonieiniayg [ridpdf Jo dpor)y Jos ‘Sut
-peay siyy Japun paypca suoneindar sog]

93jA19§ Buloriny PUD JaWASUOY |

1969 Government Organization Manual

Source




Appendix A (continued)

sa2tpp PInsp pue vase aflrep Appan
-1 0) S2IYO [UDO| JuNPIAIPUL {jCrus
fiosy afiura Lo KHtapoe o urneafiowd
atp vedn uipuadacp simonodiod uoy
-Suiee Ay 94noadsar sy 0y Sunsodox
stonezurdio jo saddy waxagp jo fHon
~UA B UENOIY N0 PALLITY 23 PIaY Oyl
ut sangande pue sanaford gEND
DIPSHD J0U AT SUOWITISUT DIUIPISIT
-uf saoponn Supytos Luvwr yam seane
w0 Jo ‘staae durodut-mof wioay e
=nsn ‘uarpiyd 1oy speont dpraosd wagy
diag o1 suonminsug apeaud yyoaduou
pue sqgnd taqio pue Sduwed Avp sour
~wns sy ared-{vp 01 douvisissy
_JEOTuspal UL ‘poog ‘yseo praopag spua
~x3 werSord supy, Y Poung jooyog
[uroneN Ay o1 yudnpuatue gogl ¢ Aq

“UAP(IUI J0f MIAIG poo (eadg g

, UIPJIYD Jo Jutupen puw
218> M) 01 PIIOAIP DI ST SUOLIMIISUL
worduow avpnus. pue ‘sduwd Jour
-wins ‘sasnot] JIMS[I9S SIMU0) 2
=ppy2 ‘steotps Lasanu jgorduou ons

Ipnpur o1 Papudixd udsaq sey wead
-oxd ayy, wpun pue apuid ooyss

Yy go sgoorpas aoaduou ut uasppi Aq
Oyt ping jo vondiunsuod oty aseaadug
01 PAuURiEIP SIICGE JO 1Y [uamnd
-8y a1 Iapu PaySHqEISY TpuD
Joj. weafor] YW - Jedadg ¢
'spunj jrsol pue 9yng Lq sutoq aq
ot quawdinba jo 1500 O 3o oy
-3U0 STI[ 1Y JOOtIE AY) Ul uonIu
P2 Sursoadwy ur asn st aog sueyed oy
pue paunbse aq 03 juawdmba a3y jo
ucndudsap papeiap ¢ Aq poaruedwod
-dv 3duejsisse 10) pastt Ay Jo uonedy
-nsnf © ma1a31 toj Louade peuonwonpd

e |

Y\

pozuoyine ‘wesSoxd jopd aeal-g e 51

aq

(3018 SRS S I A
=y uaspp 03 poop o dla

iy a “iomandaad

___._.,_:-.

:,.__g JOp S pa _:._,._ uugy 1po
“uptdimha TJUAL ST DHODUE-MO] UL
23?_,2 Apddns oy pre-uesiunid yhinonn
s01e)g M ISISSE 0 paUSIsap SLgOGT JO
PV UONLNN PIEEY e jo Ariogine
Y1 PN OIAIS pooj fooas pritdxa
20 Munul o) weaSor] Juawdmbyy ¢

, . . o csunmSond
sompoad  yeIgry topun . paunbow
SPOO] JI0J DI Os|r one Sootss S
-pudpnagg csoonesip Suop pava Sy
“PUMN TAP[IYD DINYM S[OOL[IS 0} pun
SUDIL DIOMM-MO[ Ul §{oods 0) udald

g1 doudsagoad sILY SpIvpULIS [ruonn

-tur pagsyquisa’ Sunosut swesdlord ey
sjeaaq yoxduou Sunesado ur sppmps
151550 01 sapuale jeuonuonpy Mg
o1 sy yseo sopraod ‘9ot Jo 1YV
uonmnNy Py op Jo Auogine oy
Jopun “esSos ] seppearg {ooyas -y
e VaAsn
ayy jo smesiond raowar snjdins pue
uoddus ooud sapun panmbae spooy
10§ O[ISIA Aaw puw spapueis o
1out utayy dppyy oy Ajpeayoads ysinog
Spooj  AWDN  os[ sjoorps  Sunnd
SR SAITIG DY UM §301N0S
Wo.j SISeq 9UO 0} DAY} ¢ U0 PRI
‘W Sshuny o [ROpL]  PIARS
S{LOWL JO JOqunU 3Y) PUR 3IUTISISSE
J0] PodL U JU SISEq AL U0 S[OOds
03 papiaoad va spunj asor g, siresfoad
youn| jooyas 1oaduou Sunerade sapun
10 apua§ [ooyss YSy Jo €[oo[ds DA
-1l yyoacduon puv oygnd o1 ddusisse
[epueut; soptaoxd ‘gpg[ Jo 3oy puny
100Y3G [ettonuN a1 jo Hiuopne aapun
“Huerdol g younr{ (oo [ruonuN |

