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AN EVALUATION OF A MULTI-UNIT
SCHOOL FOODSERVICE PROGRAM

by
Diane Frances Hoffnagle

(ABSTRACT)

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 decreased
federal support for the NSLP by 15 percent. School food-
service administrators had to adapt effectively to shrinking
resources in order to maintain program objectives and avert
a decrease in program participation. The purpose of this
research was to evaluate the impact of the federal budget
cuts on the performance objectives of a multi-unit school
foodservice program. In addition, the effects of program
interventions were assessed by evaluating the attitudes of
program participants and their parents. Random cluster sam-
pling techniques were used to obtain 520 secondary students
and 353 parents of students in the elementary and secondary
schools. Data was collected from two survey instruments and
school foodservice participation and budget reports. Over-
all, the school foodservice administrators dealt effectively
with an immediate drop in participation and the reduction in
federal funding. Program administrators were able to
maintain program objectives and improve program partici-

pation and satisfaction.
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INTRODUCTION

Background of the Problem

The National School Lunch Program (NSLP), authorized by
the National School Lunch Act of 1946, is the largest
federally-funded child-feeding program today. In 1946, the
legislated program objectives were "to safeguard the health
and well-being of the nation's children and to encourage the
domestic consumption of nutritious agricultural commodities
and other food" (Martin, 1978, p. 1l). These objectives
remain as the basis for the NSLP today. Federal assistance,
through cash and commodities, provides subsidized lunches
for all children and an additional cash reimbursement
provides economically disadvantaged children with free or
reduced-price lunches. Legislation requires that all lunches
meet the nutritional standards established by the United
States Department of Agriculture (USDA) and that each
individual school lunch program operate on a nonprofit
basis. The magnitude of the NSLP has provided many children
and families with nutritional and economic benefits.
However, the extent to which these benefits are received
depends on the degree of participation in the program. 1In

1970, program participation had peaked with 52.1 million



children participating in the NSLP (U.S. Comptroller
General, 1977). Declining school enrollments since this
time, however, have affected participation levels. From
fiscal year 1971 to 1981 participation increased from 24.6
million (U.S. Comptroller General, 1977) to 27 million
(Schuster, 1982) children. The percentage of participants
receiving free and reduced-price meals has also continuously
increased (Hiemstra, 1982, U.S. Comptroller General, 1977).

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 decreased
federal support for the NSLP. Hiemstra (1982) explained that
the legislative changes were a part of "the President's
overall initiative to reduce federal spending, taxes, and
inflation and to improve the economy in the long run"
(p. 74). 1In summary the major legislative changes relating
specifically to the NSLP included the following:

1. decreased federal cash reimbursements for

full-price and reduced-price lunches,

2. decreased rates of commodity entitlements for all
lunches,
3. 1increased eligibility standards for free and

reduced-price lunches,

4. tightened administration of elegibility deter-
mination for free and reduced-price meals (for
example, social security numbers for all adult

household members were required),



5. elimination of federal assistance funds for private
schools charging more than $1,500 annually for
tuition,

6. elimination of federal milk reimbursements for
schools serving subsidized lunches,

7. elimination of non-food assistance funds (for
example, food service equipment assistance was
terminated in all schools),

8. implementation of a variety of cost-saving
requirements (for example, the "offer versus serve"
provision was extended to the elementary schools
and the cost-based accounting requirements and
state plans of operations were eliminated), and

9. increased assistance to schools receiving only food
commodity assistance (Heimstra, 1982, p. 73-74).

On August 13, 1981, the Omnibus Budget Recon-

ciliation Act took effect and resulted in a 15 percent
decrease in federal spending for the NSLP. A large drop in
participation in the NSLP was attributed to the 1981
legislated changes. During the 1980-81 academic year, 26.4
million children were participating in the NSLP. As of April
1982, this figure had dropped to 23.3 million children. This
represented an 11 percent decline in total student
participation in a one year period. Hemstra (1982) also

noted that a total of 1,722 schools also dropped out of the



NSLP as of October 198l. Since participation in the school
lunch program is necessary to incur program benefits, local
school lunch administrators must effectively deal with

shrinking resources in order to attain program objectives.

