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-33- 
UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF x^GRICULTURE 

Summary of Appropriations, Fiscal Years 1963, 1964, and 1965 

[Note.—Amounts include all supplemental appropriations to date, and 
those for 1963 and 1964 are adjusted for comparability with the 1965 
appropriation structure. Amounts in brackets are not included in totals.] 

Agency or Item 
— 

Appropriations 
1963 1964 1965“ 

ANNUAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR GENERAL 
ACTIVITIES: 
Agricultural Research Service .. $183,644,093 $189,897,075 $222,560,200 
Cooperative State Research Serv. 38,120,788 41,428,000 49,932,000 
Extension Service . 75,257,600 80,081,500 85,174,000 
Soil Conservation Service . 192,815,459 201,904,000 209,196,000 
Economic Research Service . 8,900,913- 9,246,800 10,576,000 
Statistical Reporting Service .. 9,362,353 10,590,900 11,481,000 
Agricultural Marketing Service . 261,737,796 275,142,600 263,966,000 
Foreign Agricultural Service ... 21,060,070 18,587,500 20,488,000 
Agri. Stabilization & Cons. Serv. 689,813,973 720,320,500 633,602,000 
Forest Service . 248,246,222 267,474,000 273,504,000 
All Other . 22,792,266 24,817,440 25,063,000 

Total, Annual Appropriations for 
General Activities . 1,751,751,533 1,839,490,315 1,805,542,200 

CREDIT AGENCIES: 
Rural Electrification Admin: 

Loan Authorizations . [480,000,000] [495,000,000] [435,000,000] 
Salaries and Expenses . 10,355,300 11,149,000 11,578,000 

Farmers Home Administration: 
Loan Authorizations . [340,000,000] [360,000,000] [360,000,000] 
Appropriations . 35,991,345 67,743,900 45,744,000 

Total Credit Agencies: 
Loan Authorizations . 
Appropriations . 

[820,000,000] [855,000,000] [795,000,000] 
46,346,645 78,892,900 57,322,000 

CORPORATIONS: 
Federal Crop Insurance Corp: 

Admin, and Operating expenses 6,714,357 6,944,000 7,192,000 
FCIC Fund (operating expenses 
payable from premium income) [3,265,250] [3,505,000] [3,638,000] 

Total, Fed. Crop Insurance Corp. 6,714,357 6,944,000 7,192,000 
Commodity Credit Corporation: 

Reimb.for Net Realized Losses 2,278,455,000 2,699,400,000 1,574,000,000 
Reimb.for costs of Special 
Milk Program .. 92,243,150 , __ 

Limitation on Admin. Expenses [43,188,500] [41,650,000] [37,351,000] 
Total, Commodity Credit Corp. .. 2,370,698,150 2,699,400,000 1,574,000,000 

Total, Corporations . 2,377,^12,507 2,706,344,000 1,581,1927060 

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS . 2708^70227000 'T^B897'07470'00~ -i,992~7T51,0'OU 

PERMANENT APPROPRIATIONS: 
1\ Removal of surplus agricultural 

commodities (Section 32) . 316,843,537 368,001,556 378,907,331 
All other . 117,446,503 143,308,749 142,346,240 

Total, Permanent Appropriations .. 434,290,040 511,310,305 521,253,571 
t TOTAL, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE . =6769477227725“ -T('755!),0Sr75SD ■5795T7W07771 
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ADMINISTRATIVE PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE of Federal agencies in the exercise of their 

rulemaking, licensing, and adjudicatory functions (agreed to February 10, 1964). 

S. Res. 262, authorizing the Senate Judiciary Committee to investigate U. S. 

ANTITRUST AND MONOPOLY laws (agreed to February 10, 1964). 

S. Res. 278, authorizing the Senate Government Operations Committee to make 

certain studies as to the EFFECIENCY AND ECONOMY of Government operations (agreed 

to February 10, 1964). 

S. Res. 280, authorizing the Senate Government Operations Committee to study the 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONSHIPS between the United States and the States and 

municipalities (agreed to February 10, 1964). 

S. Res. 290, authorizing the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee to make 

a study of matters relating to MIGRATORY LABOR (agreed to February 26, 1964). 

S. Res. 332, requesting the Attorney General to investigate partisan political 

fund raising in the CIVIL SERVICE (agreed to June 24, 1964). 

S. Con. Res. 19, to designate BOURBON WHISKEY as a distinctive product of the 
United States (agreed to May 4, 1964). 

H. Res. 820, authorizing additional funds for the further expenses of STUDIES AND 

INVESTIGATIONS by the House Agriculture Committee (agreed to August 14, 1964). 

H. Con. Res. 189, expressing the sense of Congress that the Southwest regional 

WATER LABORATORY should be known as the Robert S. Kerr Water Research Center 

(agreed to in House March 16, 1964; agreed to in Senate June 19, 1964). 

H. Con. Res. 371, providing for SINE DIE ADJOURNMENT of both Houses of Congress 

on Saturday, October 3, 1964 (agreed to in House October 2, 1964; agreed to in 
Senate October 3, 1964). 
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OF INTEREST TO THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

OFFICE OF 
3 BUDGET AND FINANCE 
\, / 
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or cite; 
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For actions of May $1, 1964 
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HIGHLIGHTS: House committee voted to n£j3ort bill to establish National Food 

Marketing Commission. House passed dsTicigncy appropriation bill. House committee 

reported pay bill. Sen. Williams, Del., inserted item critical of CEA refusal to 

submit information on salad oil irv/estigation\ Sen. Mansfield introduced and 

discussed bill to provide preservation of farmer's wheat history. 

HOUSE 
\ 

1. AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1965. Attached to this Digest is a copy of the 

committee report on this bill, H. R. 11202, at the end of which is included a 

summary table reflecting committee action on the bill. The bill was reported 

on May 8 during adjournment. p. 10128 

2. FOC /MARKETING COMMISSION. The Agriculture Committee voted to report ("b did 

nc actually report) with amendment H. J. Res. 977, to establish a Nati al 

>mmission on Food Marketing to study the food industry from the farm t She 

consumer. p. D364 

DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION BILL, 1964. Passed with amendment this bill, H. R*. 

11201. See Digest 92 for items of interest to this Department. pp. 10111-6, 

A2403 
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4. PAY. The Post Office and Civil Service Committee reported without amendment 

H. R, 11049, the Federal pay bill (H. Kept. 1388). p. 10128 
Rep. Olsen (Mont.) mentioned the changes between the newly reported biyf and 

.H. R. 8986, which was previously defeated by the House, p. 10109 

POVERTY. Rep. Kilburn inserted a letter from a farmer in Canton, N. Y, 

criticizing the poverty program. 
Re)*., Forman stated that the way to end this country's poverty j^^oblem is 

id "in less 
p. 10110 

through^"the kind of job created solely by personal enterprise" 

burdensome government which will permit a higher rate of growth^ 

6. RESEARCH; PERSONNEL. Both Houses received from Interior a proposed bill "to 

authorize thXsecretary of the Interior to employ aliens xyc a scientific or 

technical capaK^ty"; to Interior and Insular Affairs Comigittees. pp. 10128, 

10131 

SENATE 

7. FOOD MARKETING. Sen. M)*Gee inserted and coniinended/an editorial supporting 

enactment of legislations.to establish a commiss^n to study the marketing 

structure of the food industry, p. 10166 

8. FATS AND OILS; CEA. Sen. Wiliams, Del., in/erted an article stating that a 

N. Y. State investigation of rfae DeAngeliE^salad oil case appears temporarily 
blocked because a "Federal agency refuse© to disclose information sought by 

the New York attorney general," ^fid quoting from a letter from the CEA Adminis¬ 
trator stating that '-.In view of thK restrictive provisions of the Comoiody Ex¬ 

change Act, it is essential that evexy possible action be taken to prevent the 

disclosure of confidential informationi. either by this department or by any 

board of trade to which this dep^frtment\has furnished such information." 

p. 10152 

9. POVERTY. Sen. Long, Mo., inserted and commended an editorial supporting the 

President's proposed pover/y program. p. I0r86 

10. CIVIL RIGHTS. Continue^/debate on H. R. 7152, t!\ civil rights bill. pp. 101'^ 

10173-95, 10227-45. 

11. EXTENSION SERVICE. /Received from this Department a proposed bill to provide for 

recognition of 5(/years of cooperative extension service work with the people 

of the United Spates; to Agriculture and Forestry Committee. p. 10130 

12. TRANSPORTATION*. Senators Bartlett, Beall, Hartke, McGee, Randolph, Scott and 
Smathers ware added as cosponsors of S. 2796, to provide forN^trengthening and 
improving/the national transportation system. p. 10138 

13. WILDERNESS. Sen. Anderson inserted an editorial and statement pacing tribute to 

HowayQ Zahniser, executive director and editor of the Wilderness Society, 

p. E0138 

14. ^EREIGN AID. Sen. Aiken inserted and commended the President's speech t\ the 

Alliance for Progress Ambassadors pledging additional aid to Latin American 

countries, including agricultural aid. pp. 10243-4 



88th Congress ) HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES j Report 
2d Session j ) No. 1387 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND RELATED 

AGENCIES APPROPRIATION BILL, 1965 

|May 8, 1964.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union and ordered to be printed 

Mr. Whitten, from the Committee on Appropriations, submitted the 
following 

REPORT 

[To accompany H.R. 11202] 

The Committee on Appropriations submits the following report in 
explanation of the accompanying bill making appropriations for the 
Department of Agriculture and related agencies for the fiscal year 
1965. The bill covers estimates contained in the 1965 budget, pages 
85-180 and 817-819, and budget amendments contained in House 
Document 240, dated March 9, 1964. Also, the 1964 supplemental 
contained in House Document 203, dated January 21, 1964, as 
^amended by House Document 284, dated March 23, 1964, have been 
'considered in reporting this bill. 

The bill provides funds for the general operations of the Depart¬ 
ment, including various activities such as research, disease and pest 
control, extension, soil and water conservation, marketing services, 
meat and poultry inspection, agricultural credit, crop insurance, the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, Public Law 480 and other assistance 
programs. 

The bill includes total appropriations of $5,182,665,000 for these 
purposes in the coming year, a reduction of $406,257,600 in the budget 
requests which total $5,588,922,600. The amount proposed is 
$1,059,632,215 less than appropriated for fiscal year 1964. None of the 
1964 supplemental requests totaling $6,663,000 have been approved. 

A summary of the budget requests and amounts recommended by 
the committee follows. A detailed breakdown by individual appro¬ 
priations appears at the end of the report. 

99-006 



2 AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATIONS, 1965 

Budget request Recommended 
in bill 

Reduction 

Title I—General activities__ 
Title II—Credit agencies_. _ _ 
Title III—Corporations (including Public Law 480 and 

other assistance programs)_ _ 

$1,432,340,600 
58,802,000 

4,097,780,000 
(2,876,000) 

$1,393,687,000 
55,885,000 

3,733,093,000 
(2,876,000) 

-$38,653,600 
-2,917,000 

-364,687,000 
Title IV—Farm Credit Administration.. 

Total___ _ 5,588,922,600 5,182,665,000 -406,257,600 

The 1965 Budget for Agriculture 

A review of the President’s Budget for 1965 indicates that the 
Department of Agriculture has received a greater reduction in appro¬ 
priated funds for the coming fiscal year than the sum total for all other 
departments of the Federal Government. The amount requested for 
all activities of the Department is about the same as requested for 
the National Space Agency. It is nearly $1 billion less than requested 
for the Department of Health, Education and Welfare and is approxi¬ 
mately one-tenth of the request for the Department of Defense. It 
is only twice what we propose to spend for the Atomic Energy Com¬ 
mission next year. In making these comparisons, we in no way mean 
to pass judgment on the needs of these departments or agencies. 

On the basis of appropriation requests before the Committee for 
fiscal year 1965, the budget carries a net reduction under fiscal year 
1964 of $653,374,615 as follows: 

Appropriation, 
1964 

1965 budget Reduction 

General activities_.. $1,568,016,315 
78,892,900 

4,595,388,000 

$1,432,340,600 
58,802,000 

4,097,780,000 

-$135,675,715 
-20,090,900 

-497,608.000 

Credit agencies.... .. 
Corporations (including Public Law 480 and other as¬ 

sistance programs)__ 

Total appropriation... 6,242,297,215 5,588,922,600 -653,374,615 

The reduction proposed by the Bureau of the Budget for the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture would have eliminated important research 
stations at Petersburg, Alaska; Glendale, Arizona; Clarkedale, Ar¬ 
kansas; Quincy, Florida; Tallulah, Louisiana; Durham, New Hamp¬ 
shire; University Park, New Mexico; Geneva, New York; Scottsbluff 
(Mitchell), Nebraska; Brownsville, Texas; and Logan, Utah. It 
would also have eliminated the following market news sendees: 
Fort Smith, Arkansas; Baltimore, Maryland; Tulsa, Oklahoma; 
Memphis, Tennessee; and Nashville, Tennessee. The budget also 
proposed to eliminate certain marketing research which has done so 
much for Chicago, Boston, Philadelphia, New York, Pittsburgh, 
Detroit and many other cities in helping to improve marketing facil¬ 
ities. Further the budget would have drastically reduced the Agri¬ 
cultural Conservation Program for next year, as well as the Extension 
Service, Watershed Protection, Flood Prevention and assistance to 
districts by the Soil Conservation Service. 
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CERTAIN RESTORATIONS ESSENTIAL 

The Committee is convinced that these activities are extremely 
valuable, particularly to the consumers of the country, and should be 
continued. It believes that they are far more essential than work 
done by the Department of Agriculture for other agencies and depart¬ 
ments. Such extra work should be reduced sufficiently to offset the 
manpower requirements and cost of these activities which are to be 
restored in the following amounts: 

Funds Man-years 

Agricultural Research Service: 
Closing of field research stations____ _ $264,000 

662,000 

2,590,000 

29 
Transportation and facilities research___ 60 

Extension Service: 
Payments to States and Puerto Rico_ (■) 

Soil Conservation Service: 
Curtailing of State offices, area offices, work units, and plant materials 
offices_ _______ 1,344,000 162 

Small watershed planning________ 1,025,000 111 
Flood prevention_ 2,767,000 

94,000 

75,000 

58 
Statistical Reporting Service: 

i 
Agricultural Marketing Service: 

Payments to States and possessions_ (*) 
Closing of market news offices___ 50,000 7 

Total_-_ 8,871,000 428 

) 

1 Personnel not counted against Federal employment ceilings. 

The Department is directed to provide a budget balancing offset to 
these restored items by eliminating an equivalent amount of work for 
the Agency for International Development, for which a transfer of 
nearly $12,000,000 is proposed for fiscal year 1965. 

In the opinion of the Committee, it is far better to use taxpayers 
money to improve American Agriculture and protect the American 
Consumer than to provide training and technical assistance to our 
competitors in world agricultural markets through the Agency 
for International Development. 

None of the funds of the Department should be used to promote or 
assist in promoting overseas production of any agricultural commodity 

Isfor export which (1) is affected by any price support program in the 
^United States, (2) is given financial support through purchase or other 

assistance under Section 32 of P.L. 320, 74th Congress, or (3) is in¬ 
cluded in the inventories of the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

The net budget decrease of $135,675,715 under General Activities 
is largely due to (1) the proposal to finance the Special Milk Program 
in fiscal year 1965 by transfer from Section 32 funds in lieu of a direct 
appropriation, and (2) a reduction in the appropriation for the Con¬ 
servation Reserve Program which is due to expiration of 83,543 con¬ 
tracts during the coming year. The Committee has gone along with 
both of these changes. 

The net budget reduction of $497,608,000 under Corporations is 
largely due to a change in policy. Instead of the Bureau of the Budget 
requesting funds to fully reimburse the Commodity Credit Corporation 
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for capital impairment, the 1965 request represents only a partial 
restoration of capital impairment for losses of the Corporation. This 
sum, together with cash receipts from the sale of commodities on hand, 
is estimated by the Budget to provide sufficient funds to cover CCC 
operations during the coming year. 

Of course, should a major change occur in weather conditions, vol¬ 
ume of production, prices and market conditions, or domestic and ex¬ 
port sales, the provision of further funds might become necessary. 
The Committee has gone along with this change, however, primarily 
because it believes the Corporation should make increased efforts to 
secure adequate funds from additional dollar sales to meet its financial 
needs during the coming fiscal year. 

COMPETITIVE-BID SALES FOR DOLLARS, A MUST 

The Committee renews again its insistence that the Department see 
that U.S. commodities are kept in world markets at a competitive 
price, using competitive-bid sales of commodities to insure that we 
remain competitive and to regain our share of world markets. 

Experience in 1962 and 1963 demonstrates conclusively that the 
Department must keep the competitive-bid sales program to insure 
that U.S. commodities will be constantly competitive in world markets. 
In 1962, using the payment-in-kind program, cotton exports totaled 
only 3.8 million bales. In 1963, 4.3 million bales were sold abroad, 
of which 2.1 million bales were sold in the last half of the year, after 
the Department returned to competitive-bid sales. This represented 
an increase of 1.3 million bales over the last half of 1962. This 
increase was due almost entirely to the resumption of sales on com¬ 
petitive bid during the latter part of 1963 at the insistence of this 
Committee. 

The export of an additional 3 million bales of cotton in the coming 
year, for example, could make available an additional $380 to $400 
million for CCC by requiring a smaller investment if sold from private 
sources or by providing cash for operating expenses if sold from CCC 
stocks. Increased exports of 100 million bushels of wheat would put 
some $140 million back into CCC operating accounts. Exports of 
100 million bushels of corn would return $125 million. 

By all means we must not return to the situation which existed prior I 
to 1954 when the Department refused to sell U.S. agricultural com¬ 
modities competitively in world markets, notwithstanding unlimited 
authority to sell competitively for dollars. 

PRESIDENTIAL MANPOWER CEILINGS 

Severe manpower limitations have been placed upon the Depart¬ 
ment’s programs for fiscal years 1964 and 1965. 

The effect of these end-of-year employment targets for 1964, in 
some instances, is to negate Congressional action taken last year to 
provide funds to meet special problems. While such funds have been 
appropriated for fiscal year 1964 they are not being used for the 
purposes intended by Congress, since personnel cannot be employed 
under the established ceilings to carry out the work. For a number 
of items, reserves have been established by the Bureau of the Budget 
to impound such funds, even though they were specifically provided 
by Congress to meet urgent needs. 
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These employment targets include positions for work done for other 
Federal agencies and organizations outside the Department with 
transferred funds. In some cases, the personnel limitations require 
reductions in the regular activities of the bureaus and agencies in the 
Department to cover personnel financed from transferred funds. 
In the opinion of the Committee, savings in funds and personnel 
made necessary by our present tight financial situation should come 
at the expense of extra activities for other agencies, rather than at 
the expense of the regular programs of the Department of Agriculture. 

Also included in the manpower ceilings are positions financed from 
funds contributed by States, local governmental units and private 
organizations to meet special problems. The Committee feels that 
this practice should be discontinued, since it could result in dis¬ 
couraging local contributions which are urgently needed to supple¬ 
ment Federal funds provided for these special purposes, and recom¬ 
mends to the President that manpower ceilings be removed from 
personnel paid from such non-Federal funds. 

In view of these Presidential reserves and manpower ceilings, the 
Committee must insist that all agencies of the Department use 
funds and manpower allowed to carry out all regular basic responsi¬ 
bilities for which funds are provided by Congress, prior to undertak¬ 
ing extra-curricular functions. Joint and cooperative domestic pro¬ 
grams with private industry, the Corps of Engineers, and Depart¬ 
ments of Commerce, Interior and Health, Education and Welfare 
shall be deemed to be regular programs. The order of priority should 
be as follows: 

(1) Regular basic responsibilities. 
(2) Work for other agencies of the Department of Agriculture 

related to their regular basic responsibilities. 
(3) Work for other agencies of the Department related to 

recently established '‘pilot” programs. 
(4) Work for other agencies and organizations outside the 

Department. 
Further, within the manpower ceilings, it is expected that the Sec¬ 

retary will use his 7 percent transfer authority between funds within 
each agency to see that manpower available to the Department is 
used on the most essential activities. Also, the Department should 
make at least a prorata reduction in Washington office personnel by 
attrition where further manpower reductions are necessary. 

