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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 Republicans.
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
speculaté what may finally emerage from the committee. The primary interest
now relates to proposed cotton legislation, ahi-Comittteesapsiraments. 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
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amd feed gralndprograms will be the same.
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A vitel controversy of interest to Midwest and Kansas farmers will be the

wheat referendum. Though the referendum date has not been set by the Secretary of Ag=
riculture, the wheat referendum is a dominant topic conversation among Midwest
Congressmen. Many responsible legislators are s licly no farm legislation
should be considered by the Ag Committee

the wheat referendum. Others in=-
dicate the 1964 Wheat program should be up to insure the referendum will not
ed & desire to push through a feed grain

which would permit the wheat fare

fail, BSecretary Freeman himself

mer to substitute wheat on £ 1 acreage. Under a mandatory or perhaps even a

voluntary feed grein progrem eed grain acres are diverted, the substitution clause

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

make the 1964 wheat program more attractive to the wheat producer and would tend to offset

the mandatory cut in acreage in 1964,
nummwmwmmnmmuwonmmw,w

fore it became law, the administration talked of a 20 per cent cut below the 1963

allotments, but in an obvious effort to "sweeten" the '64 progrem edministration

leaders now talk of a 10 per cent reduction. Highlights of the 1964 wheat plan to

be voted on in late May or early June, according to a recent announcement by the

Secretary, will provide a cut in acresge allotments of 10 per cent below 1963 along
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with support st an announced price of $2.00 per bushel for certificate wheat estie
mwu%mmumwmp«mhmm.-wmymmu.
Support for nonecertificate (feed) wheat would be about $1.30 per bushel, however
as many ofags have pointed out before it would be difficult to support (feed) wheat
at this price if the present feed grain law and the 1964 wheat act remain unchanged.
It appears more likely the support price for (feed) wheat would be around 90¢ per
bushel. Diversion payments for the 10 per cent mandatory reduction in allotments
will be 30 per cent of support level times normal yiecld. For example, a farmer with
& normal yield of 25 bushels per acre in a county §2.00 support price would ree
ceive a diversion payment of $15.00 an acre. n, as briefly mentioned
sbove, there would be voluntary acreage di provisions which would permit total
cuts up to 20 per cent of allotments. on the voluntary portion would be 50!
per cent of the support times or in the case sbove cited, approximately
$25.00 an acre instead of $15.00. words, the voluntary portion of the pro=-
gram would be more attractive/and induce greater acreage reduction. ILet me
point out that unless the program should be emended there will be no
peyments for acres diverted efter 19654 This is something the Secretary has not
wmmmsmaﬂmmwmmmmtmrqmm‘m.
Between now and the réferendum, the farmer must decide whether to vote

"yes" or "no". mmzmmrmumwnmmbmte
effort ever launched by the United States Department of Agriculture in-wss@fess to
m%wmm If the referendum should fail, it would be a
blow to the administration and to Freeman's supply-management program. Waile every
farmer should be conversant with the terms of the 1964 program, he should closely
serutinize all statements made by those favoring the program and those who oppose it.
Farmers want and are entitled to the facts, however, I believe that since the farmer
mmmmm,ttummwinotmwofmmqﬁ;nw
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any other administration official to become entangled in the referendunm. :r%.ﬂ‘y\

fects ave presented fairly I have no doubt the farmer will make the proper choledl:
tsmmm,.mmm wmmo:ntoqmwmmu-j

mittee, m\smmumtu‘ in cotton in Kanses, I did not

In closing, I call attention to the of the Buropean common
market upon the export of agricultural particularly wheat and feed grains.
‘wmtwm,nwmmm;m ket for U.S. farm goods unless
something can be dome to keep the tr the common market countries open
to our faruw products.

ds and Luxerburg are building up tariff walls

mmouumotmmmmnthammmmmmwm
walls between their own countries. The pet result ia that they will trade Zreely

with one another and buy less and less from the outside. As an example, late this

summer tariffs on owr broilers in West Germany, which is our biggest outlet, jumped
from 4.0 cents a pound to 13 cents on 30 cent birds. Fruit tariffs were hiked in

the common market countries by 36 per cent, and in the Netherlands dutfes on grain

Junped from $13.00 & ton to $40.00 & ton.

The seriousness of the problem is clearly recognized by the Administration
and by members of Congress of both parties. It seems now, in retrospect, that some
of us who voiced opposition to certain aspects of the Administration's "Trade Expane
mm"m:trammmtmagmumwumwmmmm.
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In conciusion, it is @ifficult for me to understand how Secretary Freeman
can advocate tighter comtrols for American farmers while at the same time sdvocating
more liberal trade policies with common market and other foreign countries. “Fae
%ammmmw %&u t

A AHM our committee
Wmmmmmmmwwmwwmmutm
Burcpean common market on American agriculture, amg what legislative steps should be
taken to protect the interests of the American farmer. I SNEWim—tod;=Shei Phe cost
of agricultural programs is becoming more and more of a factor, and while President
Kennedy indicated agricultural costs would be less ! 1964 by 1.1 billion
dollars from 1963, this seems most unlikely. indicated in his 196k
re approximately 5.8 billion,
however it now appeers that total 1963 casts Qill be in the neighborhood of 6.6

billion. It is, therefore, a sourcd bf dijdouragement to many members of Congress

of both parties to learn that SEretiry Freeman has requested authority to increase the
b Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation
Service from 2015 in 1968 to 7667 by 196k. To more than double the mumber of permae
nent positions in the ASCS in a two year period is clearly indicative not only of

the complexity of Mr. Freeman's progrems, but of his intent to load the USDA payroll
with those who will "sell" any program he might advocate. It can be hoped that Cone
gress will act responsibly in the interest of the taxpayer and the farmer in this
instance. I continue to be emazed by the fact that each year we have fewer farmers
and fever acres in production, yet we add thousands to the federal payroll. This is
but one example of how any bureaucracy grows and grows without limitation, and in my
humble opinion Congress must face up to its responsibility with quick, deecisive action,
for this trend must be stopped now or never.
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