Statement of the Problem

During the 1980-81 academic year, the Montgomery County
Schools' lunch program was serving 79.1 percent of the
average daily student attendance. 1In September 1981,
immediately after implementation of the 1981 legislative
changes, participation dropped to 70.4 percent of the
average daily attendance. As a result of the 1980-81 school
lunch survey findings, program administrators implemented a
variety of new menu choices in all 17 county schools between
September 1981 and March 1982. As of December 1981, school
lunch participation had increased to 71.1 percent and by
February 1982 participation increased to 71.8 percent.

This research study was undertaken to evaluate the
impact of the 1981 national school lunch legislation on the
performance objectives of the Montgomery County Schools'
Lunch Program, and also to evaluate parents' and students'
attitudes toward the 1981-82 school lunch program within the
county. This research was proposed to answer the stated

research questions:



To what extent did the 1981-82 Montgomery County
School Lunch Program meet the following program
objectives?

a. to provide 85 percent of the average daily
student attendance with economical and
nutritious meals?

b. to maintain revenue and expense figures at
projected budget levels within each academic
year?

To what extent did the 1981-82 program changes

affect parents' and students' attitudes toward the

school lunch program?

Objectives of the Study

The following research objectives were derived from the

research question:

1.

To report student participation in the school lunch
program for the 1981-82 academic year and the
previous three academic years.

To describe the extent to which parents and
students perceive the school lunch to be
economical.

To describe the extent to which parents and

students perceive the school lunch to be



(o))}

nutritious.

4. To compare the 1981-82 academic year budget projec-
tions with the actual fiscal performance for the
same period.

5. To determine those factors which affect parents'
and students' satisfaction and dissatisfaction with
the 1981-82 school lunch program.

6. To determine those factors which affect student
participation in the school lunch program.

7. To describe parents' and students' attitudes toward
the 1981-82 lunch program changes, specifically:

a) the number of food choices served at each meal;

b) the frequency with which foods are served each
month, or menu variety;

c) the kinds or types of food served;

d) the desserts being priced separately from the
Type A lunch;

e) the price of the lunch; and

f) the a la carte program.

Delimitations (Limitations) of Study

Montgomery County is located in the southwest region of
the Commonwealth of Virginia. The area includes 395 square

miles and lies in the Valley and Ridge Province of the



Appalachian Mountains. As of 1980, the county's population
was 65,516 people, compared to 47,157 people in 1970. This
represents a 34.7 percent increase in population in the last
10 years. Approximately 70 percent of the labor force are
employed by manufacturing and trade companies. The median
family income was $18,269 in 1980, as compared to $8,255 in
1970 which represents an increase of 121 percent. Virginia
Polytechnic Institute and State University is located in
Montgomery County and in 1981 had a student population of
approximately 21,000 students. There are also 1l elementary
schools and 6 secondary (middle and high) schools with a
total student population of 8,948 in 1981 (New River Valley
Planning District Commission, 1982).

The scope of this research was a direct result of the
Montgomery County School Foodservice Department Admini-
strators' need for program evaluation since a number of
changes were made in the program as a result of the 1981
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act and a previous school
lunch survey. School lunch administrators wanted to have a
clearer understanding of parents' and students' attitudes
toward the 1981-82 school lunch program so that they could
determine the effectiveness of the 1981-82 school lunch
program changes in order to make the appropriate decisions
about future program interventions. Research constraints

imposed by the foodservice administrators and the county



school board included: very limited funding; minimal time
available for data collection; and the necessity to include
parents as well as students in the study. The needs and
constraints imposed by the program administrators and
program setting influenced the research design.

Process evaluation identifies problem areas that need
to be changed in order to achieve the goals of the program.
The evaluation of program processes, as described by Chommie
and Hudson (1974), "looks at program processes to explain
outcomes and in general to learn more about the inter-
ventions" (p. 682). The methodology used in the study of
program process 1is descriptive and inductive in nature and
does not necessitate the strict constraints of experimental
design.

Survey instruments were used to provide a preliminary
look at the effectiveness of the Montgomery County School
Lunch Program. This research design is commonly referred to
as a one-shot case study (Popham, 1975) or an after-only
nonexperimental design (Weiss, 1972). A major limitatinn
with this design is that extraneous variables are not
controlled for. Since there is no control group, it is
difficult to determine whether the attitudes toward the
program and participation in the program were influenced by
the program activities (Popham, 1971; Suchman, 1967; Weiss,

1972). The results are also not generalizable to school



districts across the nation except to the extent that other
districts are comparable (Popham, 1975). The main focus of
this research design was to determine the extent to which
specific program interventions were successful in order to
determine future alternatives. A preliminary examination of
effectiveness of a program may then warrant further study
under stricter conditions in order to determine to what
extent the results may be attributed to the program

interventions (Weiss, 1972).