Discontinuance of the work done by transfer of funds from the 
Agency for International Development as previously directed will 
make 448 man-years of employment ceiling available to cover the 
428 man-years required to cover the activities restored for fiscal year 
1965 as discussed above. Most of this is for research, soil conserva¬ 
tion operations, marketing research, and statistical reporting service 
as outlined above. 

Immediate Problems Facing Farmer and Consumer 

There are two pressing problems currently facing American Agri¬ 
culture and the American Consumer which must be given immediate 
attention. One of the more pressing is that facing the tobacco 
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producers and processors and millions of consumers as a result of the 
recent report of the Surgeon General on “Smoking and Health.” 
The other is due to the terrific impact present publicity is having on 
the producer and the consumer with regard to the use of insecticides 
and pesticides, the use of which is absolutely essential to our high 
standard of living. 

The Committee has included funds in the bill to enable the Depart¬ 
ment to undertake research immediately to meet these urgent prob¬ 
lems. Under authority given by Congress last year, the use of 
$3,000,000 of Section 32 funds for research on these problems in the 
next year has been provided for in the bill, along with other items 
discussed under that section of the report. 

THE TOBACCO PROBLEM 

Tobacco has been a major agricultural commodity through the 
years. It is produced in 21 States and is the fifth largest income- 
producing crop to farmers. It is an $8 billion industry with growers 
receiving about $1.2 billion per year. It pays some $3.3 billion each 
year in taxes to our Federal, State, and local governments. 

Due to the implications of the Surgeon General’s report, it is essen¬ 
tial that we find the answers through research. In this effort we must 
have the cooperation of the Department of Agriculture, the Depart¬ 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, and private industry, to de¬ 
termine the properties of tobacco which may affect the health of 
smokers and to develop means to eliminate any harmful substances 
found. 

It is extremely important that this research begin immediately. 
The answers to this problem must be found just as rapidly as possible 
to prevent economic ruin for growers, substantial losses of revenue to 
the Federal and local governments, and possible injury to the public 
health. 

The Committee hearings disclose that the University of Ken¬ 
tucky has a Tobacco Research Laboratory built with $4.5 million of 
State funds which is now available and has been offered to the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture by University and State officials for such 
research. It is located adjacent to the New Medical Research Center 
at this University and is ideally situated for a coordinated agricultural- 
medical research problem of this nature. Accordingly, the Committee ■ 
has included $1,500,000 of Section 32 funds in the bill for 1965 to 
enable the Department to immediately initiate tobacco research at 
this location in collaboration with the State University, State agencies, 
the Department of Health, Education and Welfare and other public 
and private organizations which can contribute to a concerted ap¬ 
proach to this urgent research need. 

THE PESTICIDE RESIDUE PROBLEM 

The need for additional research on development, testing, and use 
of pesticides and insecticides, together with the effects of sprays or 
other residues from products used in agricultural production is very 
acute. Recent well-publicized books and articles, not always based 
on complete and objective information, have increased public concern 
about this matter. Current statements in the press which make 
certain claims concerning the effect of agricultural pesticides on fish 
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in the lower Mississippi River present a completely one-sided point of 
view, and in this instance it is not claimed that health is affected. 

To enable the Department to protect agriculture and the consumer 
by developing and presenting full and complete facts on this matter 
and to develop improved methods of insect and pest control, some 
expansion of research activities in this area is necessary. Congress 
provided for the establishment of a weed control laboratory last year. 
Since the work at this location will be directly concerned with the use 
of pesticides, insecticides, other agricultural chemicals, materials, and 
methods, plans for this facility should be modified to permit testing 
and development of pesticides, insecticides and other materials neces¬ 
sary to agriculture, including effects of residues. 

For expanded research on use of pesticides and control of insects 
and pests, the Committee has included the budget estimate of 
$1,500,000 under Section 32 for next year, including such amount as 
may be needed for the modification of plans at the weed control 
laboratory provided last year to include this type of research. 

Both the Department of Health, Education and Welfare and the 
Department of Agriculture are deeply interested in protecting the 
public health. Both departments have responsibility for approving 
materials for use as pesticides and insecticides for agricultural purposes. 

Neither Department, we are sure, would want to needlessly deprive 
the American Consumer of any part of the finest and cheapest food any 
Nation has ever enjoyed. In recent weeks, however, after materials 
have been approved and put into use, new means of detection of 
minute amounts of residue have resulted in news releases, press ac¬ 
counts, and headlines which needlessly frighten the consumer, do 
financial damage to the manufacturer and the farmer, and lessen the 
supply of food for the consuming public, though there is no claim that 
the public health is endangered. Neither the Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare, nor the Department of Agriculture would want 
to needlessly destroy any American business or agricultural enterprise. 
Yet that is what present policies are doing in cases where there is no 
evidence of danger to the public health. 

The members of the Committee recall the cranberry incident in 
1960, when a whole industry was practically destroyed by reckless 
statements and charges. It took $10,000,000 recommended by 
President Eisenhower to compensate for the damage and bring back 
public acceptance of this commodity. The public health must be 
protected. However, the supply of food and the processes which 
make food and fiber plentiful and cheap must also be protected where 
there is no evidence that public health is endangered. 

In an effort to prevent further financial damage to American pro¬ 
ducers and loss of food for consumers as a result of reckless handling of 
this problem, the Committee has set up $250,000 for the use of the 
Secretary of Agriculture to collaborate with the Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare in working out rules and regulations 
including the recommendation of such changes in the law as may be 
necessary to protect our high standard of living with the most plentiful, 
cheapest and finest food and fiber any Nation ever had—while at the 
same time protecting the public health. 

The food supply shortage is said to be Russia’s “Achilles heel.” 
Russia’s monumental failure to provide food for her people and their 
allies is her chief weakness in the world of today. We must prevent 
our Nation, where only 18 percent of total income goes for food, from 
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sinking to Russia’s level, where some 50 percent or more of national 
income is spent for food. 

It is the firm belief of this Committee that news releases or other 
public statements regarding anj7 pesticide or otber material which such 
departments have authorized for use should not be made unless at 
least one of such departments states that there is evidence that the 
continued use of such material would injure the public health. 

Further, some provision should be made for payment of financial 
losses to any producer, processor, or manufacturer resulting from 
statements or actions concerning the use of approved pesticides, in¬ 
secticides, chemicals or other materials, where there is no evidence that 
their use endangers the public health. The payment for such damages 
should be made by the department issuing or negligently permitting 
the issuance of such statement or action. 

PROTECTION FROM DISEASE AND PESTILENCE 

It is estimated by officials of the Department that, if it were not for 
the use of fertilizers, insecticides and pesticides, in five years the cost 
of a very inferior quality of food to the American consumer would 
double, and in 10 to 15 years the people of this nation would be short 
of essential foods. 

The threat from insects and diseases becomes increasingly serious 
as the speed and volume of travel increases between all areas of the 
world. Nearly 57 million more persons entered the United States 
during fiscal year 1963 than in 1954. The number of planes, ships 
and other carriers in 1963 was over 26 million as compared to 14 
million in 1954. The number of pieces of baggage inspected increased 
three-fold in 6 years—from 9 million in 1957 to over 27 million in 
1963. 

The opening of additional ports along the St. Lawrence Seaway 
and increased non-stop overseas air flights to airports in the interior 
of the country are also increasing the threat of introduction of new 
pests from abroad. 

It has been estimated by Agriculture experts that the damage to 
crops by the more than 600 different kinds of major destructive plant 
insects in the United States amounts to nearly $4,000,000,000 each 
year. Cotton insects account for nearly $600,000,000 annually, cereal 
and forage insects account for some $400,000,000 annually, and 
stored grain and household insects cause annual damage of over 
$1 billion. It is further estimated that annual losses caused by plant 
diseases total $2,500,000,000, and that livestock losses due to diseases 
and parasites exceed $2,000,000,000 per year. 

If foot-and-mouth disease should become established in this 
country, it is estimated that annual losses would be in the billions of 
dollars. It is further predicted that the introduction of fowl pest in 
this country could virtually eliminate the poultry industry. The 
introduction of rinderpest would cost the Nation $i billion annually. 

To fully appreciate the effects of these destructive diseases and 
pests, it is necessary only to look to other parts of the world where food 
production is subject to their ravages. In the Middle East, desert 
locusts have been sweeping the semiarid lands for centuries, leaving 
ruined crops and starvation in their wake. In Pakistan, severe 
locust, caterpillar, and cricket outbreaks have caused losses as high as 
80 percent in some areas. It is almost impossible to maintain supplies 
of grain in storage in India because of the ravages of weevils, bran 
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beetles, and the world’s worst pest of stored grain—the khapra beetle, 
which is now a threat in the United States. 

Stored-grain pests are so bad in tropical areas of the world that the 
race to eat the grain before insects devour it results in frequent periods 
of starvation. The people compete with the pests for survival. Their 
low standard of living thus becomes understandable. 

The distribution of cattle in Africa is determined primarily by the 
presence or absence of the tsetse fly. This is a major reason why an 
African child, once weaned, may never again taste milk. The cattle 
tick and the human warble or torsalo fly cause tremendous losses to 
hides, beef, and milk production in Central and South America. 
Mortality among calves may be as high as 70 percent in some of 
the most heavily infested areas. 

A recent report from Argentina indicates that 50,000 calves suc¬ 
cumbed in one year’s time to screwworm—the same one found in 
this country. The Argentines have had no effective means of dealing 
with this pest. 

American Agriculture—A Long-Range Consumer Concern 

The agricultural problem facing the Nation in the long view is not 
the matter of present commodity surpluses. The real long-range 
problem is the consequences of serious changes now taking place in 
agriculture which could jeopardize the consumer’s supply for food 
and fiber for the future. Such factors as declining farm population, 
decreasing income from farming, and increasing average age of farmers 
are significant indicators of problems ahead for the Nation’s consumers. 

In the last 10 years, the number of farmers has decreased from 19.9 
to 13.4 million. During this same period, the investment required 
per farmer has increased from $23,877 to $51,472. The farmer’s 
share of the consumer’s food dollar has decreased from 44 percent in 
1953 to 37 percent in 1963. The net income as related to investment 
has decreased from 13.3 percent to 7.8 percent in the past 10 years. 
Also the average age of farmers has increased from 48.3 years to 50.5 
years between 1950 and 1960. 

The President has recently announced a program designed to give 
more attention to the consumer’s role in the highly competitive 

^economy of the United States. In this connection, he has appointed 
a new Assistant Secretary of Labor to create more wide-spread interest 
in this matter. 

While this special emphasis on consumer interest is probably justi¬ 
fied, it seems appropriate to point out that perhaps the first consumer 
interest should be American agriculture and the Department of 
Agriculture, both of which do a primary and basic job of protecting 
and serving the consumer. All urban consumers must look to the 
rural producer (who is also an important consumer) for (1) the pro¬ 
tection of his food supply from disease and pestilence, (2) the protec¬ 
tion and conservation of the Nation’s soil, water and timber supplies, 
and (3) the providing of a major market for the products of labor and 
industry, which market is essential to the consumer’s income. 

PROTECTION OF OUR BASIC NATURAL RESOURCES 

The American farmer and our agricultural programs provide 
the principal means of protecting and conserving our soil, water and 

H. Rept. 1387, 88-2 2 
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timber for the benefit of the present generation of consumers as well 
as future generations yet unborn. 

This country had 8,000 billion board feet of timber about 150 
years ago. Today we have around 1,600 billion board feet left—only 
20 percent of the original stand. 

Only 175 years ago we bad 500 million acres of fertile soil in this 
Nation. We have already wasted 200 million acres (40 percent) and 
another 100 million acres (20 percent) is washing away today. 

Just a few years in the future we will need three times the amount 
of water we use today—which points up the need to properly protect 
and manage our water supply. In some areas of this country we are 
already finding that expansion of population and industry is limited 
by the lack of adequate sources of water. 

In recent years the United States has been spending large sums of 
money to maintain its position in the world and support its defense 
and defense related activities at home and abroad. For fiscal year 
1965, it is estimated that 52 percent of the budget will be used for this 
purpose. ( 

The public debt has been increasing year by year as a result of these 
and other Federal expenditures. The public debt of $257,000,000,000 
in 1950 increased to $286,000,000,000 in 1960. It is expected to 
reach $312,000,000,000 by June 30, 1964, and $317,000,000,000 by 
June 30, 1965. 

What we have been and are now doing is depleting our timber, our 
soil fertility, our sources of water and other natural resources to sup¬ 
port these large public expenditures and carry this tremendous public 
debt. 

We must have adequate defense. We must keep up with space 
exploration and similar activities. At the same time we must preserve 
the basic economic foundation of our Nation to support all of these 
billions of dollars of expenditures which are a drain upon our economy. 

We must give more attention and financial support to reforesting our 
lands, protecting our watersheds, harnessing our streams for electricity, 
reclaiming our lands through soil conservation, developing our sources 
of water and stressing those things which build up the potential 
economic strength of this Nation. 

If we leave to future generations a fertile land, with timber restored, 
with soil erosion stopped, and with water resources developed, this( 
country will be able to meet its future domestic problems, inter¬ 
national threats and financial needs. If we neglect these basic respon¬ 
sibilities, we will leave future generations nothing to look forward to 
or to build on. Money alone is of no value. It must be supported 
by a sound economy based on natural resources to generate new 
wealth for future generations. 

More than half of the estimated $1.2 billion average annual flood- 
water and sediment damage in the United States occurs on the head¬ 
water streams and small tributaries. And sediment causes costly 
damage to the Nation’s 10,000 major water storage reservoirs. The 
amount of erosion-produced sediment dredged annually from our rivers 
and harbors exceeds the volume of earth dug for the Panama Canal. 

Through the years, the Agricultural Conservation Program has been 
the Federal Government’s principal economic stimulus to farmers and 
ranchers to voluntarily apply needed conservation measures. It is 
used in all agricultural counties in the 50 states, Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands. Conservation practices were carried out under this 
program in 1963 on over a million farms and ranches, covering nearly 
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400 million acres. The program has over 1 million participants each 
year, which represents nearly 25 percent of all farming units in the 
United States. 

This program has stimulated twice as much economic activity as the 
amount of Federal funds spent, since the farmer puts up about half the 
cost of the practices, plus his labor. The per capita annual cost is 
about $1.50 and the investment per acre of farmland is 54 cents. 

To make certain that the contribution of this program to the 
Nation’s conservation effort is maintained at least at present levels, 
the Committee has provided the full $220,000,000 (plus $30,000,000 for 
administration) for the 1965 program. This is the same amount that 
has been carried for this purpose for a number of years. 

The various programs of the Soil Conservation Service, the research 
agencies and the Extension Service are also contributing much to our 
conservation efforts throughout the United States. The Flood Pre¬ 
vention and Watershed Protection programs are now beginning to 
.bring real benefits to the Nation by “catching the water where it 
'falls” in the upper reaches of the watersheds of the country and by 
reducing the volume of sediment flowing down our streams and riv¬ 
ers to the ocean. Improved conservation on the farms of the coun¬ 
try is beginning to restore the productive capacity of the remaining 
land and to preserve it for the consumers of the future, the number 
of which are increasing at an alarming rate! 

The Committee also has restored proposed budget reductions 
for these important agencies for fiscal year 1965 to prevent a slowing 
down of their conservation activities and a corresponding reduction 
in national interest in this essential need. 

PROTECTION OF MARKETS FOR LABOR AND INDUSTRY 

The economic welfare of each segment of the nation’s economy is 
dependent on the economic strength of each of the others. History 
demonstrates that our Nation is prosperous only to the extent that 
our agricultural economy is strong and healthy. 

Agriculture is the principal source of new wealth. It is the main 
provider of basic raw materials which support all segments of busi¬ 
ness and industry. Around 65 percent of the basic raw materials 
/used in industry come from the farm. Reliable estimates indicate 
that each dollar of wealth taken from the soil generates 7 dollars of 
income throughout the rest of our economy. 

Agriculture is our largest industry. It employs 12 times the num¬ 
ber of people in the steel industry, 9 times the number in the auto¬ 
mobile industry, and twice the number in the transportation and 
public utility industries. In addition, it supports directly another 
10 percent of our nonfarm population which supplies the farmer with 
his needs and processes and markets his products. 

Agriculture is a major dollar earner in world markets and is playing 
an important role in solving our balance of payments problems. It 
is expected that agricultural exports will represent 25 percent of our 
total exports in fiscal year 1964 as compared to 22 percent in fiscal 
year 1956. 

Agriculture is one of the major markets for the products of labor and 
industry. Agriculture uses more steel in a year than is used for a 
year’s output of passenger cars. It uses more petroleum products 
that any other industry in the country. It uses more rubber each 
year than is required to produce tires for 6 million automobiles. Its 
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inventory of machinery and equipment exceeds the assets of the steel 
industry', and is five times that of the automobile industry. 

Urban workers benefit directly from this rural demand for ma¬ 
chinery, equipment, supplies and the other items used on the nation’s 
farms. Significant changes in this demand, therefore, have a direct 
effect on business and employment in urban areas. Every major 
business recession in this country has been preceded by the loss oj income 
and purchasing power at the farm level. 

This important rural market must be protected by the assurance of 
adequate income to the producers of farm commodities and main¬ 
tenance of farm purchasing power. Business prosperity and full 
employment in the cities is dependent on a strong and dependable 
agricultural market, including both large and small farms. 

" The programs of the Department which help the producer to market 
his commodities at home and abroad efficiently and profitably, as 
well as the activities of the Commodity Credit Corporation and other 
agencies which have an effect on production and commodity prices,/-. 
have done much to maintain agricultural income and thereby protect^ 
this important market for labor and industry. The Committee has 
attempted to provide sufficient funds in the bill for fiscal year 1965 to 
make certain that these essential services will be available to the 
producer and their benefits will be available to the consumer during 
the coming year. 

THE consumer’s STAKE IN AGRICULTURE IS INCREASING 

Because products from the farm have become so abundant in recent 
years, and because the percentage of the Nation’s income spent for 
food decreases each year, the average consumer in this country is 
inclined to take his supply of food for granted. He frequently over¬ 
looks the fact that he is completely dependent for the food on his 
table on the efficiency and productivity of the American farmer and 
the assistance he receives from the various programs of the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture, the Land-Grant Colleges, the Extension Service 
and other agencies which are devoted to the support of our agricul¬ 
tural economy. 

Urban consumers frequently overlook the fact that research, insect 
and pest control, meat and poultry inspection, school lunch and(J 
special milk programs, market inspection, fruit and vegetable inspec¬ 
tion, soil conservation, flood prevention, watershed protection, and 
many other programs financed in this bill have direct benefits to 
every person living in the United States and to future generations. 
They tend to disregard the fact that many segments of our economy 
other than the farmer are important beneficiaries of our farm programs. 
In fact the general public receives the major benefit from many of 
these activities. 

In cooperation with officials of the Department, special analyses 
have been made of the benefits received by the general public from 
Federal funds spent for agriculture. One such analysis showed that, 
of the funds expended by the Department of Agriculture for fiscal 
year 1960, all had benefits to the general public and over 54 percent 
had direct benefits to the consumer of equal importance to those for 
the farmer. Subsequent studies show the same to be true for the 
funds appropriated to the Department each year since that time. 
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American consumers are enjoying the highest standard of living 
ever known to man. The reason is that fewer and fewer people are 
producing more and more food, which releases more of our population 
to provide the many things which contribute to this high standard of 
living. Less than 8 percent of our people now can produce enough 
to feed our entire population. 

