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February 11, 1963 

AGRICULTURAL LEGISLATION PROSPECTS IN 1963 
Congressman Bob Dole, Member of 
House Committee on Agriculture 

It is a pleasure for me to be here and comment briefly on 

prospective farm legislation in 1963. As a member of the House Committee 

on Agriculture in the 87th Congress and in this, the 88th Congress, I have 

had an opportunity to hear experts on both sides of- nearly every agricultural 

problem confronting the American farmer. Needless to say, when looking at 

the total agricultural picture, one can quickly discern why there are dis-

agreements, differences of opinion, and many times general confusion about 

a specific program. There are 35 members on the House Agriculture Committee, 

and the Democrat and Republican ratio will be 21 Democrats and 14 Reoublicans. 

All Republicans were re-elected, and all but one remained on the committee. 

On the Democrat side. there are six new members . and two of these were 

reportedly "drafted". 

The return of Congressmen has not revealed any real changes in 

attitudes toward general farm legislation, though it is far too early to 

speculate what may finally emerage from the committee. The primary interest 

now relates to proposed cotton legislation a While 

there appears to be no great change in attitudes among returning House 

members, it is not known how freshmen members (there are 66 in both parties) 

will vote on farm legislation, since Republican members solidly opposed the 

Kennedy-Freeman bill defeated June 21, 1962 by a vote of 215 to 205 . it 

can be assumed their opposition to increased acreage cuts and mandatory wheat 
B-.J:J.. ( c 

feed grain programs the same. 

" 
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21, 1962, by a VO ----

signments . While ther ars to 
~-not known how tres 

legi slatio 

June 

ci;ts ·and mamatocy wheat and feed grain programs \'. 

A vital controveroy of interest to Midwest and Kansas far.cicrs will be the 

heat referendum. ThOUSh th referend date has not been t by the Secretary of .. 

ricultU!'e, the w •• e t ref nd is dolllinant topic 

Congre amen. l1a.ny responsible legislators are a., ..... ~ 

conversation fi8 Midueot 

wUc~ ~ fa.rm legiola.tion 

should be considered by the As er the wheat ref'ereDdU?n. Others in• 

dica.te the 1964 w eat prouam should be pa: up to insure the referendum will not 

fail. Secretary Freeman himself ha: desire to push through a teed grain 

uhich would permit the wheat f • 

mer to S"~bstitute er ""e. Under a mandatory or perbap even a 

voluntary f ced gra.11 prou · 't eed grain acres ore diverted, the substitution clo.ua 

would permit the wheat producer to produce wheat on the diverted acres . This would 

make the 1964 wheat gr more a.ttractiv to the wheat pr ucer o.nd would tem to offset 

the mandatory cut in acre ffe in 1964. 
It is interest 

for it la~, the 

to note that duri discusa:lon ot the 1964 wh at program, b • 

inist:a.tion tal.1".ed of a 20 per cent cut belo the 1963 
a.llotmenta., but in an obvious effort to ••sweeten° the 164 program admin1atra.tion 

leaders now talk ot a 10 per cent reduction. Highli.ghts of the 1964 wheat plan to 

be vot on in late May or arly June, accord to a r cent announce nt by the 

Secr"'tary, will provide a cut in a.er e allot nts of 10 cent below 1963 along 
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with suppo at an announeed pric of . • oo per bushel for c~ificate whe t sti-

ted to be 86 per cent of the expected crop of on billion, seventy million bushels • 

.;)upport for non-certifice.t (t'eed) whi at would be about $1.30 per bushel, however 

as niany ha.v pointed out before 1t would. be difficult to GUpport (teed) wheat 

a.t this pric if the pre ent f'eed ~n la11 and the 1964 wheat a.ct remain unchanged. 

It ap.p0 ars more like~ the support prica for {f ed.) 11bea.t ould be around 90¢ por 

bushel. Divers-on payments for the 10 per cent mandatory reduction in allotments 

will b\; 30 per cent ot upport lev 1 times normal yield. For example, a r .. vith 

a noi"mtll yield of 25 bushel.D per acre 1n a county w $2 .00 aupport price would re-

=*"'-chl.on, as briefly mentio 

rovisions vhich would permit total 

ceive a d-:t:vers:t.on ~nt of $15.00 an acre. 

above, t e would be voluntary acre 

cuts up to 20 per ce .. t of allotments. 

per cent of the support times no~ 

the voluntary portion 'ilould be 50 ' 

or in the case above cited, a.ppr :A."'ima.tely 

""''~"'N'l'l word , the voluntary portion :f the prow ~.oo an a.er inst 

gram. would be :more ttractiv ir.duce greater acr age reduction. Let me 

point out th c unless the l t p:i:-ogrum. s uld be amended there will be no 

pcyments for acres diverted otter 1965~ This is something the Secretary has not 

pointed out and a pot t o ... vital interest to the fm ~r who lllU.Gt plan "or the future . 