Definition of Terms

The following terms are used in stating the research
problems and objectives and are defined here in order to
clarify their meaning in this research context.

A La Carte Lunch Program - It includes food items that
are sold separately and may be purchased in
addition to the Type A lunch or individually. For
example, desserts are sold a la carte in all county
schools and all meal components (meat, bread,
vegetable, fruit and milk) are also sold
individually in two of the larger high schools.

Attitudes - Opinions as measured by the degree people
like or dislike, or are satisfied or dissatisfied

with an item.
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Average Daily Student Attendance - The average number
of students in attendance is figured monthly and is
used in determining the percent of students parti-
cipating in the school lunch program.

Economical - The price of the student lunch is
perceived to be inexpensive, somewhat inexpensive
or about right (as opposed to somewhat expensive or
expensive) for the amount of food received.

Free and reduced-price lunches - These lunches are
provided to the economically disadvantaged as
determined by the 1981-82 eligibility criteria.

Full-Price Lunch or Regular-Price Lunch - the Type A
lunch bought for the full- or regular-price, as
opposed to the reduced-price lunch or free lunch.

Kinds of Foods - This statement was used to refer to
the specific type of menu items sold, for example,
spaghetti, pizza, hamburger, or french fries.

Nutritious - The perceived healthiness of a meal as
measured on a scale of one to ten - one being not
nutritious and ten being very nutritious.

Student Enrollment or Student Attendance - The total
number of students enrolled for school is figured
quarterly and is not based on student attendance.

Type A Lunch or Student Lunch - This meal includes one

selection from each of the five meal components
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(meat, bread, vegetable, fruit and milk) and is
purchased as a complete meal. In the secondary
schools, however, a student may select three of the
five meal components and pay the same price. This
is referred to as the "offer versus serve"

provision.

Assumptions

The following assumptions were made:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Parents and students were aware of the school lunch
program and were somewhat aware of the 1981-82
program changes.

Parents' attitudes toward the school lunch program
were influenced by their children's experiences and
attitudes toward the school lunch program.

Program objectives were believed by program
administrators to be feasibly attainable.

The Type A lunch meals served in Montgomery County
Schools are nutritious and provide, on the average,
one-third of the RDA for all nutrients.

The meals are economically priced as a result of
the 1981 legislative changes and loss in

participation.
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Significance of Study

The Montgomery County School Lunch Program illustrates
how one local school district dealt with the 1981 legis-
lative changes in the NSLP. Due to shrinking resources
Montgomery County's program administrators implemented
various interventions with the goal of preventing a decrease
in participation, while maintaining program objectives. This
evaluation determined the effects these interventions had on
the program's performance objectives and in the parents' and
students' attitudes toward the 1981-82 school lunch program.
The results of this research may aid other program
administrators to develop the appropriate strategies and
tactics to administer succcessful programs in a period of a

dynamic economy.

Overview of the Study

Implementation of the school lunch changes was
completed in all seventeen county schools by the end of
March 1982. Data collection was conducted between April 22
and May 14, 1982. Randomized cluster sampling techniques
were used to obtain representative samples of secondary
students and parents of students in the elementary and

secondary schools. The survey instruments were administered
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in the classroom for the student sample and on the telephone
for the parent sample. Data were computer analyzed by using
the "Statistical Package for the Social Sciences" (Nie,
Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975). 1In summary, the
final results demonstrated the extent to which the
Montgomery County School Lunch Program achieved its program
objectives, as a result of the NSLP's 1981 Omnibus Budget

Reconciliation Act.



REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Development of the National School Lunch Program (NSLP)

The need for a school nutrition program was indentifed
as long ago as World War I. Many young men were physically
unfit to serve in the military because they had various
deficiencies associated with malnutrition. This raised
national concern for the health of America's young people
(Martin, 1978). It was not, however, until the mid-1930's
that the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)
began distributing food to schools. This was done in part
because the USDA needed an outlet for the country's surplus
food. It also, however, provided nutritious low-cost meals
to children (U. S. Comptroller General, 1977). Despite the
fact that a surplus of food existed, the "Great Depression"
of the 1930's resulted in widespread malnutrition. As a
result of the country's economic condition the nation's
people could not afford to buy this food. Therefore, in the
1940's, over half the men reporting for military duty failed
the physical examination because of malnutrition (Chun,
1981; Martin, 1978).