Also, American consumers enjoy the greatest variety and the finest 
quality of food available anywhere in the world. Such food is the 
most wholesome and healthful in the world. 

Further, per capita food expenditures in the United States are the 
lowest in the world in relation to consumer income. It is usual for 
people in most areas of the world to spend one-third to one-half or 
more of their income for food. United Nations figures for 1958 show 
the percentage of income spent for food in certain areas as follows: 
Italy, 46 percent; Japan, 51 percent: Ceylon, 57 percent; Nigeria, 
71 percent. In the United States, food costs now take only 18 

■ percent of the disposable income, as compared to over 50 percent in 
^Russia, as pointed out earlier. 

The consumer’s stake in Agriculture will become increasingly vital 
in the future as the world’s population explosion creates even larger 
demands for food and fibre. This alarming population expansion 
can be fully appreciated when it is realized that the population of the 
world, which reached the first billion by the year 1830, took only 100 
years, 1830 to 1930, to reach 2 billion and only 30 years, 1930 to 1960, 
to reach 3 billion. It is expected to exceed 6 billion people by the turn 
of the century. The population growth in the United States is more 
than keeping pace with world expansion. U.S. population increased 
from 13 million in 1830 to 123 million in 1930 and 179 million in 1960. 
It is expected to reach 340 million by the year 2000. 

Within the next decade or two, unless we continue to increase the 
efficiency of our farm production and provide the economic incentive 
to induce young and efficient producers to remain on the farm, food 
surpluses hi the United States will likely disappear and the consumer 
will be faced with possible food shortages and much higher food costs. 
The 1959 census shows that some 17 percent of all farmers in the 
United States were 65 or older. An additional 22 percent were 55 to 
.64 ages of age. By 1970, nearly half of the farmers will be 55 years 
/of age or over. 

Unless our present system of Agriculture can survive, it is conceivable 
that the time could come when a significant portion of the 92 percent of 
non-farm population will again have to return to the soil to obtain their 
food supply. This is the situation in certain Soviet controlled coun¬ 
tries and other areas of the world. 

Work in Rural Areas 

In his State of the Union Message of January 8, 1964, the President 
stated: “This Administration today here and now declares uncon¬ 
ditional war on poverty in America. I urge this Congress and all 
Americans to join with me in that effort.” Subsequent developments 
as reported in the press and elsewhere outline his efforts to follow 
through on this announcement. 

While we believe the primary purpose of our agricultural programs 
should be to maintain a strong agricultural economy to prevent 
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poverty, we do know such poverty exists. We feel that efforts to 
deal with poverty in rural areas should be under the direction of the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Various agencies of the Department of Agriculture have had long 
and valuable experience in dealing with people in rural areas, including 
those who have had to live on the edge of poverty due to subsistence 
farming on small acreages. These agencies, including the Farmers 
Home Administration, the Extension Service, the Rural Electrification 
Administration, and the State and County ASC Committees are to be 
commended for their work in this area through the years. They are 
to be commended for making it possible for life on the farm to be a 
little more comfortable and thereby slowing down migration to 
cities, with all the economic and social problems involved. They 
are also to be commended for their efforts to develop an economically 
healthy Agriculture to help prevent poverty and make it possible for 
farm families to stay on the farm. 

The Farmers Home Administration has made a major contribution 
toward enabling farm and rural people, through its various credit 
programs and valuable technical assistance, to become economically 
sound and financially responsible. Loans are made to those in rural 
areas who are unable to secure credit from any other source for (1) 
acquiring, enlarging or improving farms, (2) developing facilities for 
soil and water conservation; (3) financing annual farm operating 
expenses, (4) constructing farm bousing, (5) and restoring damages 
from natural disasters. 

HOME MANAGEMENT SUPERVISORS 

This Committee has strongly supported the Farmers Home 
Administration through the years. It believes that this agency, along 
with others in the Department, can assume a major role in improving 
the economic situation of people in rural areas. It remembers that 
very effective work with farm families was done by this agency in 
former years when it had “Women Home Management Supervisors.” 
For many years these home management supervisors worked with the 
womenfolk of the borrowing families, most of which were in the lower 
economic levels, on such matters as home budgeting, economical 
spending, home canning, sewing, etc. They taught the wives to use 
thrift and resourcefulness to help the family meet its financial prob¬ 
lems. 

This system proved very successful. It is a major reason why the 
repayment record of borrowers from the Farmers Home Administra¬ 
tion has been so remarkable, with principal and interest repayments 
consistently exceeding scheduled installments due. This home super¬ 
visor service was ended a few years ago, however, against the wishes 
and best judgment of members of this Committee. 

We would call attention to the fact that in recent years, several 
new programs have been assigned to this agency, including “Rural 
Housing for the Elderly” and “Rural Renewal” to meet the problems 
of low-income rural areas. Several years ago, at the instance of this 
Committee the housing program of this agency was broadened 
from “farm” housing to “rural” housing. This has enabled this 
program to meet the bousing needs in many small towns and villages 
not formerly eligible for loans from either the Federal Housing Agency, 



AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATIONS, 1965 15 

which served strictly urban areas, and the Fanners Home Adminis¬ 
tration, which was limited to farming areas. 

If the home management supervisors were reinstated and their 
responsibilities enlarged to cover all needy families in rural areas, this 
would be the best possible approach to dealing with the economic 
problems of depressed rural areas. As has been proved by the 
Farmers Home Administration many times, a successful climb from 
poverty to economic well-being is primarily due to the influence of the 
wife in the rural family and her ability to handle the family finances 
wisely. 

Urgent Need for Control of Excessive Agricultural Imports 

Following the great economic depressions of 1921-1923 and 1929- 
1932, both of which were started by a decline in farm purchasing power, 
the Congress enacted laws designed to stabilize the agricultural 
economy. The primary purpose of such measures was and consis¬ 
tently since then has been to enable agricultural producers to maintain 
their purchasing power for the good of the economy of the entire 
Nation. 

This legislation had two important features. The first was to 
establish a price support system—with a parity index tied to cost 
based on the income of industry and labor—which would keep farm 
income in balance with the farmer’s production costs. The second 
feature provided for acreage controls and marketing quotas to keep 
supplies on hand, plus expected domestic consumption and exports, 
in balance with production. 

In view of the nature of this legislation, it has been applied largely 
to non-perishable basic agricultural commodities—those which can be 
stored and carried over into the following year or years. 

Subsequently, Congress enacted Section 32 (thirty-two) of P.L. 320, 
74th Congress, to provide an additional means of protecting the pur¬ 
chasing power of farm producers. The primary purpose of Section 32 
(thirty-two) (which is financed from 30 percent of annual import 
duties) was to support agricultural markets by purchasing surpluses 
on the domestic market and diverting them to new uses, including 
increased exports. An amendment adopted in 1939 placed the pri- 
Imary emphasis of this program on perishable non-basic commodities— 
those which must be marketed soon after production and harvest. 

It is to be noted that the provisions of all of these farm laws have 
been directed toward controls, prices and markets in an effort to 
maintain purchasing power oj American Agriculture at somewhat near 
a par with purchasing power oj labor which is protected by minimum 
wage guarantees and bargaining rights—and with industry which can 
make automatic mojrk-ups to assure adequate return on investment. It 
is also important to note that control of supplies on hand and in sight 
is an essential element of these laws. Unfortunately, this feature of 
the law has not worked too well in view of constantly increasing yields 
resulting from improved seeds, fertilizers, insecticides, production tech¬ 
niques, etc. 

At the time it enacted these measures, Congress recognized that 
they could not be effective unless some protection was provided 
against agricultural imports from areas with cheap labor and low pro- 
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duction costs. Accordingly, it enacted Section 22 (twenty-two) of the 
Act of August 24,1935. The pertinent provisions of this law "are as follows: 

“(a) Whenever the Secretary of Agriculture has reason to believe 
that, any article or articles are being or are 'practically certain to be 
imported into the United States under such conditions and in such 
quantities as to render or tend to render ineffective, or materially in¬ 
terfere with, any program or operation undertaken under this title or 
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, or 
section 32, Public Law numbered 320, Seventy-fourth Congress, ’ap¬ 
proved August 24, 1935, as amended, or any loan, purchase, or other 
program or operation undertaken by the Department of Agriculture, 
or any agency operating under its direction, with respect to any agri¬ 
cultural commodity or product thereof, or to reduce substantially 
the amount of any product processed in the United States from any 
agricultural commodity or product thereof with respect to which any 
such program or operation is being undertaken, he shall so advise 
the President, and, if the President agrees that there is reason for 
such belief, the President shall cause an immediate investigation to 
be made by the United States Tariff Commission, which shall give 
precedence to investigations under this section to determine such 
facts * * *. 

“(b) If, on the basis of such investigation and report to him of 
findings and recommendations made in connection therewith, the 
President finds the existence of such facts, he shall by proclamation 
impose such fees not in excess of 50 per centum, ad valorem or such 
quantitative limitations on any article or articles which may be 
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse for consumption, as he finds 
and declares shown by such investigation to be necessary in order 
that the entry of such article or articles will not render or tend to 
render. ineffective, or materially interfere with, any program or 
operation referred to in subsection (a) of this section, or reduce 
substantially the amount of any product processed in the United 
States from any such agricultural commodity or product thereof 
with respect to which any such program or operation is being under¬ 

In any case where the Secretary of Agriculture determines and 
reports to the President with regard to any article or articles that a 
condition exists requiring emergency treatment, the President may 
take immediate action under this section without awaiting the recom¬ 
mendations of the Tariff Commission, such action to continue in 
effect pending the report and recommendations of the Tariff Com¬ 
mission and action thereon by the President. 

“(c) The fees and limitations imposed by the President by procla¬ 
mation under this section and any revocation, suspension, or modi¬ 
fication thereof, shall become effective on such data as shall be therein 
specified, and such fees shall be treated for administrative purposes 

/id for the purposes of section 32 of Public Law numbered 330 
Seventy-fourth Congress, approved August 24, 1935, as amended 
as duties imposed by the Tariff Act of 1930, but such fees shall not 
be considered as duties for the purpose of granting any preferential 
concession under any international obligation of the United States ” 

One of the problems facing American Agriculture in maintaining 
its purchasing power has been the failure of the Federal Government 
to use the provisions of Section 22 quoted above to limit imports of 
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competitive products where necessary to prevent undue competition 
from abroad. This makes it virtually impossible for any farm pro¬ 
gram to work. It is impossible to maintain a balance between supply 
and demand through buying up of surpluses—using Section 32 funds 
or otherwise—when unlimited amounts can enter the country from abroad 
in direct competition with American production. 

OVERSEAS PRODUCTION ENCOURAGED BY U.S. 

To further complicate this situation, our own Federal Government 
has been providing funds and technical assistance to enable com¬ 
petitors (Americans and foreigners) to increase their production over¬ 
seas—both in quantity and quality—and to take over much of our 
traditional world markets with commodities produced with cheap 
labor, land and materials. It is extremely difficult for the American 
farmer to compete with foreign producers—although efficiency of 

% production and superior quality has enabled him to retain some of 
| his foreign markets despite this disadvantage. 

The most serious situation facing the American farmer in this 
regard, however, is the current program of the U.S. Government which 
provides loans and investment guarantees to encourage American 
producers with American “know-how” to move their activities abroad 
to take advantage of cheap labor, land and materials and to realize 
the benefits of certain tax advantages on overseas earnings. 

Under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, American agricultural 
producers and other businessmen are being encouraged to go into 
business in foreign countries. In a brochure distributed to business 
interests throughout the country by the Agency for International 
Development (AID) entitled “Aids to Business—overseas Invest¬ 
ment,” Americans who wish to move their interests abroad are given 
the following attractive inducements: 

(1) Investment Surveys.—AID will pay up to 50 percent of the 
cost of a trip to “explore the feasibility” of private investment 
abroad. 

(2) Dollar Loans.—AID will make dollar loans to encourage 
American investors to go into business abroad. The Export- 

) Import Bank, International Finance Corporation, the World 
j) Bank and the Inter-American Development Bank are also avail¬ 

able for this purpose. 
(3) Local Currency Loans.—AID will make local currency loans 

to Americans from foreign currencies generated under Public 
Law 480, the Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act, to undertake overseas production. 

(4) Investment Guaranties.—AID will guarantee the American 
investor against inconvertibility of currency, expropriation, 
confiscation and other political risks and will guarantee against 
certain normal business risks inherent in all business ventures. 

It should be noted, also, that the President’s latest foreign aid 
message dated March 19, 1964 (House Doc. No. 250) proposes even 
more liberal tax credit for American investment in less developed 
countries. Amendments recommended for enactment during the 
current session of Congress propose an additional tax credit of 30 
percent on amounts invested by U.S. concerns abroad. 

II. Rept. 1387, 88-2- 3 
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To add to these inducements to expand overseas competition, 
the failure of the Federal Government to curtail imports through the 
use of Section 22 makes it possible for commodities produced abroad 
with American capital and know-how and with cheap foreign labor 
to flow back into the United States in unlimited amounts to put 
our own American producers still located in this country out of 
business. 

A study of this situation makes it apparent that the use of Section 
22 to control agricultural imports is an absolute necessity if any farm 
program is to work arid if American farmers are to remain in business 
in this country. 

Recent developments in the cattle industry are a case in point. 
Cattle prices in the United States have dropped drastically in recent 
months and many cattle producers are facing financial ruin. At the 
same time imports of livestock, meat and meat products have been 
increasing. Such imports have increased by more than 400% in 
the last few years. While recent negotiations have resulted in some 
“voluntary” reductions in meat imports from Australia and Newl 
Zealand, the volume still coming in is creating a surplus on the do¬ 
mestic market which is continuing to depress cattle prices. 

The Secretary recently announced that Section 32 will be used to 
buy up some of this meat surplus for use in the school lunch program 
and similar worthy causes in an effort to bolster the market. How¬ 
ever, unless meat imports from abroad are curtailed through the use 
of Section 22, the demands on Section 32 funds will be very heavy and 
it is doubted that this approach can be effective. 

SPECIAL INVESTIGATION OF CATTLE IMPORTS 

In view of the serious threat to American Agriculture from imports, 
including those produced under the investment guarantee program of 
AID, the Committee has initiated a special investigation of (1) 
imports of livestock, meat and other agricultural products during the 
past 10 years, (2) the extent to which U.S. funds and technical assist¬ 
ance have been used in production of such imports; and (3) the effect of 
American production abroad on our own farmers here at home. 

A preliminary report indicates that U.S. imports of beef and veal 
have increased from 271 million pounds in 1953 to 1440 million pounds! 
in 1962, an increase of over 430 percent, and an estimated 1679 million 
pounds in 1963. Increased imports from the 3 largest importers are 
as follows: 

[Million pounds] 

1953 1962 1963 
(estimate) 

Australia_ 2.6 638.8 747.0 
New Zealand___ 1.8 298.9 332.0 

105.7 Ireland_ 4.6 102.5 

This report also indicates that U.S. imports of other meats, including 
pork, mutton and lamb have increased substantially during this same 
period. Also, increased numbers of live cattle and calves, largely from 
Canada and Mexico, were brought into the U.S. during these years. 

While prices received by farmers for beef cattle increased somewhat 
over this 10 year period, they have dropped from $22.60 per 100 
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pounds in 1959 to $19.85 per 100 in 1963, a reduction of $2.75 or 10.4 
percent. Hog prices at the farm level have gone down from $21.40 
per 100 pounds in 1953 to $14.98 in 1963, a reduction of $6.42 or 
30 percent. 

Despite the availability of Section 22 to control imports to protect 
domestic production, the report states further that "Livestock, meat 
and meat products have never been regulated under Section 22.” 

It is also pointed out in the report that over $400 million of Section 
32 funds have been spent between 1936 and 1962 to remove surplus 
meats from the market as follows: beef—$111.5 million; lamb—$4.8 
million; pork—$202.1 million; pork and beans—$2.0 million; and mis¬ 
cellaneous meats—$83.8 million. 

SECTIONS 22 AND 32 MUST WORK TOGETHER 

The relationship between Section 32 (thirty-two) and Section 22 
(twenty-two) is extremely close. While it has been stated by Depart¬ 
ment officials that Section 22 is applicable only to price supported 
commodities, a careful reading of the law will show that a special pro¬ 
vision was added to make it applicable to commodities covered by 
Section 32, including meat and meat products. 

In the opinion of the Committee, consideration should be given 
to permanent legislation which would require the invoking of the 
provisions of Section 22, where imports are a contributing factor to 
the surplus. 

DIVERSION OF GRAIN SHIPMENTS TO AUSTRIA 

By directive dated August 20, 1963, the Committee requested 
that an inquiry be made into the alleged illegal diversion of grain 
shipped to Austria under the barter program. 

Two interim reports were received on December 6 and 11, 1963. 
These reports, with names and other identifying information deleted, 
were inserted in the Congressional Record (p. 24040, December 19, 
1963). A final report was received by the Committee on January 
17, 1964. In view of pending consideration by the Department of 
Justice as to further investigations and possible legal action, the 
content of this final report has been withheld from publication. 

The two interim reports indicate that 568,428 metric tons of total 
shipments of 1,010,380 metric tons of feed grain (corn, barley, and 
sorghums) did not arrive in Austria and were diverted to other 
countries in violation of the terms of the barter agreement. They 
also indicate that 10,500 tons were relabeled as Argentine grain and 
reshipped to Austria and that 10,015 tons were diverted to East 
Germany. 

This investigation established that the diversion was knowingly 
accomplished by at least 4 Austrian grain importers who have been 
charged with violations of Austrian law that two additional Austrian 
importers may ultimately be found to have contributed to the diver¬ 
sion, and that certain West German grain importers may have con¬ 
spired to obtain the diverted grain. 

According to information developed by the Committee investigation, 
the diversions were made possible by the lack of established controls 
by the Department of Agriculture to discover infractions of barter 
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contracts and to enforce the provisions thereof. Further, there are 
indications that the Foreign Agricultural Service did not assume 
sufficient responsibility in at least one location and did not make 
adequate checks to detect the diversions and institute corrective 
action at an early date. 

From reports of the Foreign Agricultural Service it appears that 
steps have being taken to prevent repetition of these and similar 
illegal handling of commodities shipped abroad under government 
financed programs. Regulations and reporting procedures designed 
to assure proper records, inspections and reports are being instituted. 
Further, definite responsibility for carrying out such regulations and 
procedures has been placed on the U.S. Agricultural Attaches in those 
countries where assigned and on appropriate U.S. Embassy personnel 
in other countries. 

The Committee is deeply concerned by developments of this 
kind. The excellent reputation of the Department and the Foreign 
Agricultural Service must be maintained for the good of American 
Agriculture. Further, the programs of the Department—which pro-1 
vide the food and fibre for the 190 million consumers in the United 
States and millions of foreign consumers throughout the world at the 
lowest cost ever known in the history of the world—must be kept 
free of any suggestion of illegal or unethical conduct. American 
Agriculture—which is the foundation of a prosperous Nation enjoying 
the highest standard of living ever known to man—cannot afford the 
undesirable results of such actions. 

The Secretary is urged therefore to review the policies, regulations 
and procedures in each agency and division of the Department to 
make certain that everything possible is done to prevent such occur¬ 
rences in the future. The new Office of Inspector General, which has 
been established to centralize all audit and inspection work directly 
under the Secretary of Agriculture, should take the lead in such a 
review and should work closely with heads of the various agencies and 
divisions of the Department in this effort. Apparently, this office has 
done a fine job to date to bring together and improve this work. 