: . fuIpmyd
jo uvoninnu s srowdun 03 pavisop
sweaford mi0aAds s StGIIpE SINRD
= SN VADOUL  NOWIION - a1
: Q1NN A1 suodnod pooy woap
-ax pue ladow 0y pasoadde udoq sey
Yoy 21018 jrnas Lue vl poog aseyand
0} pasn 2se suodnod oyf, onjea Arey
-duowr 1aysing Jo suodnoo pooy Jo Judsur
-jojje, ue Jo§ poof roj puads Ajjeuriou
Aoy Aoucur jo junoure ay 9Zueydxd

:;_..,:_:.._ o .“.,_‘.: Apaa o, MRS R
oy sepyorl gy wy. e "
augpom MG HHNOREG et poncs
-do o uepd anng posordde v papun
1961 §jO 1V .__.:_Em powg M 0 Lo
-ny up 2apun wendoud sug grospe
SPE QIR — W VHOOMT dINVES 100t
: . ‘GYG1 Jo WY 9
-noufy prue poog a1 Jo gL Uouos
puu ‘popuatue se ‘GGl JO 19y rIm
-jouiiy oty Jo- g uondas. tpapuowe
st oy mmsnipy _a,::_su_.&.«\ ny
JO §6 UoNAAS Ul pauteiund st unzfiodd
OIS MY 10] Aoty *saojsusip
[EINTU J0I0 PUE SPOO) JO SINMA su
[PA ST suonmsUL dpqnueg w g
-Jrp punz sipnpe Apaau pue S0 aaey
Pl pue ‘sdimey aaununs ‘qootps ul
UIpIYo Payy ﬂ:,..: OSJT SPOOL PIIHO],
VSN samuaoi - ang - ysong
SOOI - APIESY, (P00 uSpOn]
jriauapddns siagjo ospe ygsn ‘“foueu
Soad amyve pur  Suunp wouiom puv
fuaapqi joorpsaxd ‘sjuejut ju spaau
jruontnnu jeads oYy 1waur of, §1500
1=00f osnp 19w djoy o Avsour smnqun
103 y(IsN 1o Ltmpodd snnouwory
JO YO AP SIS [LIIAIS Y SAUI0D
jo soquinu e u] ‘suopesado uresioxd
jo s1503 oty Sutded siudwwraAod o]
pue oig Sunewdood i Ajpeasn
.3:_:_& JGOUT-MO[ JO §11P I aaoad
-wil 0) Uojeuop 10j spooj snontinu
jo J1oueA e oprjieA e dannd
-ufy jo younseda(g *g ) Y- WvaD
~0Ud NOLLMIMLSK] A LIAO N HOD
‘sp0pja Susipurysone peads
JO Mudsqe AP Ul qosep A[Ipros uvd
Poyaew oy weyy 2afny sy fjridns
Aej poumtany) st onpoxd vy 03 winhit
oy axoym stnt opquisiiad Aprenonaud
‘spooj 0} uonuae sfjeo weaSoxd sin
.m:a:n._u:c ftpas) Jeuonminsutr puy
“upat smou ‘suoneraosst apery fsduosd
aponpoxd ySuonp Subfiopy RsEmIRpo
10 [UUOSEOS ‘SpUndIIp Surkinpets asey
1 sponpoad feamnause jo uoydwins
-u03 3y afitanooud 0y uopd aanerxle
-0) ¥ s1gjsturmpe QIRD PV judul
=snlpy paamnousy ayj jo g, uonds

Jo Ajoyine Jopun—'saaval aood

\ eUnNt LN

FATART

. TR
0y, —:_F ..“:,:_L,d:_:...;. oy A
i ooy snpdans Sucp ar v pus
caerdovl yung ootos o1 sanrpowy
~ton.snpdiny jo uonngros ar Sqddane
pynapd g spoog jo asn teaad o
O} EEMIASUND DFIINIUD O) o in DI 05!