By the early 1940's the wartime demands had nearly

exhausted the country's food surpluses. As a result the USDA

14
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initiated its first cash assistance program by partially
subsidizing schools for local food purchases. By the end of
World War II in 1945, these schools were serving approx-
imately four million children. However, the stability of
year—to-year government funding was questionable and many
schools did not enter the program or expand their existing
programs. Ultimately, Congress enacted the National School
Lunch Act of 1946 - Public Law (P.L.) 79-396 (U. S.
Comptroller General, 1977).

This law authorized the National School Lunch Program
(NSLP) in an effort to "safeguard the health and well-being
of the Nation's children and to increase the market for
nutritious Agricultural Commodities" (Martin, 1978, p. 391).
The following school lunch policies were formulated as the
basis of thé NSLP:

1. School lunches should provide one-third of the
children's Recommended Daily Allowance (RDA) as
regulated by the Type A meal pattern.

2. Free and reduced-price lunches were provided for
children who could not afford to pay the full price
for lunch.

3. The program was established to operate on a
nonprofit basis.

If the schools instituted these policies they received

federal cash and commodity assistance to operate a school



16

lunch program (U. S. Comptroller General, 1977).

Expansion of the NSLP

In 1962 the first amendment to the 1946 National School
Lunch Act was passed. The amendment provided for a more
equitable distribution of funds in order to encourage
expansion of the NSLP. In addition, special financial
assistance was stipulated for schools serving students from
impoverished areas (Section 11, P.L. 87-823) but funding did
not begin until 1966. In 1966 the Child Nutrition Act (P.L.
89-642) was passed and further amended and expandea the
National School Lunch Act. The Special Milk Program which
had been operating since 1954 came under the provisions of
the Child Nutrition Act. This Act (P.L. 89-642) also
established pilot breakfast programs, financial assistance
for the purchase of foodservice equipment and additional
funds for especially disadvantaged children. The National
Programs worked together to provide a national nutrition
program which could improve all children's (not only
school-age) nutritional status and overall health (Martin,
1978; U. S. Comptroller General, 1977).

In the late sixties the Poor People's March on Wash-
ington and the 1969 White House Conference on Food, Nutri-

tion and Health had a tremendous impact on the expansion of
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these programs. Numerous legislative amendments during the
1970's demonstrated the interest in and growth of child
nutrition programs. A 1970 amendment (P.L. 91-248) mandated
that free lunches be served to disadvantaged children. This
amendment also provided specific eligibility guidelines for
free and reduced-price lunches. Throughout the 1970s,
Congress continued to pass legislation that increased
funding levels and improved the program (U. S. Comptroller
General, 1977).

Until 1975 schools participating in the NSLP were
required to serve the Type A lunches which included five
food components: meat/meat alternative, bread, vegetable,
fruit and milk. These reguiations were changed as a result
of an increasing concern over the amount of food wasted in
the school lunch programs. Jansen and Harper (1978), for
example, determined plate waste in twenty-nine elementary
and twenty-nine high schools participating in the NSLP.
Results indicated that overall food consumption ranged from
55 to 90 percent; therefore, between 10 and 45 percent of
the food served was wasted. These researchers also carefully
reviewed previous studies which found similar percentages of
food waste in both elementary and secondary schools.
Subsequent to this study, a 1975 amendment (P.L. 94-105)
provided senior high school students the option of accepting

three of the five food components comprising the Type A
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lunch. This is referred to as the "offer versus serve"
provision and if a student chooses this option he/she still
pays the full lunch price. It was not until 1978 (P.L.
95-166) that the "offer versus serve" provision was extended
to the middle school students. Public Law 94-105 also
mandated the service of reduced-price lunches (Sibul &
Guthrie, 1980; U. S. Comptroller General, 1977).

The American School Food Service Association (ASFSA),
which was also organized in the 1940s, had a large influence
on the rapid expansion of the school nutrition programs
during the 1970s (Howe, 1979). The spectrum of child
nutrition programs at the end of the seventies included: the
serving of breakfast, lunch and extra milk to preschoolers
and school-age children year round; a nutritional education
and training component (P.L. 95-166, passed in 1977) and the
serving of breakfast, lunch and dinner in child care

programs (Martin, 1978).