Also, further instances of possible shortages of shipments of agri¬ 
cultural commodities abroad and of illegal speculations and manipula¬ 
tions in commodity markets should be given thorough investigation, 
and appropriate legal and administrative actions should be taken. ( 

INSPECTION ACTIVITIES 

The 1965 Budget also indicates that legislation is to be proposed by 
the President which would curtail certain inspection activities of the 
Department, including inspection under the U.S. Grain Standards Act. 

In the opinion of the Committee, no action should be taken 
which will weaken or curtail any inspection service of the Department. 

In 1952, the Committee made a special investigation of the ware¬ 
housing activities of the Commodity Credit Corporation, including 
serious shortages in certain commercial warehouses and elevators 
storing CCC grain and other commodities. One of the major reasons 
for such shortages was found to be the lack of adequate'inspection 
both prior to and during storage. In many cases it was found that 
no inspections had been performed during a period of four or more 
years. In a few cases, no inspections had been made in ten years. 
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The Committee report on this study stated: “The Committee is 
of the opinion that lack of inspection has contributed more than any 
other single thing to the rash of conversions which has developed. 
It believes that this situation cannot be corrected until the Depart¬ 
ment institutes adequate inspection, improved handling of warehouse 
receipts, and establishes a close follow-up on loading-out orders.” 

In view of this experience of 12 years ago, and because it is general 
practice to use warehouse receipts as negotiable instruments and loan 
collateral, the Department is urged to maintain its inspection services 
on the present basis. Funds have been included in this bill to finance 
these activities during the coming year, despite the proposed changes 
in legislation. To cut down on inspection would be to invite serious 
trouble. 

Here again, the new Office of Inspector General should coordinate 
with the agencies and divisions concerned to make certain the inspec¬ 
tion activities of the Department are efficiently and effectively 
operated. 

j) Title I—General Activities 

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE 

The Agricultural Research Service was established by the Secretary 
of Agriculture on November 2, 1953, under the authority of the 
Reorganization Act of 1949 (5 U.S.C. 133z-15), the Reorganization 
Plan No. 2 of 1953, and other authorities. It conducts farm, utiliza¬ 
tion, nutrition, and consumer use research, plant and animal disease 
and pest control and eradication activities, and operates the meat 
inspection service. The Administrator of this Service is also respon¬ 
sible for the coordination of all research of the Department. The 
Service also carries out emergency programs, when necessary, for the 
control and eradication of animal diseases, such as foot-and-mouth 
disease, and for the control of emergency outbreaks of insects and 
diseases. 

Marketing research, the funds for which are merged with this 
appropriation, is directed toward the development of answers to 
problems encountered in moving agricultural products from the farm 
to the consumer, such as improved product quality, and improved 

^equipment and facilities. 
* Research.—The bill includes $97,656,000 for fiscal year 1965, in¬ 
cluding $4,921,300 for marketing research. The amount recom¬ 
mended is an increase of $1,222,925 over 1964 and a reduction of 
$5,418,875 in the budget estimate. The increase is provided to 
cover mandatory pay increase costs for the coming year for the 
regular ARS research program and for marketing research. 

Consistent with last year’s action, the Committee has again com¬ 
bined the funds for marketing research with the other research 
programs financed by this appropriation. As the demand for re¬ 
search continues to grow, it becomes increasingly difficult to clearly 
differentiate between these two areas of research and to conduct the 
work under two separate agencies. This consolidation should pre¬ 
vent duplication and increase the effectiveness of the Department’s 
research efforts and should make it possible to do more research with 
the same amount of money. The sum of $662,000 of the proposed 
budget reduction for marketing research has been restored, as discussed 
earlier in the report. 
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Funds for other essential research needs have been provided for 
by transfer from Section 32 funds under the Agricultural Marketing 
Service. A complete explanation of these funds will be found under 
that portion of the report. 

As noted earlier, $264,000 has been restored to this appropriation to 
continue the operation of 12 field research stations proposed to be 
eliminated by the Budget. Offsetting savings can be made by 
elimination of work done by transfer of funds from the Agency for 
International Development. 

The Department is requested to keep the Committee currently 
advised of all research grants, allocations or contracts entered into 
with funds in this appropriation, giving a description of the project, 
the length and terms of the agreement, and the result sought. 

Plant and animal disease and pest control.—The Committee recom¬ 
mends an appropriation of $65,255,000 for the next fiscal year, an 
increase of $937,000 over 1964 and a decrease of $400,000 in the 
budget. The entire increase is required to meet mandatory pay A 
increase costs in fiscal year 1965. ® 

The amount allowed includes increases of $200,000 for plant and 
animal quarantine inspection at ports of entry, and $600,000 for 
enforcement of the Virus-Serum-Toxin Act and the Insecticide- 
Fungicide-Rodenticide Act. It also provides $200,000 to be used on 
a 50-50 matching basis to help meet the serious infestation of boll- 
weevil in Texas and New Mexico through a Federal-State cooperative 
approach. These increases will be offset by proposed budget decreases 
of $1,000,000 for other eradication activities which can be curtailed 
at this time. 

Since 1962, the Federal Government has spent some $6,300,000 for 
screwworm eradication in the Southwest. During this same period, 
the State of Texas spent approximately $2,700,000, plus some services 
in kind, and the livestock producers and sportsmen in the area spent 
in excess of $3,200,000—-a total of $5,900,000 from local sources, 
plus extra services. According to latest reports, the program has 
been fully effective and the screwworm had been eradicated from 
the entire area. It has been proposed to establish a buffer zone of 
several hundred miles south of the Mexican border to prevent rein¬ 
festation by migrant flies from Mexico at an annual cost of around 
$5,500,000. It has been further proposed that the Federal Govern- V* 
ment finance the entire cost, in lieu of the 50-50 matching arrange¬ 
ment in effect since 1962. 

The Committee recognizes the value of a buffer zone as proposed. 
It recognizes the threat of reinfestation from Mexico, whether it be 
screwworms, fruitflies, citrus blackflies or any similar insect pests. 
However, it does not feel that the Federal government should provide 
the full cost of supporting such a buffer zone. It recommends, 
therefore, that the Executive Branch explore the possibility of estab¬ 
lishing a joint program with Mexico to provide the necessary 
protection. 

The full budget estimate of $2,750,000 for screwworm eradication 
in the Southwest has been retained in the bill for 1965, should it be 
needed. The language in the bill, however, requires full matching 
for $2,500,000 of this amount by obtaining funds from the States 
affected as well as other local sources. In the event a major program 
should be re-instituted, a sum of $250,000 may be used without match¬ 
ing to make spot checks and meet isolated outbreaks as may be neces¬ 
sary. 
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Meat inspection.—For meat inspection an appropriation of $30,454,- 
000 is proposed for next year. This is an increase of $2,558,000 over 
1964 and a decrease of $383,000 in the budget request. The increase 
includes $697,000 for mandatory pay increases plus $861,000 for re¬ 
classifications of non-veterinary meat inspectors under Civil Service 
Commission standards. The 1964 supplemental estimate of $90,000 
for reclassifications will not be needed since the funds cannot likely 
be made available prior to the close of the 1964 fiscal year. In the 
future, reclassifications and other actions requiring additional funds 
should not be initiated by the Department by change in job classifica¬ 
tion or otherwise without prior approval by the Congress. 

An increase of $1,000,000 has also been included to provide for 100 
additional meat inspectors required to handle the ever-increasing 
demands for this mandatory inspection service. Due to the constant 
dispersal of meat packing establishments to areas closer to the source 
of supply, the number of plants and cities and towns in which located 
continues to increase. Since 1961, the growth has been as follows: 

Fiscal year 

Establishments Cities and towns 

Number 
Percent in¬ 
crease over 
prior year 

Number 
Percent in¬ 
crease over 
prior year 

1961_ 1,451 599 
1962___ 1,511 4.1 623 4.0 
1963----- 1,590 5.2 672 7.9 
1964 (estimate)_ __ 1,696 6.7 700 4.2 
1965 (estimate)_ 1,760 3.8 723 3.3 

Special foreign currency program.—Oversea research carried out 
under sections 104(a) and 104(k) of Public Law 480 is financed by 
foreign currencies in amounts authorized in the annual appropriation 
bill. It supplements and complements research financed by regular 
appropriations. Such research is not intended to duplicate or dis¬ 
place other research conducted by the Department or its cooperators. 

No new funds are recommended for next year. A carryover of prior 
year unobligated funds of between $14,000,000 and $15,000,000 will be 
available to continue this program during fiscal year 1965. 

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH SERVICE 

The Cooperative State Kesearch Service was established by Secre¬ 
tary’s Memorandum No. 1462 dated July 19, 1961, and Supplement 1, 
dated August 30, 1961, under Keorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953. 
The service carries out (1) administration of the Agricultural Experi¬ 
ment Stations Act of August 11, 1955, (Hatch Act of 1887, as amended, 
7 U.S.C. 361a-361i); (2) payments under Section 204(b) of the Agri¬ 
cultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1623) to State agricultural 
experiment stations; and (3) grants to nonprofit institutions for 
support of basic scientific research under the act approved September 
6, 1958 (42 U.S.C. 1891-1893). 

The full budget estimate of $42,440,000 is provided for this program 
for fiscal year 1965. The increase of $1,012,000 over 1964 includes 
$32,000 for mandatory pay costs in 1965 and $980,000 to expand re¬ 
search at the agricultural experiment stations. 
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The land-grant colleges are basic agricultural research centers and 
their cooperative research is highly essential. They are urged to keep 
their salary levels competitive so as to attract and retain highly 
trained and competent research scientists. 

Last year the Congress requested information to show the full 
amount of Federal funds received by the State experiment stations 
through grants and contracts for research projects in addition to this 
appropriation. The Department reports that such contracts and 
grants totaled approximately $20,000,000 in fiscal year 1963, as follows: 

Atomic Energy Commission_ $3, 843, 421 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare_ 10, 947, 020 
Department of Defense_ 667, 068 
National Science Foundation_ 3, 659, 935 
Tennessee Valley Authority_ 252, 544 
Department of interior_ 207, 166 
Other_ 547, 593 

Total___ 20, 124, 747 

EXTENSION SERVICE 

Cooperative agricultural extension work was established by the 
act of May 8, 1914, as amended by the act of June 26, 1953 (7 U.S.C. 
341-348), and the act of August 11, 1955 (7 U.S.C. 347a). The 
legislation authorizes the Department of Agriculture to give, through 
the land-grant colleges, instruction and practical demonstrations 
in agriculture and home economics and related subjects and to en¬ 
courage the application of such information by means of demonstra¬ 
tions, publications, and otherwise to persons not attending or resident 
in the colleges. Extension educational work is also authorized under 
the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-1627). 

State and county extension work is financed from Federal, State, 
county, and local sources. These funds are used within the States 
for the employment of county agents, home demonstration agents, 
4-H Club agents, State specialists, and others who conduct the joint 
educational programs adopted to local problems and conditions. 

Payments to States and Puerto Rico.—The Committee recommends 
$67,295,000 for the coming fiscal year, which restores the proposed 
budget reduction of $2,590,000 and will permit the program to con¬ 
tinue at the 1964 level. 

As discussed earlier in this report, the Committee feels that this 
work is far more essential to the American farmer and consumer than 
the work the Department is performing for the Agency for Inter¬ 
national Development. It has recommended the elimination of such 
extra outside work to the extent necessary to offset this and other 
restorations of proposed budget cuts. 

The Committee again recommends that efforts be made to maintain 
competitive salary levels for county agents and home demonstration 
workers in order to attract well-trained and highly qualified personnel 
to this program. 

Retirement costs for extension agents.—The bill carries the full budget 
estimate of $7,410,000 for fiscal year 1965. This appropriation is 
provided to cover the Federal share of retirement costs for cooperative 
extension agents. 

Penalty mail.—An appropriation of $3,113,000 is provided for fiscal 
year 1965, the same amount as provided for fiscal year 1964. This 
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item covers penalty mail costs of State extension directors and county 
extension workers, as authorized by law. 

Federal Extension Service.—-The Federal Extension Service provides 
for leadership, counsel and assistance to the 50 States and Puerto 
Rico. The committee recommends the full budget estimate of 
$2,451,000 for the coming fiscal year, an increase of $50,000 over the 
1064 appropriation. The entire increase is provided to cover man¬ 
datory pay act costs in 1965. 

FARMER COOPERATIVE SERVICE 

The Farmer Cooperative Service was established following the 
enactment of the Farm Credit Act of 1953 (Public Law 202, Aug. 6, 
1953), which transferred the research and technical assistance work for 
farmers’ marketing, purchasing, and service cooperatives, under the 
Cooperative Marketing Act of 1926 from the Farm Credit Adminis¬ 
tration to the Secretary of Agriculture. 

The Service conducts research, advisory, and educational work with 
cooperatives on problems of organization, financing, management 
policies, merchandising, costs, efficiency, and membership to help 
farmers who are members of such organizations improve the operations 
of their businesses. It cooperates with the Extension Service, land- 
grant colleges, banks for cooperatives, State departments of agricul¬ 
ture, and other agencies to bring about better understanding and 
application of sound cooperative principles and practices. It also 
advises other Federal agencies on problems relating to agricultural 
cooperatives. 

The sum of $1,082,000 is provided for fiscal year 1965, an increase 
of $22,800 over fiscal year 1964 and a decrease of $20,200 in the budget 
estimate. The increase is approved to meet the pay increase costs 
required for this organization in the coming year. 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

The Soil Conservation Service was established by the act of April 
27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-590f). It assists soil conservation districts 
and other cooperators, watershed groups, and Federal and State 
agencies having related responsibilities in bringing about physical 
adjustments in land use that will conserve soil and water resources, 
provide for agricultural production on a sustained basis, and reduce 
damage by floods and sedimentation. Its major programs are as 
folio svs: 

Conservation operations: The Service provides technical help 
to farmers and ranchers in the 50 States, Puerto Rico, and the 
Virgin Islands in carrying out locally adapted soil and water 
conservation programs. As of June 30, 1962, farmers and 
ranchers had organized 2,929 conservation districts. 

Watershed protection: The Service has general responsibility 
for administration of the watershed protection program of the 
Department, established by Public Law 566, 83d Congress, and 
the development of its guiding principles and procedures. 

Flood prevention: The Service has general responsibility for 
administration of the flood prevention program, and the devel¬ 
opment of the Department’s guiding principles and procedures. 

H. Rept. 1387, 88-2-4 
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The program is conducted in the 11 major watersheds authorized 
by the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

Great Plains conservation: The Service has general responsi¬ 
bility for administration of the Great Plains conservation pro¬ 
gram, authorized by Public Law 1021, 84th Congress. This 
program provides for long-term cost sharing under contracts with 
farmers and ranchers in designated counties of the 10 Great 
Plains States. 

Resource conservation and development activities: The Service 
has general responsibility under provisions of section 102, title I 
of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1962, for developing overall 
work plans for resource conservation and development projects 
in cooperation with local sponsors; to help develop local programs 
of land conservation and utilization; to assist local groups and 
individuals in carrying out such plans and programs; to conduct 
surveys and investigations relating to the conditions and factors 
affecting such work on private lands; and to make loans to project* 
sponsors for conservation and development purposes and tov 
individual operators for establishing soil and water conservation 
practices. 

Conservation operations.—Soil conservation assistance is being pro¬ 
vided for an increasing number of soil conservation districts each 
year. With only a few exceptions, most of the Nation is now organized 
into such districts. As of June 30, 1962, 2,929 districts had been 
established and the number increased to 2,942 as of June 30, 1963. 
It is estimated that they will increase to 2,972 by the end of fiscal 
year 1964 and 3,000 by June 30, 1965. 

An appropriation of $100,511,000 is recommended for fiscal year 
1965, an increase of $2,585,000 over 1964 and $1,761,000 over the 
budget request. The increase over 1964 includes $1,815,000 to cover 
the mandatory pay act costs in 1965 plus $770,000 to provide technical 
assistance to the 28 new districts expected to be organized in the 
coming fiscal year. 

As pointed out earlier in this report, the President’s budget for 
fiscal year 1965 would have required the following reductions in State 
and area soil conservation offices as well as elimination of some 50 
work units serving existing soil conservation districts: ▲] 

Amount Man-Years 

Reduction of administrative staff in State offices..-. _. . . -$100,000 
-400,000 
-160,000 
-740,000 

-1,442 
+57,442 

17 
35 
18 
92 

Consolidation of plant materials and agronomic technologies in field offices.. 
Reduction of 10 area offices in several States ._ __.. _ ... ..... 
Consolidation of work units at about 50 locations___ 
Other miscellaneous savings... . ... __ 
Payment to Employees’ Compensation Fund (P.L. 86-767)_ _ 

Total...____ -1,344,000 162 

The amount recommended by the Committee for next year restores 
these proposed budget reductions with a directive to the Department 
to eliminate work for the Agency for International Development in 
sufficient amount to offset the funds and manpower needed for this 
far more essential work. 

The additional funds of $770,000 to provide technical assistance 
to the new soil conservation districts to be formed next year are 
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essential if we are to continue to encourage new areas not yet organ¬ 
ized to come into the soil and water conservation program of the 
Nation. In certain States such as Missouri and several Far Western 
States, local conditions resulted in a delay in organizing districtsjfand 
entering the program. To fail to provide funds for these areas as 
they are ready to take their place in the National program would be 
unfair to those areas which have not been able to organize sooner. 

Watershed protection.—-The full budget estimate of $65,848,000 is 
provided in the bill for the coming year, an increase of $2,401,000 
over 1964. Of the increase, $428,000 is required to meet mandatory 
pay act costs in 1965. The balance is recommended for river basin 
surveys and installation of works of improvement in “PL 566” 
watersheds. 

The 1965 budget proposed a reduction of $1,025,000 for small 
watershed planning. This reduction would have reduced the staff 
of technical experts and aides currently engaged in watershed plan¬ 
ning by about 110 positions and would have resulted in the completion 
of 22 less project work plans in 1965 than in 1964. 

The Committee has restored this proposed cut in planning, as 
outlined earlier in this report, and has included specific language in 
the bill to provide $5,524,000 for watershed planning next year, the 
same amount as authorized for 1964, plus day increases. Offsetting 
reductions in work financed from AID have also been directed in this 
instance. 

The status of watershed planning assistance and the large number 
of project applications remaining to be acted upon are indicated in 
the following figures supplied by the Department: 

1963 actual 1964 estimate 1965 estimate 

Applications: 
Received, current fiscal year_ 234 230 245 
Received, cumulative at June 30__ 1,936 2,166 

126 

2,411 

105 
Planning: 

Authorized, current fiscal year_ 121 
Authorized^ cumulative at'June 30___ 890 1,015 1,120 

73 Completed, current fiscal year_ 90 95 
Completed, cumulative at June 30... 542 637 710 
Remaining to be planned at June 30_ _ 786 891 1,026 

Flood prevention.—The fiscal year 1964 level of operations for this 
program are recommended again for fiscal year 1965. Accordingly, 
an appropriation of $25,423,000 is included in the bill for 1965. As 
has been discussed earlier in this report, the Committee cannot agree 
to the proposed budget reductions for the various soil conservation 
programs of the Department which contribute so much to the future 
strength of this Nation. Reductions in soil conservation work for 
other countries of the world through the Agency for International 
Development should be made by the Department to offset the amount 
of the restoration for this program. 

The progress on most of the 11 major watersheds financed by this 
appropriation is still far behind the original schedule established in 
1944. At that time it was estimated that these projects would be 
completed in some 15 years. Work on the Buffalo Creek watershed 
project in New York is now estimated to be completed in 1964. 
However, the remaining 10 projects will still require many more years 
to complete, even though it is 20 years since the program was originally 
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established. Now that local sponsors are meeting their responsibilities 
at increasing rates, the Department should make every effort to speed 
up the completion of this work. Constantly increasing construction 
costs and salary increases, and the flood protection these projects will 
provide, make it good national economy to complete these projects 
at the earliest possible date. 