Between now a.!¥1 the ercnd.um, the farmer must decide whether to vote 
11yes" or "no". T'ae A"lleric 'ffheat fo...""mer is about to witneos the biggest 

ei'f"o.·t ever lallnc ed. by the U ted. St tes Departt!le.'lv or Agricultm•e to 

f'w."lners. Ir the referendum should fail, :lt would be a 

blo1'a to th edminietr tion tU¥1 to Fr .... eman' a supply-z:ianageae t program. W'.a1le every 

fumer s 'ld be conv roant with the temo of th 1964 progr , he should clos 1y 

scru.tinie\;; ell statements made by thoG · favoring the progr and those mo oppose it . 

Farmers 10nt and are entitled to the facts, hovever, I believe that since the farmer 

must na.ke the choice, it is not the prerogative of the Secretary of Agricul1ur'e or 
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~ l«P 
any other odm1n1strat on fficial to b e 

c... (!1_ 
entangled in tLe ref erdum. 1. 

n facts ar"e presented fairly I Ye no doubt t farmer will the pro ... cboic 

As indicated, a. ,,,.,, cotton P1'0 am will r ceive to p•iority in our "°""' \ 
mitte , r since there 1 little inter st in CO'!Jton gener~..l:cy 1n Kanaaa, I id not 

go int the details, ~ 't t det ils n th.e propo 
/ The cotto pros;r- r en excee<is th co._t of the heat prog:r , 1th 

committee and 

too • ·hipping o for all f legi1.1lation. 

... t upon the CJ-.."POrt or icu.ltur ains. 

Witoo t question, we will witness a srsif..; 

sometll:t.na can be don to keep the tr~fn 
et for U.S. farm goods unless 

the common market countries open 
to our f products . ~ 

To state t probl · ly 1 t .., como • msrket countries ot Germany, 

France, Ital 1 , Belgium, the N "· · ~ and Luxemburg w.~c building up tariff walls 

erour.Jt the outoide of the common · tat and at the C!tlC time tearing down the taritt 
walls beti on t:iair O"'.rn countries. The net esult 1a t t they will trade t-reely 

with one anot r bey loss ~- l wS from t lG outside. As example, lat thi.s 

'lll?lnel' to.rill's on our broilers in ~ -o Germa.r.y, wh1cb. i"' our biggest outlet, j .. 

from 1. .;..nt a~ to 1:., c -ta on 30 cent birds . Fruit tariffs w re hi~ in 

the CO~ mar ;;et countries b;y 36 r cent 1 and in "Che Uether.J..eOO.s d.utLea on grain 

JUZ!lpOO from y13.oo a ton to $40.oo to • 

TLe sez1.:Y nes of tho iblem ia clear~ recogaiz by the Administration 

run by exa of Congress of both ic • It s·cms now, in retrosp;:;ict, th :t some 
of us who voiced opposition to certain aspects of the M.miniotration' s "T:rade Expan• 
sion ct0 because it to.iled to protect agricultural areas~ have been 3ust1f1ed. 
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n cone usion, it :la dil"fieult or m to understand Secretary Freeman 

c::m advocate tighter controls tar Americ n farmers while at the same tim advo"' ti 

• et and ot · i.er for 

of t 

C?lm-l!!t.t'f"hOld f'U.ll extensive h 

European common mat""1",.et on 

ta.ken to protect the int 

erican agriculture, 

our coll!Ditte 

ot only the effect o:f the 

what legislative steps should be 

of icultur programs is bee .... ·-.....&•£· 

nnedy inilcated agricultural coste 

dollars fro 

budget that 

billio • It is, thei· or , 

of bo 

ric f'a:rmer . ? he co t 

r arxl mor of a f'o.etor, tux1 while Pr sident 

ulil. be less i fiacal 1964 by 1. 1 billion 

t indicated in his 1964 
a.pproximatel.¥ 5.8 billio , 

t to many members of Cone;ress 

rccp.ieated authori ty to 1ncreas~ t he 

~:t.cultural Stabilization and conservation 

el"'V'iC i'rom 29l5 in l to 7()oc by 1964. To more than double the mimber of perma• 

n n: positio 1n the in a two year period is clearly indicative not only of 

t comple..nty oi: Mr. "t're~!tlan's progrMS, but of his intent to load the USDA a.yroll 

with those who will "s 1111 any program he might advocate. It can be hoped that Con-

gi~ ss nil act responsibly in the interest o t e taxpayer aid th farmer in thi 

instru cc . I continu to b by h f's.ct th t a.ch year re have fewer fa..1"tllers 

and fewer acres in production, yet w add thousands to tbe f'edera.l payroll. This is 

ut o _ example ot ow any bure cracy gror1s tux1 grows vithout l1m:1tation, in tD¥ 

L o inion Oo esc t ace up to it responsibility wt th quick, decisf e action, 

tor ~his tr nd must b stop now or never . 
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