Funding of the NSLP

The NSLP is the largest federally funded child feeding
program (General Accounting Office, 1982). The total cost of
the program has increased from $100 million in 1946 (Martin,
1980) to $3.1 billion in 1981 (Schuster, 1982). The program

is financed by federal, state and local governments and
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children who pay for their lunches. Between 1969 and 1981
the federal share increased from 24 to 56 percent. Since
1969 the state and local shares averaged around 19-21
percent of the total program costs, however, as of 1981 the
state and local shared financed 24 percent. The children's
payments financed 52 percent in 1969 as compared to 25
percent in 1981. 1In summary, the federal government has
financed an increasing proportion of total program costs,
while the children's payments have financed less (Hiemstra,

1977; Hiemstra, 1982).

Participation in the NSLP

The number of schools participating in the NSLP
increased from 54,000 in 1950 (U. S. Comptroller General,
1977) to 93,000 in September 1981 (Tougas, 1982). The number
of students participating in the NSLP peaked in 1970 at 52.1
million but dropped about 50 percent in 1971. This drop was
associated with a decrease in birthrates during the 1960's
and therefore a decrease in school enrollment. Other
factors, such as the lunch price, the quality or type of
food served and the attractiveness of the lunchroom, could
have also affected participation (U. S. Comptroller General,
1977). Nevertheless in 1981 there were 27 million students

participating in the NSLP (Schuster, 1982).
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Student participation in the individual meal-payment
programs has also changed over the years. The number of
students paying the full price for lunch has declined. 1In
1971, 17.5 million students paid the full price for lunch
and only 13.6 million students paid the full price for lunch
between October 1980 and April 1981 (Hiemstra, 1982). The
number of students receiving free and reduced-price lunches
has, however, increased. 1In 1971, 7.1 million students
received free and reduced-price lunches (U. S. Comptroller
General, 1977). As of March 1981 there were 12.9 million
students receiving these lunches (Schuster, 1982). Students
receiving the reduced-price lunches comprise the smallest
percentage of school lunch participants; however, the number
of students receiving reduced-price lunches has increased
since 1971 (Hiemstra, 1982; Tougas, 1982; U. S. Comp-

troller General, 1977).

Philosophy of the NSLP

The scope and philosophy of the NSLP was adequately
summarized by early school foodservice leaders at the
Southern States Work Conference.

"The cafeteria (school lunch program) plays a four-fold
role in the educational program of the school. As a
source of nourishing meals it helps to combat malnutri-
tion and to maintain in the children health and vigor
essential to the success of the teaching program; it is
a center for the teaching of proper food selection and
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of good health habits, for the vocational training of
some students, and for the social training of all; it
presents an opportunity for correlating classroom
teaching with the interest and experiences of children
who center around food; and it furnishes a means of
interesting the community in the food service of the
school and for giving some training in the nutritional
needs of children through this interest" (Martin, 1978,
p. 391).

The American Dietetic Association's position on child nutri-
tion programs reinforces the philosophy of the NSLP and the
need for such programs.
"An adequately nourished body is essential to physical
and emotional health and contributes to readiness for
learning. All children need adequate food and

educational opportunities to learn good food habits"
(Martin, 1978, p. 392).

Benefits of the NSLP

Prior to the establishment of the NSLP a national food
consumption survey confirmed the belief that aproximately
one-third of the nation's people were poorly fed. 1In 1965,
another national food consumption survey concluded that only
50 percent of the households surveyed had good diets, while
21 percent had poor diets. Households from all economic
levels lacked needed nutrients (Hamilton & Whitney, 1982).
The Ten State National Nutrition Survey (1968-1970) and the
Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (1971-74) identified
malnutrition in the U. S. population. Vitamin A defi-
ciencies, iron-deficiency anemia and the overconsumption of

calories and nutrients were identified as major public
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health problems. Overnutrition and inappropriate nutrition
are contributing factors in the major éauses of death and
disability in the United States. Specific nutrition-related
diseases prevalent in this country are: coronary heart
disease, certain forms of cancer, diabetes and obesity.
Dietary practices have demonstrated that "nutrition does
affect health, longevity, and the quality of life" (Hamilton
& Whitney, 1982, p. 72).