Great Plains Conservation program.—The bill includes $14,176,000 
for fiscal year 1965, an increase of $564,000 over 1964 and a decrease 
of $568,000 in the budget request. The increase includes $64,000 for 
mandatory pay costs in 1965, plus $500,000 for cost-sharing assistance 
to participating farmers and ranchers. 

Interest in participating in the Great Plains Conservation Program 
has continued to increase. Applications for program assistance re¬ 
ceived in the fiscal year 1963 totaled 3,885. As of July 1, 1963, the 
Service has 4,110 unserviced applications on hand as compared with 
3,855 at the end of 1962. There were 2,852 new cost-share contracts 
covering 5,051,330 acres signed in the fiscal year 1963 as compared/ 
with 2,450 covering 4,950,101 acres during 1962. The average size! 
of farm and ranch units placed under contract in the fiscal year 1963 
was 1,772 acres. The average size of all units placed under contract 
through June 30, 1963 is 2,295 acres. 

Resources conservation and development.—This new program, which 
was authorized by section 102 of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1962 
(Public Law 87—703), provides for technical assistance in planning and 
carrying out land conservation and land utilization projects in 
selected areas. Although the Soil Conservation Service is responsible 
for administering the work of this program, it is carried on coopera¬ 
tively with other Federal agencies and departments, State and local 
agencies, and sponsoring organizations. Other agencies of the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture share in the work of these projects in accord¬ 
ance with their regularly assigned functions. Governing bodies 
of soil conservation districts, in cooperation with other interested 
committees or groups, are expected to provide local project sponsor¬ 
ship. These projects will usually be in areas where acceleration of 
conservation activities is required to provide additional economic 
opportunities to the residents of a single district, or parts of several 
adjoining districts, or other geographic planning units within a land/ 
resource area. \ 

The 1964 appropriation of $1,496,000 is again recommended for 
fiscal year 1965, a reduction of $548,000 in the budget request. In 
addition, an unobligated balance of $1,075,000 of the 1964 appropria¬ 
tion will carry forward into next year, which will make a total of 
$2,571,000 available in 1965. The proposed reduction for resource 
investigation and planning will provide an additional $281,000 for 
resource development and technical services. 

ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE 

The Economic Research Service was established by Secretary’s 
Memorandum No. 1446, Supplement No. 1, of April 3, 1961, under 
Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953, and other authorities. The Service 
develops and carries out a program of economic research designed to 
benefit farmers and the general public. The findings of this research 
are made available to farmers and others through research reports 



AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATIONS, 196 5 29 

and through economic outlook and situation reports on major com¬ 
modities, the national economy, and the international economy. 

The full budget estimate of $9,476,000 is included in the bill for 
fiscal year 1965. The entire increase of $229,200 is provided to meet 
mandatory pay costs next year. 

The Department’s program of research and related reporting in 
farm production and resource development economics is conducted 
from headquarters in Washington, D.C. and is concerned chiefly 
with problems of regional and national scope. Field studies generally 
are conducted in cooperation with State Experiment Stations and 
often in cooperation with other Federal agencies. When studies 
are made jointly by Federal and State agencies, Federal workers 
usually are most interested in regional and national applications of 
results, while State workers are most often interested in local appli¬ 
cations. 

STATISTICAL REPORTING SERVICE 

In The Statistical Reporting Service was established by Secretary’s 
JVlemorandum No. 1446, Supplement 1, of April 3, 1961, under Re¬ 
organization Plan No. 2 of 1953, and other authorities. The Service 
was created to give coordinated leadership to the statistical reporting 
research and service programs of the Department. It provides a 
channel for the orderly flow of statistical intelligence about the agri¬ 
cultural economy of this country. The primary responsibilities of 
this Service are the nationwide crop and livestock estimates, co¬ 
ordination and improvement in the Department’s statistical require¬ 
ments, and special surveys of market potentials for agricultural 
products. 

The Committee recommends the full budget estimate of $11,431,000 
for the next fiscal year, an increase of $840,100 over 1964. The 
increase includes $187,000 for mandatory pay act costs in 1965, 
$62,500 to meet the full annual cost of cattle-on-feed reports initiated 
last year, and $590,600 to continue the long-range program for the 
improvement of the crop and livestock estimates begun in fiscal year 
1961. In 1965 it is expected that enumerative surveys will be ex¬ 
panded to all continental states except California and Oregon which 
will remain on a pilot basis. 
\ The amount recommended for 1965 includes sufficient funds to 
restore the proposed budget elimination of $94,000 for consumer 
surveys. In the opinion of the Committee this work, which relates 
to research on market quality, standardization of processed products, 
and utilization, is extremely valuable to the Nation’s consumers and 
should be continued. Offsetting reductions should be made in work 
done for the Agency for International Development, as outlined 
earlier in this report. 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

The Agricultural Marketing Service was established November 2, 
1953, under authority of section 161, Revised Statutes (5 U.S.C. 22), 
Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 and other authorities. The 
Service carries on the following principal programs with appropriate 
funds: 

Marketing services: These activities contribute to the efficient 
and orderly marketing of agricultural commodities. Funds for 
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the research activities have been transferred to the Agriculture 
Research Service. 

Payments to States: The Service administers the matched 
fund program for marketing activities carried out through 
cooperative arrangements by State departments of agriculture, 
bureaus of markets, and similar State agencies. 

Special milk program: Assistance is provided to States for 
making reimbursement payments to eligible schools and child¬ 
care institutions which inaugurate or expand milk service in 
order to increase the consumption of fluid milk by children. 

School lunch program: Federal assistance is provide to States, 
Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands, and Guam for use in serving nutri¬ 
tious midday meals to children attending schools of high school 
grades or under in order to improve the health and well-being 
of the Nation’s children, and broaden the market for agricultural 
food commodities. 

Removal of surplus agricultural commodities and marketing^ 
agreements and orders: These activities directly or indirectlyW4 
tend to maintain prices received by farmers and establish and 
maintain orderly marketing conditions through (a) removing 
from the market surplus agricultural commodities through pur¬ 
chase and donation to eligible recipients, export and diversion 
payments; distribution of Commodity Credit Corporation 
donated commodities to eligible outlets authorized under section 
416: and cooperation with the food trade and others to encourage 
greater consumption of abundant foods; (6) formulation and 
administration of marketing agreements and orders. 

Food stamp program: This program, operating on a pilot 
basis in fiscal year 1963, is aimed at increasing domestic consump¬ 
tion of agricultural commodities by providing increased purchas¬ 
ing power to needy persons through issue of food coupons. 

Market services.—The bill for the coming fiscal year includes 
$39,389,000 for marketing services, an increase of $2,196,400 over 
1964 and a net decrease of $126,125 in the budget estimate. The 
increase includes $896,400 to meet mandatory pay act costs in 1965, 
$135,000 to complete the modernization of the market news leased 
wire service and to meet the cost of increased teletype rates, $665,000A' 
to cover the reclassification of non-veterinarian poultry inspectors™, 
based on revised Civil Service standards, and $500,000 to provide 
56 additional poultry inspectors to handle increased mandatory 
poultry inspection workload in the coming year. The 1964 supple¬ 
mental request of $173,000 for reclassifications has not been included. 
As pointed out for meat inspection, the Committee feels that future 
reclassifications and other actions requiring additional funds should 
have advance Congressional review. 

The Poultry Products Inspection Act of 1957 requires the Depart¬ 
ment to inspect for wholesomeness all poultry moving in interstate or 
foreign commerce. The law was enacted primarily to protect con¬ 
sumers against diseased and otherwise unwholesome meat. Since 
enactment of this law, the number and capacity of plants and eviscera¬ 
tion lines in plants requiring inspection service have reflected substan¬ 
tial growth, as have the pounds of product inspected. Although pro¬ 
duction may fluctuate from season to season because of low prices, the 
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general trend is continuing upward—at a rate of about 6 to 7 percent 
estimated for 1965. 

At the beginning of this report, it was noted that the 1965 budget 
proposed a reduction of $50,000 and the closing of 5 market news 
service offices at Fort Smith, Arkansas; Baltimore, Maryland; Tulsa, 
Oklahoma; Memphis and Nashville, Tennessee. The funds provided 
for 1965 will enable the Department to continue the service at these 
locations and to add reports on soybeans and wheat at Memphis. 

The increase of $135,000 recommended for the market news leased 
wire service includes $60,000 to cover increased rates which will go 
into effect in 1964 based on authorization of the Federal Communica¬ 
tions Commission on May 29, 1963, and $75,000 to complete moderni¬ 
zation of equipment to increase transmission speed and realine circuits 
serving the southeastern and gulf coast areas. This is expected to 
complete the modernization program begun in 1962. 

Payments to States and possessions.—Federal payments, authorized 
by section 204(b) of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946, are 

| made under cooperative agreements between the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, State Departments of Agriculture, Bureau of Markets, 
and similar State agencies for the conduct of eligible marketing 
service activities on a matching fund basis. The States contribute 
at least half of the cost and perform the work with State personnel. 

The 1964 appropriation of $1,500,000 is recommended again for 
1965. This is an increase of $75,000 over the budget request as 
outlined earlier in this report. 

With these additional funds, the Department should study the 
needs for additional market news services on a matching-fund basis 
resulting from the decentralization of reporting from large central 
markets to the smaller markets closer to the production areas. In 
this connection, consideration should be given to installing some type 
of livestock market news reporting in Idaho, where no service exists 
at present. Also grain market news reporting begun in Missouri in 
1961 should be continued on an experimental basis looking forward to 
regular financing in future years. 

Special milk program.—The special milk program is aimed primarily 
at increasing the consumption of fluid milk by children. Nonprofit 
schools of high school grade and under, all nonprofit summer camps 

| and child-care institutions devoted to the care and training of children, 
are eligible to participate in the program. 

From its inception in fiscal year 1955 through fiscal year 1962, the 
program was financed through advances from the Commodity Credit 
Corporation. The Agriculture Act of 1961 (Public Law 87-128) 
approved August 8, 1961, changed financing to a direct appropriation 
beginning June 1, 1962. The 1965 budget proposes to finance the 
program by transfer from Section 32 funds in lieu of a direct appropria¬ 
tion. 

From 1962 to 1963 the number of participating schools and institu¬ 
tions increased from 88,188 to 90,486. Of the latter figure, there were 
85,220 schools and 5,266 child-care institutions and summer camps. 
The number of one-half pints of milk served increased from 2.6 
billion in 1962 to about 2.8 billion 1963. During this same period 
expenditures rose from $89,000,000 to $93,900,000. 
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A total of 438 needy schools serving more than 13,600 children 
participated and consumed approximately 6.2 million half pints of 
milk under the limited experimental program of special assistance. 

The Committee recommends the full budget estimate of $99,- 
831,000 for 1965 and concurs in the budget proposal to finance the 
program next year by a transfer of funds from Section 32. This ac¬ 
tion is not to be considered a precedent for future years, however, 
since Section 32 funds must be kept available to prevent market sur¬ 
pluses and price declines of agricultural commodities as the need 
arises. 

School lunch program.—The Committee proposes a direct appro¬ 
priation of $146,400,000, plus the transfer of $45,000,000 from 
section 32 funds for the purchase of meats and other foods needed to 
provide balanced school lunches. This is an increase of $9, 784, 000 
over 1964 and a decrease of $1,210,000 in the budget request. 

For a number of years, the Committee has felt that funds for this 
program should increase as the number of children participating in 
the program increases. Last year the appropriation was computed 
on a fixed amount per meal for the first time. The Committee has 
followed the same procedure again this year in determining the 
amount of the appropriation recommended for fiscal year 1965. 

In fiscal year 1962 a total of 2.4 billion school lunches were served. 
This increased to nearly 2.6 billion in 1963 and is expected to exceed 
2.7 billion in 1964. It is estimated that 2.886 billion meals will 
be served in 1965. At an average of 5 cents per meal, $144,300,000 
will be required for cash reimbursements and Section 6 purchases 
during the 1965 school year, plus $2,100,000 for administrative 
expenses, a total of $146,400,000. This amount has been included 
in the bill. No funds have been earmarked to initiate special cash 
assistance to needy schools. 

Removal of surplus agricultural commodities (sec. 32).—Section 32 
funds are used to encourage exportation and domestic consumption of 
agricultural products and to stabilize market prices either through 
announcements that the Department stands ready to enter the mar¬ 
ket, or by actual participation in the market. Generally, surpluses 
are removed from the market through purchases, which are then do¬ 
nated to schools, institutions, and needy persons. 

Last year the Congress approved language under this heading to 
permit the use of section 32 funds for activities which would help to 
increase consumption of farm commodities and thereby reduce the 
demands for purchases through this fund and reduce the investment 
of Commodity Credit Corporation funds in commodity inventories. 
The 1964 Appropriation Act also provided authority to include a 
similar provision in future appropriation bills in an amount not to 
exceed $25,000,000. 

Pursuant to this authority, the Committee has provided for the use 
of $25,000,000 of section 32 funds in fiscal year 1965 for the following 
research programs which should help to increase consumption by 
reducing the cost of production and increasing the utilization of 
agriculture commodities: 
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Expanded research activities 

Research on health-related problems of tobacco (discussed earlier 
in report)- $1,500,000 

Research on control of insects, including development and testing 
of insecticides and materials used in agricultural production 
(discussed earlier in report)- 1, 500, 000 

Staffing of research laboratories previously authorized and now 
ready for operation_ 1, 200, 000 

R esearch on reductions in cost-of-production_ 9, 400, 000 
Research on expanded use of agricultural commodities_ 9, 400, 000 

Total research_$23, 000, 000 

Construction and alteration of facilities 

Alteration and improvement of utilities, Plum Island, New York, 
not to exceed_ $250, 000 

Construction and remodeling of facilities, Beltsville, Maryland, not 
to exceed_ 850, 000 

Replacement of facilities, Fort Collins, Colorado, not to exceed_ 450, 000 
Construction of peanut research laboratory in Georgia, not to 
exceed_ 450, 000 

Total construction and alteration_ $2, 000, 000 

Total authorization_$25, 000, 000 

The $1,200,000 provided for staffing 15 new research laboratories 
in various parts of the country, which were previously funded and 
are now ready for operation, is based on a budget estimate included 
for this purpose under the Agricultural Research Service. The 
estimate has been excluded from the Agricultural Research Service 
research appropriation. 

A total of $18,800,000 has been included under this heading for 
expanded research on cost of production and utilization of agricultural 
products. This is in keeping with increases allowed in recent years 
to expand research designed to deal with the problems of agricultural 
surpluses. A number of additional pressing research needs were 
brought to the attention of the Committee during its hearing this 
year, including research on floricultural and horticultural crops, 
pecans, avian leukosis and other poultry diseases, special problems 
of swine, strawberries, blueberries and grapes, forage crops, York 
spot disease of apples, soybean production, sugar, cotton, wool and 
mohair, biological control of pests and insects, soil and water con¬ 
servation, cereal leaf beetle, coffee harvesting, and many others. The 
Department is expected to give attention to these essential research 
needs in the allocation of these funds next year. 

The Committee has included $250,000 for alterations and improve¬ 
ments at the Foot-and-Mouth Laboratory at Plum Island, $850,000 
for construction and remodeling of facilities at the Beltsville Research 
Center, and $450,000 for replacement of sugarbeet, pasture and range 
research facilities at Fort Collins, Colorado. These amounts are 
provided in lieu of budget requests for these purposes presented under 
the Agricultural Research Service. 

Pursuant to an agreement entered into by the House and Senate 
Conferees at the time the 1964 Agriculture Appropriation Bill was 
adopted last December, not to exceed $450,000 of Section 32 funds is 
authorized for the establishment of a research facility in Georgia to 
be used to house the peanut shelling research work now underway at 
Dawson and to bring together the peanut research on production and 

H. Rept. 1387, 8S-2- :5 
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marketing now being conducted at various locations in Georgia, if 
desirable. It has been agreed that this laboratory will not do any 
peanut “quality” research. 

Based on a last-minute agreement of the Conferees last December, 
the 1964 bill included $9,500,000 for the construction of a new 
Southeastern Research Laboratory which has been located at Athens, 
Georgia. It was fully agreed by the conferees at that time that this 
laboratory would not do any peanut quality research, for which addi¬ 
tional funds were provided at the New Orleans Laboratory, and that 
it would not undertake research which would displace -work being 
done at the other four major utilization laboratories. 

The Committee has gone along with the use of Section 32 funds in 
the coming year for the Special Milk Program and the Food Stamp 
Plan. It does not feel, however, that the Department should look 
to this fund for permanent financing of these programs. Section 32 
must be able to move into the market quickly, if necessary, with 
sufficient funds on hand to purchase a large enough quantity of 
commodities to remove surpluses and bolster prices. The diversion 
of these funds for other large uses could make Section 32 ineffective 
due to lack of funds. 

FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE 

The Foreign Agricultural Service promotes the export of U.S. farm 
products and represents the Department and U.S. agriculture abroad. 
It conducts foreign market development programs and collects and 
disseminates to U.S. agriculture the basic information essential to 
aggressive foreign marketing of U.S. agricultural products and to 
making necessary adjustments to meet changing situations abroad. 

For the coming year, the Committee recommends an appropriation 
of $18,790,000, an increase of $202,500 over 1964 and a reduction of 
$1,734,000 in the budget estimate. The increase covers mandatory 
pay act costs in 1965. 

The economic position of this country is heavily dependent upon 
increasing the present level of agricultural exports. The annual 
agricultural export total of around $5 billion accounts for one-fourth 
of the nation’s total products and provides a market for products of 
one cultivated acre out of five. 

The dollars for market development activities which are provided 
in this appropriation are used for the purchase of foreign currencies 
accruing under Title I of the Agricultural Trade Development and 
Assistance Act of 1954, as amended (P.L. 480). Such currencies are 
expended in accordance with the authorities contained in Section 
104(a) of the Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954, as amended (P.L. 480). 

The Department is directed to review the activities of U.S. market 
cooperators under the market development program and to establish 
criteria for the use of Federal funds—both dollars and local curren¬ 
cies—by such cooperators. This program appears to be very effective 
in promoting foreign sales of U.S. agricultural commodities. Criti¬ 
cisms concerning expenditures for such work must be avoided. 
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COMMODITY EXCHANGE AUTHORITY 

The Commodity Exchange Authority administers the Commodity 
Exchange Act of September 21, 1922, as amended. The objectives 
are to prevent commodity price manipulation and market corners; 
prevent dissemination of false and misleading crop and market 
information affecting commodity prices; protect hedgers and other 
users of the commodity futures markets against cheating, fraud, and 
manipulative practices; insure the benefits of membership privileges 
and contract markets to cooperative associations of producers; insure 
trust fund treatment of margin moneys and equities of hedgers and 
other traders and prevent the misuse of such funds by brokers; and 
provide information to the public regarding trading operations and 
contract markets. 

The bill carries an appropriation of $1,100,000 for fiscal year 1965, 
an increase of $47,000 over 1964 and a decrease of $19,000 in the 
budget estimate. The increase includes $21,000 for mandatory pay 
act costs in 1965 and $26,000 for additional trade practice investi¬ 
gations. 

For a number of years it has been necessary to conduct investiga¬ 
tions on a highly selective basis due to limited funds and personnel. 
The above increases should enable the agency to more nearly meet the 
need in this area of responsibility. 

AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND CONSERVATION SERVICE 

The Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service was 
established by the Secretary of Agriculture on June 5, 1961, under the 
authority of Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953, in accordance with 
the Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended (5 U.S.C. 133Z). The 
Service carries on the following principal programs from appropriated 
funds: 

Acreage allotments and marketing quotas- The Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, authorizes production 
adjustment for designated basic commodities (tobacco, peanuts, 
wheat, cotton, and rice) through acreage allotments, and the 
adjustment of supplies through marketing quotas when supplies 
reach specified levels in relation to normal demand. 