6 uUnnoIvs. ,._uu::_ sidianar - swopsng
OI] PAIRIGO  HPUD T S35 MU puy
SEBUTUE MDU OF BPEIT JO spanueyd-{ru
-30U U101} SanIpoumuod stijcling jo uos
-0atp afiumnooud o1 spuonied sayeu
ptie ‘sonponitiiod  snpdms  jo  s)100
-X2 2HrIN0IUN 0y SIAI0 pun s12310dx
[eratatiwod o) ﬁ.:_..:,.rr:m st uId QENY:
.wu< :_.;f_:....:?< __«.v..,_:_:um,_"i ayy jo g
HONIIS  WPUNTI§R VIOt NOIsud
A1 ANV SAOINH CIVAQWIT SATINNS
._—:,::o.; fHinupnbh puw Aypenb finor
paposond , 21w 1 §ISDIUL T IFUINSUC
P S52J0JIIRRL fraiont A pIsta
-ug st s1oonpoud Jo drwour gy ‘e
-vds Supoyaeir a1 Sutinp stonrnem
apquunseaiun Supiosr pui puentap «
L ddng orp Sunsnfpr Hunoymm L1
“10 ySnoaq [, 'SanpoutINg AgrYsis
AppSing Auzut Jo wyrenr o) Mg 9t
SunumSar yum Luenind  pouraduc
a1 SINMIPOUNLNDd JI0 10} Stresdor
stonpord dvd 0y pannbos e s
-nquIsip 10 s1appuey 1e) sadud wa
‘uutut ysqeisa swedfosd aapro iy
sdoy pue 'smu ‘03uqor ‘sojqeini;
‘sundy “qpur se gons ‘sionpotd 1o
PUE SHIIPOIUIOD UIRLIID 0] SHONIPUL
Sunoyierr Apapio annuteur pue y
~reiso o1 da1] 2661 J0 1V 1ot
Suparpeyy prammopdy o jo Lo
-ne gepun’ ‘sweaford s — s
=3O ANV SLNAINTAEOV ONTLINUVR

3 ! oS RL
SIOEIU0Y 10 SIUIUIAITT DHTI0NS L9PH

Sugraada sasnoyaues jo uoneunue

PUR 1Y ASNOYIIVAY 1G] Y} JO Sue

~raoad oyl Jopun Jupeionio sanoYT

JO uonvuuILXY- pur, ‘Sutpuoq ‘Suisu

-1f 91 SI2A0D paIyy ¥ puy ‘spSeyd

Poos 0} PONIJe Jsoy) se yans s

eI ut pna saunsul Jayloue s

-IpoWwIL) Utivf Ut SIA{Eap Jo sDNIE

'ssoursng  Bftitad shivmBar ouo 159

s IR [ :




-28-

References

"The Food Gap: Poverty and Malnutrition in the United States." Interim
Report, Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, United States
Senate, August 1969, p. 3., Hereafter cited as "The Food Gap."

Source for all figures in the fo]10w1ng d1scuss1on "The Food Gap,™

pp. 18-20.

USDA 1965 Food Consumption Survey, cited in Nick Kotz, Let Them Eat Pro-

““mises: The Politics of Hunger in America (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday -

& Company, Inc., 1971), p. 244, Table 4.

"The Food Gap," p. 9.
Ibid.
Ibid., p. 15.

I

o

id., p. 21.

—
o

:

id |
1bid., pp. 24-34.

~ Hunger, U.S.A.--A Report by the Citizens' Board of Inquiry into Hunger and, =~

Department. of Agricu]tdre, Century of SerVice:

The F1rst 100 Years of the

“Malnutrition in the United States, (Washington: New Community Press, 1968),

-Wheat;. cotton, field corn, hogs, rice, tobacco, milk and: m11k products— .

were des1gnated as basic commod1t1es

- Twenty- different commodities were on the blue stamp 1ist at one time: orsTrIo
--- another, although no more than 18 were listed in any ona-monthi - E

p. 9.
1.
USDA, 1963, p. 143.
- =12, -
- B 13

”“—Lm

'.A
.,

‘U.S. Congress, Senate, Agr1cu1ture and Forestry Committee,. Hearings, Pro== -- °:
5—-cessing of_CCC Commodities, 84th Cong., Ist sess., May=15,°1955,. pp. (3334 T

- 15 s S~—Congress House, Committee on Agriculture, Hear1nas, Food-Stamp-Plan-- -

- 16+

P

Vo2 - = -

Disposal of Surplus Commodities, June 17, 1955, PP- 37-38.: -

-of-Hunger" and "Memorandum on Hunger," = privately circulated memoranda -~

--A native of North Carolina, Wellford wrote a book on Federal:regulation-: -
the Wind while working for Radphc:.:
Executive Directeacef thes0ffice of -

--ef food and chemicals entitled Sowin
- Nader: -Wellford is currently (1977

- Management and Budget in charge of the Carter Adm1n1stratﬁean government‘

reorgan1zat1on project.

P S —

This-section draws heavily on Harrison Wellford, “USDA and: the Politics e

- a s

N et alie

'r;unless otherwise noted, quotations in this section are from these sourcesi-. - . 7277

- - o s




-29-

- References continued
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