"The NSLP's design was based on the premise that
nutritious lunches will safeguard children's health" (U. S.
Comptroller General, 1977, p. 1ll1l). However, the school lunch
alone does not provide a comprehensive health program. The
school lunch acts as a nutrititional supplement to all
children's diets in order to improve their nutritiona}
status and subsequently their health in later years. The
USDA established nutritional standards that required schools
to serve a Type A lunch which on the average provided
one-third of the RDA's for children. The Type A meal pattern
is re-evaluated and revised each time the RDA's are revised.
The most recent Type A meal patterns (Appendix A) were
effective for the 1980-81 academic year. The USDA recommends
that schools adjust portion sizes by age/grade group in
order to meet the food and nutritional needs of children at
different ages. If no portion size adjustments are made the

meal pattern for ages 9 and over must be used to satisfy all
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requirements ("School lunch patterns,"™ 1980).

Measurements of the school lunch's effectiveness in
promoting health is complicated by other health parameters
and the fact that many health problems do not become
apparent for years. National nutrition surveys have
attempted to assess health through nutritional status. The
Ten State Nutrition Survey evaluated the nutritional status
of the United States population. Even though a repre-
sentative sample of low-income households was not obtained,
the survey did provide information which demonstrated the
nutritional benefits of the NSLP. The nutrient intakes of
children who did and did not eat the school lunch were
compared. The findings are discussed below.

"School lunch programs were found to be a very

important part of nourishment for many children.

Particularly in low-income-ratio states, school lunches

contributed a substantial proportion of the total

nutrient intake for many school children. The
contribution of school lunch to overall nutrition was

particularly important among black children" (U. S.

Comptroller General, 1977, p. 27).

The effect of improved nutritional status on overall health
was not assessed; however, participation in the NSLP did
improve the nutritional status of children.

The nutritional contribution of the NSLP to diets of
participants was assessed from the data obtained in the
1977-78 Food Consumption Survey on Low-Income Households.

Low—-income households were defined as households eligible

for the Food Stamp Program. Dietary intakes of 3,700 school
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lunch participants and 3,753 nonparticipants, ages 6 to 18
years, were compared. Results indicated that the school
lunch contributed 34 to 49 percent of the participants'
daily intake for food energy and the nutrients studied. The
nutrients studied included: protein, calcium, phosphorus,
iron, vitamin A, thiamine, riboflavin, niacin, ascorbic
acid, magnesium, vitamins B-6 and B-12. The lunches of
nonparticipants contributed only 16 to 23 percent of their
daily intake for food energy and the nutrients studied. This
demonstrated that, on the average, the participants consumed
slightly more than double the amount of food energy and
nutrients at lunch than nonparticipants. The average intakes
of calcium, iron, magnesium and vitamin B-6, however, were
below the RDA for both participants and nonparticipants. The
school lunch, however, contributed 30 to 48 percent of the
RDA for these nutrients to program participants, whereas the
lunch of nonparticipants contributed only 12 to 20 percent
of the RDA for these nutrients. This demonstrated that the
NSLP provides lunches that improve the nutritional status of
its participants (USDA, 1981).

Emmons, Hayes and Call (1972) determined whether
children identified as eligible for free lunches were those
most in need of the nutritional benefits of the program.
Anthropometric and biochemical measurements and dietary

recalls were obtained from 844 elementary school children to
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determine nutritional status. The children were classified
as either nutritionally needy, intermediate or nutritionally
adequate. Twice as many free lunch recipients were consid-
ered nutritionally needy than nutritionally adequate. Of the
children paying the full price for the lunch, or those of
the higher economic strata, about half were nutritionally
needy and half nutritionally adequate. The results also
indicated that the school lunch provided between 15 and 26
percent of the students' daily nutrient intake. The
researchers concluded that it was incorrect to assume that
economic need is synonymous with nutritional need.

Howe and Vaden (1980) studied 104 male and female
students in the tenth and eleventh grade. The nutrient
intakes of NSLP participants were compared to those of
nonparticipants. The results indicated that participants had
better diets than nonparticipants and males consumed more
nutrients at lunch than females. Participants met one-third
of the RDA for five of the eight nutrients evaluated, while
nonparticipants did not meet one-third of the RDA at lunch
for calories and the nutrients studied except protein.