Sugar act program: The chief objective of the Sugar Act of 
1948, as amended, is “to protect the welfare of consumers of 
sugar and those engaged in the domestic sugar-producing in¬ 
dustry.” This involves (a) determination of U.S. consumption 
requirements; (b) administration of quotas to regulate imports 
of sugar produced in foreign areas, as well as marketing of sugar 
produced in domestic areas; and (c) payments to domestic 
producers of sugarbeets and sugarcane, provided producers 
comply with certain labor, wage, price, and marketing require¬ 
ments prescribed by law. 

Agricultural conservation program: This program is authorized 
by the provisions of section 7 to 16(a), inclusive, and section 17 
of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as 
amended. Its objectives include (1) restoring and improving 
soil fertility, (2) reducing erosion caused by wind and water, and 
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(3) conserving water on land. Cost-sharing assistance is fur¬ 
nished to individual farmers and ranchers in the 50 States, Puerto 
Rico and the Virgin Islands for carrying out approved soil-build¬ 
ing and soil- and water-conserving practices on their farms. This 
assistance represents only a part of the cost of performing the 
practice. The farmer bears the balance of the cost, and in 
addition supplies labor and management necessary to carry out 
the practice. 

Cropland conversion program: Section 16(e) of the Soil Con¬ 
servation and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, by section 
101 of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1962, provides for long¬ 
term agreements under which cropping systems and land uses 
will be changed (1) to permanently shift to better productive use 
cropland which is not well suited for crop use, and (2) to tem¬ 
porarily shift to better productive use and utilize for other pur¬ 
poses land which is suitable for crop use but not currently needed 
for crops. 

Emergency conservation measures: The objective of this i 
program, which is authorized by the Third Supplemental Appro- ' 
priation Act of 1957 and the Supplemental Appropriation Acts 
of 1958 and 1959, is to restore to normal agricultural use farm¬ 
lands which have been damaged by wind erosion, hurricanes, 
floods, or other natural disasters. To this end, farmers are 
offered cost-sharing assistance for carrying out approved practices. 

Conservation reserve program: The conservation reserve 
program authorized by the Soil Bank Act is a long-range program 
under which farmers have voluntarily contracted to take crop¬ 
land out of production for a specified number of years and devote 
it to conservation uses. In return the farmer receives (a) an 
annual rental payment for the contract period, and (b) assistance 
in either cash or conservation materials and services for carrying 
out approved conservation practices on the reserved acreage. 

Commodity Credit Corporation program activities: Various 
price support and related programs have been authorized in 
numerous legislative enactments since the early 1930’s. Opera¬ 
tions under these programs are financed through the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. Personnel and facilities of the Agricultural 
Stabilization and Conservation Service are utilized in the admin- j 
istration of programs of the Commodity Credit Corporation, and 
the Administrator of the Service is also Executive Vice President 
of the Corporation. 

Foreign assistance programs and other special activities: 
Various surplus disposal programs and other special activities are i 
conducted pursuant to specific statutory authorizations and 
directives. These laws authorize the use of CCC funds and 
facilities to implement the programs. Appropriations for these 
programs are transferred or paid to the Corporation for its costs 
incurred in connection with these activities, such as Public 
Law 480; International Wheat Agreement; Bartered materials 
for supplemental stockpile; National Wool Act. 
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Expenses, Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service.—An 
appropriation of $105,602,000 is included for fiscal year 1965, a 
decrease of $8,960,000 in the budget estimate. The amount recom¬ 
mended is a net increase of $1,231,500 over the 1964 appropriation. 
However, it is a decrease of $12,368,500 when the 1964 deficiency of 
$13,600,000 for administering the 1964 feed grain program is taken 
into consideration. 

Two items of increase have been allowed for 1965. An amount of 
$1,761,415 has been included for mandatory pay act costs in 1965. 
Also, $1,835,631 has been allowed to correct an imbalance between 
appropriated funds and funds transferred for Commodity Credit 
functions, with an offsetting reduction in the CCC transfer. The two 
increases are partially offset by a decrease of $2,365,546 due to econ¬ 
omies in administering the conservation reserve and agricultural con¬ 
servation programs. 

No additional funds have been allowed for administering the feed 
grain and wheat stabilization programs for 1965. The amounts needed 
for these purposes cannot be accurately estimated until the effect of 
recent legislation on future fund requirements can be fully determined. 

Sugar Act program.—Payments are made to domestic producers of 
sugarbeet and sugarcane who comply with certain special require¬ 
ments. To finance these payments, a tax of 50 cents per hundred 
pounds is imposed on all beet and cane sugar processed in or imported 
into the United States for direct consumption. During the period 
1938-63, collections of $2.1 billion from excise taxes and import taxes 
have exceeded payments by $527.4 million. Estimated collections 
through fiscal year 1965 of $2.3 billion will exceed estimated payments 
by $565 million. 

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $86,400,000, an 
increase of $8,400,000 over 1964 and a decrease of $1,100,000 in the 
budget estimate. The 1964 supplemental estimate of $6,400,000 
contained in House Doc. 203, dated January 21, 1964, has not been 
included in the bill. 

Total sugar production in the 1964 crop year covered by this ap¬ 
propriation is estimated at 6,490,000 tons, the same quantity as 
produced in the 1963 crop year. The increase for 1965 will be used 
to make payments for increased production in 1963 in the continental 
sugar beet and cane areas. 

Agricultural conservation program.-—-An appropriation of $225,000,000 
the full budget estimate, is recommended for 1965 to make payments 
earned under the program authorized in the 1964 bill and to honor a 
small balance of unpaid 1963 commitments not fully covered by the 
1964 appropriation. Amounts due under this program are legal 
commitments and funds must be provided to pay all contracts entered 
into. 

The Committee has also restored the 1965 program authorization 
to the regular level of $220,000,000—plus $30,000,000 for administra¬ 
tion under the heading “Expenses, ASCS.” Almost every year in 
recent years, Congress has been required to restore budget cuts in this 
item. 

In the opinion of the majority of the members of the Committee, 
the funds expended through this program return to the Nation the 
greatest possible conservation benefits. Further, this program pro¬ 
vides the best possible means of meeting local conservation needs in 
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all areas of the country. It is far more effective than many other 
approaches adopted in recent years. 

Conservation practices under this program are developed initially 
at the local level by ASC State and county committees, the Soil 
Conservation Service, and the Federal Forest Service. Representa¬ 
tives of the land-grant colleges, the Farmers Home Administration, 
State conservation committees, and other State and Federal agricul¬ 
tural agencies also participate in these determinations. 

The recommendations of these groups are used as the basis to formu¬ 
late joint recommendations to the Agricultural Stabilization and 
Conservation Service in Washington. From these recommendations, 
the various agencies of the Department in Washington develop and 
recommend to the Secretary of Agricultural a national program. 
State and local people then develop their local programs within the 
structure of the national program approved by the Secretary. No 
practices are adopted and put into effect in any State or county unless 
approved by the local conservation groups. 

Apparently the Bureau of the Budget and others who do not support j 
this program are not aware of the important part it plays in building 
terraces, waterways and erosion control structures and in financing 
other conservation practices as an integral part of the extremely 
effective and successful PL 566 small watershed program. Without 
the ACP cost-sharing program, the small watershed program could not 
operate satisfactorily. Further, the ACP program finances some 1200 
soil conservation technicians who provide assistance to soil conserva¬ 
tion districts and the small watershed program, in addition to furnish¬ 
ing technical assistance for this program. The proposed reduction 
of $100 million would have eliminated an estimated 555 of these soil 
conservation technicians. 

The contribution of the ACP program to the watershed program 
and other conservation efforts of the Nation is reflected in the fol¬ 
lowing table of conservation measures performed under the program: 

Practice Unit (in 
thousands) 

Extent 
under 1962 
program 

Total 
accomplish¬ 

ments 
1936-1962 

Water storage reservoirs constructed to distribute grazing, 
control erosion, and conserve irrigation water and wildlife. 

Structures... 49 1,800 

Terraces constructed to control erosion or conserve water_ Acres_ 694 27,000 
111,000 Stripcropping systems established to control wind or water 

erosion and conserve water. 
Acres_ 377 

Enduring vegetative cover established to control erosion, con¬ 
serve water, and for land-use adjustment. 

Acres_ 3,900 348,000 

Competitive shrubs controlled on range or pasture to permit 
growth of adequate cover for erosion control. 

Acres_ 2,000 46,000 

Trees and shrubs planted for forestry purposes, erosion con¬ 
trol, or land-use adjustment. 

Acres__ 285 3,600 

Forest tree stands improved for forestry purposes and erosion 
control. 

Acres_ 213 2,800 

Conservation reserve program.—An appropriation of $194,000,000 is 
proposed to meet conservation reserve contract commitments in 
1965. This is a reduction of $100,000,000 below 1964 and is $4,000,000 
below the budget request. 

The decrease in this program is due to a reduction in annual rental 
payments in 1965 as a result of the expiration of 83,543 contracts 
covering 6,719,915 acres previously withheld from production. 
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Payments under this program will continue through 1973 on a dimin 
ishing basis as follows: 

Annual rental Estimated Annual rental Estimated 
payments acres in payments acres in 

Fiscal year for current reserve Fiscal year for current reserve 
contracts (acres) contracts (acres) 
(dollars) (dollars) 

1966..— 156,316,341 
151,094, 466 
131,043,730 
116,374,4S4 

14,187,673 
13,617,720 
11,363,846 
9,688,294 

1970___ 42,806, 735 
815,034 
85,573 

1,750 

3,602,369 
70,653 

7, 785 
134 

1967 . 1971 i_ 
1968_ 1972 1 
1969 ___ 1973 1_ 

i Represents manatory extensions because tree seedlings were unavailable during 1960. 

Cropland conversion program.—The Food and Agriculture Act of 
1962 authorized the Secretary of Agriculture to extend conservation 
reserve contracts expiring in December 1962, for the calendar year 
1963. A total of $6,150,000 was appropriated in fiscal years 1963 and 
1964 to liquidate such contracts covering approximately 700,000 acres. 
No further funds are needed for this purpose in fiscal year 1965, since 
this feature of the program has not been extended beyond 1963. 

The Food and Agriculture Act of 1962 also authorized the Secretary 
to carry out a pilot program to determine how land not needed for 
crop production can best be used for conserving and developing soil, 
water, forests, wildlife, and recreational resources. 

The pilot cropland conversion program has been offered in 41 
counties of 13 states, involving differing geographic and agricultural 
situations. In addition, offers have been made to enter into a limited 
number of agreements in other States and counties to convert cropland 
to recreational enterprises only. About 2,800 agreements involving 
129 thousand acres of cropland have been entered into. 

Because this program appears to be a miniature soil bank under a 
new name, the Committee made a special investigation of its operations 
during the past year. A number of operational weaknesses were found, 
including (1) lack of documentation of land ownership and eligibility, 
(2) failure to require that practices be carried out on acres covered by 
contract, (3) lack of consideration of economic feasibility, (4) cost¬ 
sharing payments on earth moving on horseshoe, badminton, basket¬ 
ball, baseball and tennis courts, (5) lack of limits on cost-sharing 
payments with possible cost per acre in excess of value of land, 
and (6) failure to require that recreational facilities be made available 
to public. 

Though the Department has undertaken to correct these deficien¬ 
cies, the Committee feels that the program should be continued on an 
experimental basis and should not be expanded beyond the level of 
the 1963 program. Accordingly, it recommends an appropriation of 
$7,200,000 for 1965, the same amount as expended for the 1963 pro¬ 
gram. This is a reduction of $2,800,000 in the budget estimate. 

OFFICE OF RURAL AREAS DEVELOPMENT 

Rural areas development program activities are carried out by the 
Office of Rural Areas Development which was established by the 
Secretary of Agriculture’s memorandum 1448 of June 16, 1961. The 
responsibilities of the Office are to (1) provide leadership and initiative 
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in the formulation of plans for carrying out rural development pro¬ 
grams of the Department of Agriculture; (2) coordinate and expedite 
the application of resources of Department agencies in assisting State, 
local, private, community, and farm organizations and individuals 
working for the improvement of economic conditions in rural areas; 
(3) maintain liaison with appropriate departments and agencies of the 
executive branch and with officials of public and private organizations 
to assure coordinated effort in utilization of available resources in 
support of the rural areas development program. The Office also 
coordinates work conducted by USDA agencies under the Area 
Redevelopment Act and the accelerated public works program, acts 
as liaison between USDA agencies and other Federal agencies. It 
also advises State and local governments in establishing projects 
under these programs. 

The full budget estimate of $124,000 is provided for fiscal year 
1965, an increase of $4,000 over 1964. The increase covers mandatory 
pay act and salary advancement costs during the coming fiscal year. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 

Internal audit, inspection, and investigations activities are carried 
out by the Office of the Inspector General which was established by 
the Secretary of Agriculture’s Memorandum No. 1503 dated June 25, 
1962, and No. 1524 dated December 21, 1962. The Office is respon¬ 
sible to the Secretary for assuring that existing laws, policies, and 
programs of the Secretary are effectively complied with on every level 
of administration in accordance with the intent of the Congress and 
the Secretary. It insures prompt and appropriate corrective action 
in those areas in which deviation from established law, policy, pro¬ 
cedure, rules, or regulations has developed; and conducts internal 
audit, inspection, and investigative activities within the Department 
and coordinates and correlates them with various investigative 
agencies of the executive and legislative branches of the Government. 

The Committee recommends the full budget estimate of $9,874,000 
for the next fiscal year, an increase of $161,600 over funds available for 
fiscal year 1964. The entire increase is needed to meet mandatory 
pay act costs in 1965. 

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 

The Office of the General Counsel, originally known as the Office 
of the Solicitor, was established in 1910 (5 U.S.C. 518) as the law office 
of the Department of Agriculture, and performs all of the legal work 
arising from the activities of the Department. The General Counsel 
represents the Department in administrative proceedings for the 
promulgation of rules having the force and effect of law; in quasi¬ 
judicial hearings held in connection with the administration of various 
programs and acts; and in proceedings before the Interstate Commerce 
Commission involving freight rates and practices relating to farm 
commodities, including appeals from the decisions of the Commission 
to the courts. He serves as General Counsel for the Commodity 
Credit Corporation and the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation. 
He reviews criminal cases arising under the programs of the Depart¬ 
ment for referral to the Department of Justice. 
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The bill includes $3,784,000 for fiscal year 1965, an increase of 
$85,500 over 1964 and a decrease of $69,000 in the budget request. 
The entire increase is provided to meet mandatory pay act costs for 
the coming year. 

OFFICE OF INFORMATION 

The Office of Information was established under its present name in 
1925 as a consolidation of functions formally organized as early as 
1889, to coordinate in the Department the dissemination of informa¬ 
tion useful to agriculture as directed by the act establishing the 
Department of Agriculture in 1862. 

The Office has general direction and supervision of all publications 
and other information policies and activities of the Department in¬ 
cluding the final review, illustrating, printing, and distribution of 
publications; clearance and release of press, radio, television, and 
magazine materials; maintenance of central files of news and general 
illustration-type photographs; and the preparation and distribution 
of exhibits and motion pictures. The Office publishes the Yearbook 
of Agriculture, the annual report of the Secretary of Agriculture, the 
Department Directory, and the Department List of Publications; 
handles the details of distributing farmers’ bulletins allotted to 
Members of Congress; and services letter and telephone requests for 
general information received in the Department. Under the Depart¬ 
ment’s working capital fund, the Office also produces visual informa¬ 
tional materials, such as motion pictures, art and graphics materials, 
and still photographic work for the Department and other Govern¬ 
ment agencies. 

The full budget estimate of $1,648,000 is recommended for the next 
fiscal year, an increase of $14,000 over 1964. The entire increase is 
provided to meet mandatory pay act costs in the coming year. 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL LIBRARY 

The Library, pursuant to the Department’s organic act of 1862, 
and under delegation from the Secretary, “procures and preserves all 
information concerning agriculture which can be obtained by means 
of books * * *.” Under the act establishing the Department, the 
Library also serves as the National Agricultural Library. 

The Library makes available to the research workers of the Depart¬ 
ment and the State agricultural colleges, as well as to the general 
public, the agricultural knowledge of the world that is contained in 
published literature. The Library collects current and historical 
published material and organizes it for maximum service to the 
Department and to the public through reference services, loans of 
publications, bibliographical services, and photo reproductions of 
library material. It issues a monthly Bibliography of Agriculture 
in which is listed the agricultural literature of the world. The book 
collection approximates 1.2 million volumes. 

For salaries and expenses the Committee recommends the full 
budget estimate of $1,347,000 for fiscal year 1965. The increase of 
$20,860 is allowed to meet mandatory pay act costs next year. 

The budget request of $7,000,000 for construction of a new library 
has been deferred in view of the fact that plans and specifications will 
probably not be ready in time to begin construction during the 1965 
fiscal year. 
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OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT SERVICES 

The Office of Management Services was established by Secretary’s 
Memorandum No. 1529, dated January 29, 1963 to provide manage¬ 
ment support services for certain agencies and offices of the Depart¬ 
ment. These management support services include budget, account¬ 
ing, and related financial management services; information services; 
personnel; organization and related services; and procurement, prop¬ 
erty, space, communications, messenger, paperwork management, and 
related services. This consolidation of management support services 
was made to provide greater economy and effectiveness, improved 
utilization of manpower and management techniques, increased 
specialization of professional skills, and more extensive use of time¬ 
saving equipment. 

These services are provided for the Office of the Secretary, Office of 
Budget and Finance, Office of Hearing Examiners, Office of Manage¬ 
ment Appraisal and Systems Development, Office of Personnel, 
Office of Plant and Operations, Office of Rural Areas Development, 
Office of Information, National Agricultural Library, Office of the 
General Counsel, Office of Inspector General, Farmer Cooperative 
Service, Commodity Exchange Authority, Cooperative State Research 
Service, Economic Research Service, Statistical Reporting Service, and 
Office of Management Services. 

The Committee recommends the full budget request of $2,482,000 
for this activity for the next fiscal year, a decrease of $59,200 below 
1964. The amount approved includes $47,000 for mandatory pay 
act costs in 1965. The net reduction below 1964 results from savings 
due to the centralization of management services under this new 
operation. 

GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 

The Secretary of Agriculture, assisted by the Under Secretary, the 
Assistant Secretaries, and members of their immediate staff, directs 
and coordinates the work of the Department; formulates and develops 
policy; maintains relationships with agricultural organizations and 
others in the development of farm programs; and maintains liaison 
with the Executive Office of the President and Members of Congress 
on all matters pertaining to legislation and policy to insure effective 
performance of the agricultural programs of the Department. 

The following activities are also included under General Adminis¬ 
tration: 

Personnel administration and service is carred on by the Office of 
Personnel, the staff agency with responsibility for the personnel 
management program of the Department. 

Budgetary and financial administration and service is carried on by 
the Office of Budget and Finance, the staff agency with responsibility 
for functions relating to overall administration of the budgetary, 
fiscal, and related affairs of the Department. 

General operations are carried on by the Office of Plant and Opera¬ 
tions, a staff agency exercising general staff management direction of 
the housing of the Department’s activities; the leasing of commercial 
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space and management of real property; procurement activities; pur¬ 
chasing, warehousing, utilization and disposal of administrative and 
operating supplies and equipment. 

Management appraisal and systems development functions are 
carried out by the Office of Management Appraisal and Systems 
Development which was established by Secretary’s Memorandum 
No. 1477 of December 8, 1961. The Office is responsible for the 
general direction, leadership, and coordination in the department of 
management appraisals, systems design, automatic data processing, 
operations research, and related management techniques. 