The nutritional value of 160 lunches brought from home
(sack lunches) was compared with the nutritional value of
the Type A lunches. The Type A lunches provided by the NSLP
were of greater nutritional value than the sack lunches

brought from home (U. S. Comptroller General, 1977).
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The economic benefit to participants in the NSLP has
been discussed by Hiemstra (1977). 1In the fiscal year 1976
the average total cost for lunch was $1.00. The cost to
students paying the full price for lunch at that time was,
on the average, 58¢. If this student had paid $1.00 for the
average 165 days in attendance the lunch would cost $165 per
academic year. However, at 58¢ per meal for the average 165
days in attendance the cost for lunch per academic year is
only $87. The federal, state, and local governments pay the
additional $77 per year for each child. If the average
family has two to three children this involves a $154 - $231
savings in the family food budget. The free and reduced-
price lunch program provides obvious economic benefits to
families who cannot afford to buy the school lunch at the
full price.

The nutritional status and health of the nation's
children has been an issue of national concern for a long
time as reflected by the growth of the NSLP. The benefits of
the NSLP to participants have been demonstrated. However, as
of the 1980s child nutrition programs have received
increased congressional scrutiny. This has been the direct
result of the federal administration's eagerness to reduce
government spending. As a result the scope and status of the

NSLP has changed.
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Present Status of NSLP

At the onset of the 1981f82 adademic year, the NSLP
received a 30 percent reduction in government funding or a
$1.5 billion loss in funds ("Budget cuts challenge," 1981).
The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (Title VIII of
Public Law 97-35) became effective on August 13, 1981. The
Act called for the following legislative changes:

1. a reduction in meal reimbursement from 16¢ to 10.5¢

for full price lunches.

2. a reduction in meal reimbursement from 79¢ to
69.25¢ for reduced price lunches.

3. an increase in free lunch reimbursement from 99¢ to
$1.095 as based on the normal indexing in-line with
the Consumer Price Index, Food Away From Home.

4. a reduction in USDA commodity entitlements from 16¢
to 11¢ per meal for all lunches.

5. an increase in distribution of "bonus" commodities.
These are surplus goods purchased by the USDA and
provided to school systems in addition to USDA
commodity entitlements.

6. an increase in food commodity assistance to schools
reveiving only U. S. food commodities.

7. the tightening of eligibility standards for free

and reduced-price lunches. Eligibility for free
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meals was raised from 125 percent to 130 percent of
the income poverty guidelines. Specifically, the
yearly income cut-off point was reduced from
$11,520 in 1980 to $10,990 in 1981. Eligibility for
reduced-price meals was raised from 125 percent to
195 percent of the income poverty guidelines to 130
percent to 185 percent. The yearly income cut-off
point for reduced-price meals therefore was reduced
from $17,440 in 1980 to $15,630 in 1981.

the requirement that social security numbers of all
adult members of households be included on
eligibility applications for free and reduced-price
lunches. The standard deduction for "hardships,"
used to compute household incomes on this
application form was eliminated. For example, if a
family had unusually high medical bills they were
able to deduct the average monthly medical cost
from their gross family income. The state and local
program administrators were encouraged to verify
the income claimed; however, a specific requirement
for verification was not mandated.

the elimination of federal support to private
schools charging more than $1,500 tuition annually
per pupil.

the elimination of the Federal Non-Food Assistance
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Funds which, for example, helped schools buy

foodservice equipment.

11. the elimination of federal support for milk service
in schools with subsidized meals.

12. the implementation of the following cost-saving
regulations:

a. cost-based accounting requirements were
eliminated.

b. elementary schools received the "offer versus
serve" provision.

c. the states were not required to submit annual
operation reports (Antozzi, 1981; "Budget cuts
challenge," 1981; Coan (a), 1982; Hiemstra,
1982).

The Deputy Secretary of Agriculture, Richard Lyng,
discussed the USDA's stance on the child nutrition budget
cuts. He made the following comments: "the government feels
that subsidizing the middle and upper class is a prescrip-
tion to higher inflation;" "the administration feels that
budget cuts are equal across the board;" "the new econimic
plan will, in the end, fully compensate the middle class;"
"the tax breaks will put more money in the hands of the
parents, who in turn will give it to their children to buy
school lunches and....still participate in the program; "the

plan as a package is going to help rejuvenate the nation's
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economy;" and "the Administration is absolutely committed to
the truly needy and feels that they will be protected....and
in times of economic peril, the middle and upper class
cannot be subsidized" (Chun, 1981, pp. 50-51). However, many
local foodservice administrators were not satisfied with the
USDA's reasoning for the extreme cuts in the NSLP. Many of
them felt the new policymakers neglected to recognize the
well-proven benefits of the NSLP (Becker, 1982).