Regulatory hearings and decisions include the work of the Office of 
Hearing Examiners and of the Judicial Officer. The Hearing Ex¬ 
aminers carry out the provisions of the Administrative Procedure 
Act relating to the holding of hearings (5 U.S.C. 1006, 1010). Hear¬ 
ings are held in connection with prescribing of new regulations and 
orders, and on disciplinary complaints filed by the Department, or on 
petitions filed by private parties asking relief from some action of the 
Department. 

The National Agricultural Advisory Commission was established 
pursuant to Executive Order 10472, approved July 20, 1953, amended 
by Executive Order 10937, approved May 3, 1961. In its advisory 
functions, the Commission is concerned with the broad fields of 
agricultural policy and administration, both as they affect the U.S. 
farmer and the national economy. 

For the coming fiscal year, the Committee recommends an appro¬ 
priation of $3,530,000, an increase of $307,000 over 1964 and $173,000 
in the budget estimate. Of the increase, $57,000 is approved to meet 
mandatory pay costs in fiscal year 1965. The balance is provided to 
finance the Secretary’s new program on pesticides discussed earlier 
in this report. 

Title II—Credit Agencies 

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION 

The Rural Electrification Administration was established by Exec¬ 
utive Order 7037 of May 11, 1935, to make loans for extension of 
central station electric service to unserved rural people. It was con¬ 
tinued by the Rural Electrification Act of May 20, 1936, and became 
part of the Department of Agriculture on July 1,1939, under Reorgani¬ 
zation Plan II. On October 28, 1949, Public Law 423 amended the 
act to authorize loans for furnishing and improving rural telephone 
service. 

Electric and telephone construction loans are self-liquidating within 
a period not to exceed 35 years at 2 percent interest. 

Loan authorization.—The Committee recommends the full budget 
estimate of $365,000,000 for electrification loans, including a con¬ 
tingency reserve of $90,000,000. This is a reduction of $60,000,000 
below the electrification loan funds authorized for 1964. While the 
budget proposed a single contingency fund for both electrification and 
telephone loans, a separate contingency reserve has been established 
for each program. 
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For the telephone loan program, the bill for 1965 includes the same 
amount as provided for 1964, $70,000,000. The increase of $7,000,000 
in the budget request has been placed in a separate contingency reserve 
for telephone loan purposes. 

The number of telephone subscribers being served by REA bor¬ 
rowers has regularly been increasing by more than 100,000 per year, 
and this is expected to continue. In addition, there is a rapidly 
developing demand for a grade of service better than the old 8-party 
line. This has lead REA to recommend 4 party flat rate rural service 
as the preferred standard, and in response to the demand, many 
borrowers are forecasting and developing systems to provide one or 
two party service in rural areas. The requirements for upgrading of 
service is expected to lead to an increase in loan applications in 1964 
and 1965. 

The Administrator of REA is to be commended for his cooperation 
in formulating and issuing regulations in accord with the directives in 
last year’s reports of the House and Senate committees. In connec¬ 
tion with last year’s report of this Committee, it should be clearly 
understood that the directives contained therein were intended to 
apply to generation and transmission loans to G&T cooperatives and 
not to relatively small transmission loans to distribution cooperatives. 
The regulations issued recently pursuant to these directives should be 
interpreted and administered on this basis. 

The Committee feels that loan funds provided to REA should not 
be used for power generation loans where the feasibility is based solely 
on the cheaper power rate resulting from the lower interest rate paid 
bv REA cooperatives than is available to private investor companies 
unless essential to get area coverage at reasonable rates. 

In connection with Section 5 loans, the majority of the Committee 
feels that the REA should investigate each request prior to approval 
to see that the application is for purposes directly related to the dis¬ 
tribution, generation or transmission of electrical energy. 

In evaluating the place of REA in the rural electrification industry, 
it is important that a few significant facts be kept in mind: 

(1) The Nation as a whole used 761,380 million kilowatt hours 
of electricity in 1960. This is expected to increase to 2,692,650 
million kilowatt hours by 1980—an increase of over three times. 

(2) The REA financed systems serve only 8 percent of the 
consumers and receive only 5 percent of the revenues. They 
operate only 1 percent of the generating capacity and sell only 4 
percent of the kilowatt hours. 

(3) The REA financed systems serve an average of 3.3 con¬ 
sumers per mile as compared to 33.2 consumers per mile on 
commercial utility lines. REA borrowers have a gross annual 
revenue of $460 per mile of line compared to $7,164 gross annual 
revenue per mile of commercial companies. 

(4) During fiscal year 1963 REA cooperatives used a total of 
37,518 million kilowatt hours of electric energy. Of this total only 
6,597 million kilowatt hours (approximately 17%) were generated 
by REA-G&T cooperatives. Nearly one-half of the balance 
(14,393 million kwh) was purchased from commercial power 
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suppliers. The rest (16,259 million kwh) came from municipal 
and other publicly owned suppliers. 

(5) Of the approximately 1,000 REA borrowers only one is 
delinquent in an amount of $55,000, and this amount is being 
steadily reduced. 

Salaries and expenses.—An appropriation of $11,641,000 is pro¬ 
posed for the administrative expenses of the REA program in fiscal 
year 1965. This is an increase of $492 000 over 1964 and $213,000 
over the budget request. The increase over 1964 includes $242,000 
for mandatory pay act costs next year, plus $250,000 to make the 
necessary additional surveys required by last year’s directives and to 
process the loan applications without undue delay. With this 
increase, there should be no reason for any delay in processing applica¬ 
tions due to additional surveys and reviews required. 

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 

The Farmers Home Administration, established November 1, 1946, 
conducts the following primary activities: 

Makes direct and insured farmownership loans to farmers and 
ranchers for acquiring, enlarging, or improving farms, including farm 
buildings, land development, use and conservation, refinancing in¬ 
debtedness, and for loan-closing costs. Loans are repayable in not 
more than 40 years and bear interest not in excess of 5 percent. In¬ 
sured loans are made with funds advanced by private lenders and 
payments of principal and interest are fully guaranteed. 

Makes direct and insured soil and water conservation loans to 
farmers and ranchers and to associations for the effective development 
and utilization of water supplies and for the improvement of farm¬ 
land by soil and water conserving facilities and practices. Loans are 
repayable in not more than 40 years and bear interest not in excess of 
5 percent. 

Makes direct operating loans to farmers and ranchers for paying 
costs incident to reorganizing a farming system for more profitable 
operations, for a variety of essential farm operating expenses such as 
purchase of livestock, farm equipment, feed, seed, fertilizer, and farm 
supplies, for financing land and water development, use and conser¬ 
vation, for refinancing indebtedness, for other farm and home needs, 
and for loan-closing costs. Loans bear interest at 5 percent and may 
be made for periods up to 7 years, but may be renewed for not more 
than 5 additional years. 

Makes direct emergency loans in designated areas where a natural 
disaster has caused a general need for agricultural credit which cannot 
be met for temporary periods of time by private, cooperative, or other 
responsible sources, including the Farmers Home Administration. 
Emergency loans bear interest not in excess of 3 percent and are 
repayable not later than provided for the regular loans for similar 
purposes. 

Makes rural housing loans and grants for building purposes pur¬ 
suant to title V of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, to farm owners 
to owners of other real estate in rural areas, and to long-term farm 
leaseholders to construct, improve, alter, repair, or replace dwellings 
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and essential farm service buildings. Direct farm enlargement and 
development loans, along with building loans, are also made to farm- 
owners on potentially adequate farms who need to develop their 
farms so as to increase their income sufficiently to repay the loans. 
Loans are repayable in not more than 33 years and bear interest at 
4 percent. 

Makes watershed and flood prevention loans from funds appropri¬ 
ated under “Watershed protection, Soil Conservation Service” and 
under “Flood prevention, Soil Conservation Service.” Such loans are 
made to local organizations for installing, repairing, or improving 
works of improvement and water storage facilities, purchasing sites 
or rights-of-way and for related costs. Loans are repayable in not 
more" than 50 years at an interest rate based on specified outstanding 
obligations of the Treasury. 

Makes insured loans lor rental housing for the elderly pursuant to 
title V of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended. Such insured loans 
are made to individuals, corporations, associations, trusts, or part¬ 
nerships to provide moderate cost rental housing and related facilities 
for elderly persons in rural areas. These loans, made with funds 
advanced by private lenders, are repayable in the number of years 
best suited to the individual case and bear interest at 5% percent. 
No loan may exceed $100,000. 

Makes direct loans for rental housing for the elderly pursuant to 
title V of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended. Such direct loans 
are made to private nonprofit corporations and consumer cooperatives 
to provide modest cost rental housing and related facilities for elderly 
persons of low or moderate income in rural areas. These direct loans, 
made from the Rural housing for the elderly revolving fund, are re¬ 
payable in not more than 50 years and bear interest at a rate similar 
to that of the direct loan program of the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency for the elderly in urban areas which is currently 3% percent. 

Beginning with fiscal year 1964 the Farmers Home Administration 
initiated technical assistance and loans for rural renewal activity 
pursuant to section 102 of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1962. 
Loans are made to local agencies or groups for rural renewal projects 
specifically related to conservation and land utilization. 

Rural housing loans.—Section 511 of the Housing Act of 1949, as 
amended, provides a total of $650,000,000 in Treasury borrowing 
authorization for building loans. In addition, the 1964 Department of 
Agriculture and Related Agencies Appropriation Act provides a direct 
appropriation of $25,000,000 for such loans. The status of these 
funds is as follows: 

Borrowing 
authoriza¬ 

tion 

1964 appro¬ 
priation 

Total available....... . . . _ ___ _ $650,000,000 

-499,793,985 
-122,000,000 

-5,000,000 

23,206,015 

$25,000,000 
Estimated obligations: 

Through June 30,1963 _-__ - . 
Fiscal year 1964._. . 
Fiscal year 1965.. __ ____ 

Unobligated balance, June 30, 1965 (estimated)_ 25,000,000 
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The amendments to Title V of the Housing Act of 1949 contained 
in the Housing Act of 1961, broadened the eligibility of individuals for 
rural housing loans to include non-farm rural residents, as well as 
farmers. The obligations for fiscal year 1963 of over $183,000,000 as 
compared to obligations of $96,000,000 in 1962 is indicative of the 
acceleration of the rural housing program. The accelerated demand 
for rural housing loan funds is expected to continue from both nonfarm 
rural residents and farm operators. 

The Senior Citizens Housing Act of 1962 provided an increase of 
$50,000,000 in Treasury borrowing authority under Section 511 of 
the Housing Act of 1949, the added amount to be available exclusively 
for building loans for the elderly. The status of the $50,000,000 
authorization is as follows: 

Total authorization_ $50, 000, 000 
Obligations: 

Fiscal year 1963_ —3, 305, 920 
Fiscal year 1964 (est.)_ —10, 000, 000 
Fiscal year 1965 (est.)_ —15, 000, 000 

Unobligated balance, June 30, 1965 (estimate)- 21, 694, 080 

Direct loan account.—Pursuant to the Consolidated Farmers Home 
Administration Act of 1961, a direct loan account was established in 
fiscal year 1962. Collections of principal and interest on loans out¬ 
standing are deposited in the direct loan account and are available 
for principal and interest payments on borrowings from the Secretary 
of the Treasury and for making additional loans for (a) farmowner- 
ship, (b) soil and water conservation, and (c) operating purposes. 
Such loans may be made only in such amounts as may be authorized 
in annual appropriation acts. 

As of the end of fiscal year 1964, it is estimated that this account 
will have a balance on hand of $113,300,000. Estimated collections 
in fiscal year 1965 of $339,619,000 will make a total available of 
$452,919,000 for 1965 loan purposes. 

The bill includes authority to use up to $360,000,000 of this total for 
loans during the coming fiscal year, $60,000,000 for real estate loans 
and $300,000,000 for operating loans. These are the same amounts as 
were provided for fiscal year 1964. Of the funds provided for operat¬ 
ing loans, $50,000,000 has been placed in a contingency reserve, to be 
released by the Bureau of the Budget as may become necessary to 
meet the needs of the program during the year. 

Legislation is contemplated to increase the authority for insured 
real estate loans from $200 million to $450 million. As of this date, 
this legislation has not yet been forwarded to Congress. Also, the 
volume of insured loans in the past has never reached expectations. 
In order to make certain that adequate funds are available in 1965 
for such loans, the Committee recommends the 1964 level of $60 
million for the coming year for real estate loans. 

Rural renewal.—The rural renewal program was authorized by 
section 102 of the Food and Agricultural Act of 1962. The program 
provides technical assistance to locally initiated and sponsored 
demonstration projects. Loans are made to local public agencies 
or groups for rural renewal development projects specifically related 
to conservation and land utilization. To be eligible for designation 
as a rural renewal area, the locality must be one of chronic underem- 
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ployment on farms and unemployment in the surrounding com¬ 
munities and where agriculture or forestry contributes substantially 
to the economy. 

The Committee recommends that the funds for this program be 
held to the 1964 level of $1,200,000. This is a decrease of $990,000 in 
the budget request. 

A special study made by the Committee during the past year 
indicates that the objectives of this program could probably be met 
through regular existing programs, that there is considerable over¬ 
lapping with other activities of the Department, and that certain 
loan features of the program could create serious problems. In view 
of these findings, the Subcommittee feels that this program should be 
held at the present level for the coming year. 

Rural housing jor the elderly revolving fund.—This program was 
authorized by the Senior Citizens Housing Act of 1962, approved 
September 28, 1962. The act authorizes an appropriation of not to 
exceed $50 million for a revolving fund to finance the program. It 
also authorizes loans from the revolving fund to private nonprofit 
corporations and consumer cooperatives to provide modest rental 
housing and related facilities for elderly persons (age 62 or over) of 
low or moderate income in rural areas. These are direct loans, 
repayable in not more than 50 years. The interest is comparable to 
housing loans for the elderly in urban areas, which is currently running 
3% percent. 

The bill includes an appropriation of $3,500,000 for this revolving 
fund in fiscal year 1965. This is the same amount as was provided 
for 1964 and is a reduction of $1,500,000 in the budget estimate. 

The amount recommended will make a total of $8 million available 
for this revolving fund, $1,000,000 in the Supplemental Appropriation 
Act, 1963, $3,500,000 in the regular 1964 Appropriation Act, and 
$3,500,000 in this bill. This should provide adequate funds for 
this purpose through fiscal year 1965. 

Salaries and expenses.—The Committee recommends an appropria¬ 
tion of $39,544,000 for the coming year, an increase of $1,500,100 over 
1964 and a decrease of $640,000 in the budget request. The increase 
includes $1,000,000 for mandatory pay act costs in 1965 and $500,100 
to meet the increasing workload resulting from the new programs 
assigned to this agency by law. 

In addition, the Committee has restored language in the bill which 
authorizes the use of not to exceed $500,000 of the funds available for 
the various new programs administered by this agency for the em¬ 
ployment of temporary personnel to meet unusual or heavy workload 
increases. 

New responsibilities in the field of financing shifts in land use, 
recreational enterprises, rental housing for senior citizens in rural 
areas, farm labor housing, assistance to disadvantaged rural youth 
and under other authorities of the Farmers Home Administration 
require new skills and additional manpower, particularly at the field 
level. With low income farm borrowers, it is particularly important 
to provide good technical supervision and assistance coupled with 
needed credit, if the borrower is to become successfully established. 
The complicated financial management problems of many applicants 
require more skill and more effort today than formerly was the case. 
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During the past three years the loan programs of the Farmers 
Home Administration have more than doubled in volume with no 
significant increase in employment. The volume of loans made has 
increased from $308 million to $795 million and collections have 
raised from $307 million to $418 million. Loans outstanding and 
now to be supervised and serviced, have risen from $1.2 billion to $2 
billion. By June 30, 1964, loans outstanding will total over $2.5 
billion dollars. 

Title III—Corporations (Including P.L. 480 and Other 

Assistance Programs) 

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION 

The Federal Crop Insurance Corporation is a wholly owned Govern¬ 
ment corporation created February 16, 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1501) to carry 
out the Federal Crop Insurance Act. Its purpose is to promote the 
national welfare by improving the economic stability of agriculture 
through a sound system of crop insurance and providing the means 
for research and experience helpful in devising and establishing such 
insurance. 

Crop insurance offered to agricultural producers by the Corporation 
provides protection from losses caused by unavoidable natural hazards, 
such as insect and wildlife damage, plant diseases, fire, drought, flood, 
wind, and other weather conditions. It does not indemnify producers 
for losses resulting from negligence or failure to observe good farming 
practices. 

The Committee recommends a total of $10,580,000 for adminis¬ 
trative and operating expenses during fiscal year 1965, $6,942,000 by 
direct appropriation and $3,638,000 from premium income. This is a 
net increase of $131,000 over 1964 and a reduction of $11,000 in the 
budget request. The increase proposed includes $103,000 for manda¬ 
tory pay act costs for 1965 and $28,000 to cover increased rental costs 
in Washington. 

The General Services Administration has determined that the rental 
rate for space occupied by the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation in 
Washington shall be increased, effective July 1, 1964, from $2.10 per 
square foot to $4.14 per square foot. GSA advises that this rate is 
equal to the cost that a commercial landlord would bear, excluding 
profit. 

The 1965 budget estimate is based on the operation of the crop 
insurance program at approximately the same level as in 1964, with 
no expansion of the crop insurance program to additional counties or 
commodities. The following table summarizes the planned program 
for fiscal year 1965 compared to 1963 and 1964: 

Item 1963 1964 1965 

1,096 1,196 
2.716 

1.196 
Mnmhftr nf nonnt.y programs.. 2.378 2,716 

418,077 465, 000 467,COO 
$498, 765 $566,000 

$34, 500 
$574,COO 

$35, COO $30,545 
$24,845 $25,530 $26, COO 
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COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 

The Corporation was organized October 17, 1933, under the laws of 
the State of Delaware, as an agency of the United States, and was 
managed and operated in close affiliation with the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation. On July 1, 1939, it was transferred to the 
Department of Agriculture by the President’s Reorganization Plan I. 
On July 1, 1948, it was established as an agency and instrumentality 
of the United States under a permanent Federal charter by Public 
Law 80-806, as amended. Its operations are conducted pursuant to 
this charter and other specific legislation. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation engages in buying, selling, 
lending, and other activities with respect to agricultural commodities, 
their products, food, feeds, and fibers. Its purposes include stabilizing, 
supporting, and protecting farm income and prices; assisting in the 
maintenance of balance and adequate supplies of such commodities; 
and facilitating their orderly distribution. The Corporation also 
makes available materials and facilities required in connection with 
the production and marketing of such commodities. 

The Corporation is managed by a board of directors appointed by 
the President and confirmed by the Senate, subject to the general 
supervision and direction of the Secretary of Agriculture, who is, 
ex officio, a director and chairman of the board. In addition, it has 
a bipartisan advisory board of five members appointed by the Presi¬ 
dent to survey the general policies of the Corporation and advise the 
Secretary with respect thereto. 

Personnel and facilities of the Agricultural Stabilization and Con¬ 
servation Service, ASC State and county committees, and other 
USDA agencies are used to carry out Corporation activities. 

The Corporation has an authorized capital stock of $100 million 
held by the United States and authority to borrow up to $14.5 billion. 
Funds are borrowed from the Federal Treasury and may also be 
borrowed from private lending agencies. In connection with loan 
guarantees, the Corporation reserves a sufficient amount of its borrow¬ 
ing authority to purchase at any time all notes and other obligations 
evidencing loans made by lending agencies or certificates of interest 
issued in connection with the financing of price-support operations. 
All bonds, notes, debentures, and similar obligations issued by the 
Corporation are subject to approval by the Secretary of the Treasury 
as required by the act of March 8, 1939 (15 U.S.C. 713a-4). 