As a result, many issues have emerged on the perceived
effects of the 1981 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act. NSLP
advocates have expressed the following concerns.

1. A loss of federal cash assistance will cause the
price of lunch to increase. Studies have demon-
strated that for every penny that school lunch
increases, school lunch participation decreases by
1 percent. The cost-volume-profit relationship
demonstrates that as the volume of meals decreases
the operational costs per meal will increase and
therefore the price of the meal will have to
increase in order to achieve a break even point
(Coltman, 1978). As a result, the price of the
lunch would be even greater (Chun, 1981; Martin,
1980; Tougas, 1982).

2. Inflation, rising labor costs and energy costs will

enhance the loss of federal cash assistance and
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therefore raise the price of lunch even more
("Budget cuts challenge," 1981).

Loss of the paying children may make it more diffi-
cult for schools to maintain foodservice oper-
ations, especially since funds from the paying
children contributed, on average, 25 percent of the
program costs in fiscal year 1981. 1If schools are
forced to drop out of the program due to the lack
of paid participation, many nutritionally needy
children would be denied access to a nutritious
lunch (Chun, 1981; Martin, 1980; Hiemstra, 1982;
"School lunch participation," 1980; Tougas, 1982;
Williams, 1980).

The program was not devised to be a welfare
program, therefore, those children who pay for
their lunch should not be eliminated from the
program as a result of increased lunch prices. The
NSLP's goal is to safeguard the health and well-
being of the nation's children, regardless of
economic status. Therefore the nutritional basis of
the program is in jeopardy (Chun, 1981; Martin,
1980; Schuster, 1982).

The elimination of school lunch funds to private
schools which charge over $1,500 in annual tuition

prevents participation of children who may be
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nutritionally needy. Studies have shown that middle
and upper class children may have poor or inade-
quate diets. Therefore, even though these children
are not econimically needy they may indeed be
nutritionally needy and derive benefits from the
nutritional provisions of the NSLP (Chun, 1981).
The elimination of Non-Food Assistance Funds will
prevent schools from buying the equipment necessary
to continue or commence school lunch programs. 1In
recent years, the cost of foodservice equipment has
increased at a rate approaching 20 percent annually
(Chun, 1981; Olsen, 1983).

Alternative foodservice programs, such as the
service of fast foods and a la carte food items,
and the implementation of the "offer versus serve"
provision in elementary schools threatens the
nutritional integrity of the school lunch program.
Foodservice administrators believe that the nutri-
tional value of these programs would be lower than
that provided by the Type A lunch. For example,
frequent consumption of fast foods may contribute
an excess amount of calories, fat and sodium to the
diet. Also, they believed that children may not be
capable of making adequate nutritional choices from

the a la carte program and offer versus serve
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program, especially at the elementary level ("Offer
versus serve," 1982; Tougas, 1982).

The 1981 eligibility applications for free and
reduced-price lunches reéuired that social security
numbers of all household members be included. As a
result, program administrators felt the forms were
long and complicated and discouraged families from
applying (Becker, 1982; Tougas, 1982).

The unscheduled delivery of bonus commodities only
complicates and prevents the appropriate meal and
operational planning; therefore, cash in lieu of
commodities was preferred by program administrators
(Coan (a), 1982).

The budget for child nutrition programs constitutes
eight-tenths of one percent of the entire national
budget. Child nutrition programs are therefore
receiving a disproportionate share of the federal
budget cuts (Chun, 1981).

The budget cuts in child nutrition programs will
adversely affect the economy because for every 100
meals lost, one job is lost. As a result the
unemployment lines will increase and more people
will draw unemployment compensation and receive
welfare payments. 1In addition, this loss in

participation would greatly affect the amount of



34

food bought in the economy by increasing the food
supply and decreasing the demand (Martin, 1980).
Hiemstra (1982) discussed the impact of the 1981

legislative changes on the number of schools and individuals
participating in the NSLP and also its impact on the cost of
the school lunch. In October 1980, 92,926 schools partici-
pated in the NSLP, but only 91,204 participated as of
October, 1981. This demonstrated a drop of 1,722 schools (or
1.85%) from the NSLP after implementation of the 1981
legislative changes. Whether this drop can be totally attri-
buted to the 1981 program changes is questionable because of
data comparability problems; for example, during this period
schools closed and new schools opened,<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>