The budget is based on the following types of programs: (1) price 
support, (2) commodity export, (3) storage facilities, (4) supply and 
foreign purchase, (5) special agricultural conservation program for 
feed grains, (6) wheat stabilization program, and (7) special activities. 



AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATIONS, 1965 51 

Reimbursement for net realized losses.-—An appropriation of 
$1,724,000,000, the full budget estimate, is proposed in the bill to 
restore a portion of the capital impairment of the Corporation for 
fiscal year 1963. This is $975,400,000 less that the funds carried in 
the 1964 Appropriation Act. 

As discussed at the beginning of this report, the reduction in this 
item is due to a change in policy by the Bureau of the Budget. Instead 
of requesting sufficient funds to fully reimburse the Corporation for 
1963 capital impairment, only a partial restoration was included in the 
budget estimate for this purpose. The amount requested and recom¬ 
mended in the bill is the total deemed by the Department to be suffi¬ 
cient, when supplemented with cash reciepts from the sale of com¬ 
modities in CCC inventory, to meet the Corporation’s obligation 
during the coming fiscal year to finance price supports, exports, supply 
and related programs. 

The Committee has approved the budget request, realizing that the 
amount of money required next year will be determined finally by 
volume of production, weather conditions, market prices and other 
factors which cannot be predicted at this time nor controlled in the 
future. Also, it recognizes that increased dollar sales of CCC com¬ 
modities on a competitive bid basis could provide the additional 
operating funds needed for the coming year. Also, it is not possible 
at this time to accurately foretell the final effect of the wheat and cotton 
legislation recently adopted. 

The Committee has approved budget language which will avoid 
increasing future appropriation requests by accumulated interest 
charges on realized losses not restored currently. This change will 
have the effect of terminating at the close of each fiscal year, beginning 
with the fiscal year 1964, interest on borrowings from the Treasury 
in an amount equivalent to the realized losses sustained by the 
Corporation (1) during the fiscal year 1964 and succeeding fiscal years, 
and (2) in prior fiscal years, for which the Corporation has not been 
reimbursed by appropriation. Interest would continue to be charged 
on borrowings for losses sustained during a particular fiscal year but 
not after the end of that fiscal year. This would limit interest expenses 
to borrowings for current operations and would avoid increasing future 
appropriation requests by interest charges resulting solely from 
deferral of reimbursement to the Corporation for realized costs and 
losses applicable to past operations. 

The Committee wishes to point out again this year that a major 
portion of the funds expended by the Commodity Credit Corporation 
for price support and related activities go to nonfarm groups, includ¬ 
ing warehousemen, transportation companies, exporters, consumers, 
and others. A review of the major elements of cost for the past 5 
years shows that the percentage of CCC payments to nonfarm groups 
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has run 58 to 59 percent in 4 of the last 5 years. Figures from the 
Department of Agriculture are as follows: 

[In thousands] 

Item 
Fiscal year 

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 

$371, 230 
167,553 
150,182 

48,219 
74, 027 

$476,138 
83, 035 

413,355 

64,975 
80,563 

$426, 779 
164,183 
354,007 

89,095 
-374 

$393,257 
134,051 
290,651 

82, 804 
-23 

$377,281 
170,114 
377,612 

89,283 
-879 

Interest expenses (net of Income) .. 
Administrative and nonadministrative 
expense_ 

Special milk program- - 

Payments to nonfarm groups-. . . 
Other price support and related programs.. 

Subtotal_ _ 

811, 211 
598,813 

1,118,066 
766,475 

1,033,690 
714,907 

900, 740 
1, 030, 599 

1,013, 411 
695, 556 

1,410, 024 1, 884,541 1, 748,597 
333,223 

1, 931, 339 
868,061 

1, 708,967 
945,886 

Total realized loss_ 

Percentage of payments to nonfarm groups 
to realized losses for price support and 
related programs (excluding diversion 
payments)_ _ 

1, 410, 024 1,884,541 2,081,820 2, 799,400 2,654,853 

58 69 59 47 59 

Limitation on administrative expenses.—The Committee recommends 
the budget estimate of $37,351,000 for administrative expenses of the 
Corporation in the coming year. This is a decrease of $4,299,000 
below fiscal year 1964. 

The officials of the Corporation and the Agricultural Stabilization 
and Conservation Service are to be commended for their outstanding 
administrative record and for the many operating savings and econ¬ 
omies they have made in recent years. Despite salary raises and 
other increased costs, the amount authorized for administration of 
CCC has decreased from $45,726,000 in fiscal year 1961 to the rec¬ 
ommendation of $37,351,000 for next year. 

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

A number of statutes provide for the facilities of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to be used in carrying out programs for the ex¬ 
portation of surplus agricultural commodities and authorize appro¬ 
priations to reimburse the Corporation for costs incurred in connection 
with such programs. 

Prior to fiscal year 1962, the Corporation was reimbursed for the 
costs of these activities by appropriations subsequent to incurrence 
of the costs. Beginning in the fiscal year 1962, the Congress added 
funds to place these activities on a pay-as-you-go basis, appro¬ 
priating for estimated costs in fiscal year 1962. Subsequent bills 
have included funds for each ensuing fiscal year on the same basis 
as for other programs of the Department. 
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Foreign assistance programs are currently being carried out pursuant 
to the following specific authorizations: 

Public Law 480 (Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act—7 U.S.C. 1701-1736): 

Sales of surplus agricultural commodities for foreign currencies: 
Under title I of the act, surplus agricultural commodities are 
sold for foreign currencies. Within certain limitations, these 
currencies may then be used by the U.S. Government for agri¬ 
cultural market development, purchase of strategic materials, 
military equipment facilities and services for the common 
defense, payment of U.S. obligations, military housing, and other 
specified purposes. 

Commodities disposed of for emergency famine relief to friendly 
peoples: Under title II, the Commodity Credit Corporation 
makes its surplus stocks of agricultural commodities available for 
famine relief and other assistance to friendly nations and friendly 
peoples in meeting famine or other relief requirements and to pay 
ocean freight charges for the shipment of donated commodities. 

Long-term supply contracts: Under title IV the President is 
authorized to make agreements with friendly nations under which 
the United States could deliver surplus agricultural commodities 
over periods of up to 10 years and accept payment in dollars with 
interest over periods of up to 20 years. 

Appropriations are authorized to reimburse the Corporation for 
its cost in carrying out these programs. 

International Wheat Agreement (7 U.S.C. 1641-1642): The Act 
operates to provide an assured market for wheat to exporting coun¬ 
tries at stable and equitable prices. The maximum and minimum 
prices in the 1959 agreement are $1.90 and $1.50 per bushel, respec¬ 
tively, for the basic grade of wheat, No. 1, Manitoba Northern, at 
Fort William /Port Arthur, Canada, in terms of Canadian currency at 
the parity for the Canadian dollar determined for the purposes of the 
International Monetary Fund as of March 1949. The total quantity 
represents about 36 percent of the world trade in wheat. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation makes available wheat or 
wheat flour to carry out the provisions of the agreement, including 
the payment-in-kind to the exporter for the difference between the 

) prevailing sales price of wheat under the agreement and the market 
price. A cash payment for this differential is made for flour. 

Bartered materials for supplemental stockpile: Under title II of the 
Agricultural Act of 1956 (7 U.S.C. 1856), the Commodity Credit 
Corporation transfers to the supplemental stockpile strategic and 
other materials acquired as a result of barter and exchange of agri¬ 
cultural commodities, other than those acquired for the national 
stockpile or for other purposes. Appropriations are authorized for 
the value of materials transferred at the lower of cost or market 
value at the time of the transfer. 

The rate at which expenditures are made under these programs is 
influenced by such unpredictable factors as international negotiations, 
economic conditions abroad, availability of shipping space, and the 
processing of documents. 
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Also, these programs are affected by major farm legislation, such 
as the wheat and cotton bills recently adopted, and the effect of such 
legislation cannot be foreseen at this point. As one of the officials 
of the Department states: “These estimates are of necessity very 
indefinite.” 

Public Law 480.—The bill for fiscal year 1965 includes a total of 
$1,887,453,000 to finance the activities under this head, $1,612,000,000 
for Title I sales for foreign currencies, $220,453,000 for emergency 
famine relief under Title II, and $55,000,000 for long-term supply 
contracts authorized by Title IV. The total recommended is an 
increase of $167,487,000 over 1964 and a reduction of $327,547,000 in 
the budget request. 

The amount provided for sales for foreign currencies includes 
$612,000,000 to cover unreimbursed prior year costs and $1,000,000,000 
estimated 1965 costs. The appropriation proposed for emergency 
famine relief proAudes $20,453,000 for unreimbursed prior year costs 
plus $200,000,000 for the 1965 program. 

Under the long-term supply contract program (Title IV), the foreign 
governments contract to repay the United States in agreed install¬ 
ments. Such future repayments, including interest specified in the 
agreements, are deducted from the appropriation request. In effect, 
the appropriation covers only the difference between the cost of 
shipments and the export market value which is established at time 
of the agreement, plus the differential on the U.S.-flag vessels over the 
foreign flag Amssels and interest expense not charged to foreign govern¬ 
ments. This latter item is the difference between CCC interest cost 
and the interest rate specified in the agreement. The Government 
then must look to the future for recovery of costs due from foreign 
governments Avhich are financed by the Commodity Credit Corpora¬ 
tion. 

The matter of the extra cost of shipping agricultural commodities 
in U.S. ships has become a major issue in view of the large shipments 
of goods under Public Law 4S0. This also became a primary con¬ 
sideration in negotiating agreements for sales of wheat to Soviet 
countries. While the Committee recognizes the need to protect 
the American Merchant Marine, it does not feel that this should be 
allowed to interfere unduly with agricultural sales abroad. Further, 
it does not feel that the Department of Agriculture should be expected 
to carry the extra costs involved in the difference between world 
shipping rates and American flag carrier rates. 
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A statement prepared by the Department shows that the use of 
U.S. vessels for Public Law 480 shipments since 1955 has cost the 
Department an extra $675,700,000 as follows: 

(Millions of dollars] 

Fiscal year Title I Title II Title III ‘ Title IV Total 

9.6 0.1 9. 7 
1956.. 20.2 .2 20.4 
1957 .... 50.6 . 1 50. 7 
] 958 . _____ 53.8 .1 53. 9 
1959.... 73.8 .2 74.0 
1960 79.6 . 1 79.7 
1961_____ 107.7 6.9 1.3 115.9 
19(52... 98.4 11.9 .3 0.6 111.2 
19(33....- 147.0 11.2 .6 1.4 160.2 

Total.... 2 640. 7 3 30.0 3 3.0 3 2.0 675.7 

1 Shipments of nonagrieultural materials on TJ.S. vessels under barter contracts. 
2 The U.S. Government received from the recipient country foreign currencies equivalent to $343.9 million 

over this same period of years, representing the estimated foreign-flag vessel rate. Some of these currencies 
have been available for payment of U.S. expenses abroad. 

!Reflects costs for ocean transportation on U.S.-flag vessels in excess of foreign-flag vessel rates. 

The Department is requested to look into the possibility of paying 
the extra cost of such shipments in U.S. vessels from foreign currencies 
available in those countries to which Public Law 480 shipments are 
made. 

Information has also come to the Committee’s attention which 
may possibly indicate that foreign currency sales under Public Law 
4S0 are being made to certain foreign countries which displace regular 
dollar sales. Attention is directed to those provisions of Public Law 
480 which require that Title I sales be “in excess of the usual market¬ 
ings of such commodities * * In the opinion of the Committee, 
agreements under Public Law 480 which would in any way displace 
U.S. dollar sales should not be entered into. Normal commercial 
overseas markets for U.S. agricultural production should never 
intentionally be sacrificed for international political reasons. 

International wheat agreement.—The full budget estimate of 
$31,838,000 is approved for fiscal year 1965, a reduction of $54,380,000 
below the 1964 appropriation. The amount approved includes 
$31,659,000 for prior year unreimbursed costs and $179,000 for esti¬ 
mated 1965 costs. 

It is estimated that, due to the disapproval of wheat producers of 
marketing quotas for the 1964 crop year, and substitution of a pro¬ 
duction certificate plan, the open market price will be closer to the 
competitive world price in fiscal year 1965 than in prior years. How¬ 
ever, the final effect of the new wheat legislation on wheat prices can¬ 
not be determined at this time. The total shipments in 1965 are 
expected to be about 120 million bushels and the quantities shipped 
by country will be in about the same proportion as in 1964. 

Bartered materials for supplemental stockpile.—The Committee rec¬ 
ommends an appropriation of $82,860,000 for fiscal year 1965, the 
same as provided for fiscal year 1964. The amount recommended 
includes $39,000,000 for unrecovered 1964 costs and $43,860,000 for 
the 1965 program. 
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Title IV—Related Agencies 

FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 

Limitation on administrative expenses.-—The Administration super¬ 
vises, examines, and provides facilities and services to a coordinated 
system of farm credit banks and associations making loans to farmers 
and their cooperatives. Services and facilities furnished by the Ad¬ 
ministration facilitate the operations of the several agencies and their 
progress toward farmer ownership. Typical services are: custody of 
collateral for bonds and debentures, assistance in financing and invest¬ 
ments, credit analysis, development of land appraisal standards and 
policies, preparation of reports and budgets, and preparation and dis¬ 
tribution of information on farm credit. All expenses of these activities 
are paid by assessments collected from the banks and associations of 
the farm credit system. 

Since December 4, 1953, the Administration has been an inde¬ 
pendent agency under the direction of a Federal Farm Credit Board 
(12 U.S.C. 636). The Administration, originally created by Executive 
Order No. 6084 on May 27, 1933, was transferred to the Department 
of Agriculture on July 1, 1939, by Reorganization Plan No. 1. 

The full budget request of $2,876,000 is recommended for fiscal year 
1965, an increase of $91,000 over 1964. The increase is necessary to 
meet the additional mandatory pay costs and lump sum leave pay¬ 
ments which cannot be absorbed due to the small size of this 
organization. 

The amount of loans made by the Farm Credit banks and associa¬ 
tions continued in an upward trend and reached a new peak during 
the past year. A net total of $5.3 billion in credit extended to agri¬ 
culture in the year ended June 30, 1963, compares with $4.8 billion for 
fiscal 1962 and $4.0 billion in fiscal 1960. The 12 Federal land banks 
in the year ended June 30, 1963, made loans amounting to $682 
million as compared with $636 million in fiscal 1962 and $517 million 
in fiscal 1960. Production credit associations made $3.4 billion in 
short- and intermediate-term loans to farmers in the 1963 fiscal year 
compared with $3.0 billion in fiscal 1962. The banks for cooperatives 
made $946 million in loans to farmers’ marketing, purchasing and 
business service cooperatives during the year ended June 30, 1963, 
about $86 million more than in the 1962 fiscal year. 

Due to the increased use of credit by farmers’ and their coopera¬ 
tives, the total amount of loans outstanding among all Farm Credit 
banks and associations reached a new peak. Outstandings amounted 
to $6.3 billion on June 30, 1963, as compared with $5.8 billion a year 
earlier. The amount outstanding was at peak levels for each group 
of banks. 

The Farm Credit banks and associations provide slightly less than 
one-fifth of the total amount of credit used by individual farmers. 
The proportion of credit used by farmers which is furnished by the 
Farm Credit System increased only slightly from 17.8 percent at the 
beginning of 1962 to 17.9 percent on January 1, 1963. 
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Title V—General Provisions 

The general provisions contained in the accompanying bill for fiscal 
year 1965 are essentially the same as those included in previous 
appropriation bills. 

Section 501 authorizes the purchase of 472 passenger motor vehicles 
during fiscal year 1965. This will permit the replacement of 452 
vehicles which have reached the Federal replacement standard of 
6 years or 60,000 miles. It will also permit the purchase of 20 addi¬ 
tional vehicles, 5 for the Agricultural Research Service, 10 for the 
Soil Conservation Service and 5 for the Statistical Reporting Service. 
At least 5 of the additional vehicles for the Soil Conservation Service 
should be used for the Watershed Protection program. 

limitations and legislative provisions 

The following limitations and legislative provisions not heretofore 
carried in any appropriation act are included in the bill: 

On page 14, in connection with special milk program: 

to be derived by transfer from funds available under section 32 of 
the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c). 

On page 16 in connection with Section 32 funds: 

(5) not in excess of $25,000,000 to be used to increase domestic 
consumption of farm commodities pursuant to authority con¬ 
tained in Public Law 88-250, the Department of Agriculture 
and Related Agencies Appropriation Act, 1964, of which 
amounted $2,000,000 shall remain available until expended 
for construction, alteration and modification of research facilities. 

On page 30, in connection with the Commodity Credit Corporation: 

Provided, That after June 30, 1963, the portion of borrowings 
from Treasury equal to the unreimbursed realized losses re¬ 
corded on the books of the Corporation after June 30 of the 
fiscal year in which such losses are realized, shall not bear interest 
and interest shall not be accrued or paid thereon. 
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88th CONGRESS 
2d Session 

Union Calendar No. 5 80 

H.R. 11202 
[Report No. 1387] 

IN THE HOUSE OE REPRESENTATIVES 

May 8,1964 

Mr. Whitten, from the Committee on Appropriations, reported the following 

bill; which was committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the 

State of the Union and ordered to be printed 

A BILL 
Making appropriations for the Department of Agriculture and 

related agencies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, 

and for other purposes. 

1 Be it enacted bg the Senate and House of Bepresenta- 

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 That the following sums are appropriated, out of any money 

4 in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the Depart- 

5 ment of Agriculture and related agencies for the fiscal 

6 year ending June 30, 1965, and for other purposes; namely: 
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DEPARTMENT OE AGRICULTURE 

TITLE I—GENERAL ACTIVITIES 

Agricultural Research Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary to perform agricultural research 

relating to production, utilization, marketing, nutrition and 

consumer use, to control and eradicate pests and plant and 

animal diseases, and to perform related inspection, quarantine 

and regulatory work, and meat inspection: Provided, That 

appropriations hereunder shall be available for field employ¬ 

ment pursuant to the second sentence of section 706 (a) of 

the Organic Act of 1944 (5U.S.C.574), and not to exceed 

$75,000 shall be available for employment under section 15 

of the Act of August -2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a) : Provided 

further, That appropriations hereunder shall be available for 

the operation and maintenance of aircraft and the purchase of 

not to exceed two for replacement only: Provided further, 

That appropriations hereunder shall be available pursuant to 

title 5, United States Code, section 565a, for the construction, 

alteration, and repair of buildings and improvements, but 

unless otherwise provided, the cost of constructing any one 

building (except headhouses connecting greenhouses) shall 

not exceed $20,000, except for five buildings to be con¬ 

structed or improved at a cost not to exceed $45,000 

each, and the cost of altering any one building during the 
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3 

fiscal year shall not exceed $7,500 or 7.5 per centum of the 

cost of the building, whichever is greater: Provided further, 

That the limitations on alterations contained in this Act 

shall not apply to a total of $100,000 for facilities at Belts- 

ville, Maryland: 

Research: For research and demonstrations on the pro¬ 

duction and utilization of agricultural products; agricultural 

marketing and distribution, not otherwise provided for; home 

economics or nutrition and consumer use of agricultural and 

associated products; and related research and services; and 

for acquisition of land by donation, exchange, or purchase at a 

nominal cost not to exceed $100, $97,656,000: Provided, 

That the limitations contained herein shall not apply 

to replacement of buildings needed to carry out the Act of 

April 24, 1948 (21 U.S.O. 113 (a) ) ; 

Plant and animal disease and pest control: For oper¬ 

ations and measures, not otherwise provided for, to control 

and eradicate pests and plant and animal diseases and for 

carrying out assigned inspection, quarantine, and regulatory 

activities, as authorized by law, including expenses pursuant 

to the Act of February 28, 1947, as amended (21 U.S.C. 

114b—c), $65,255,000, of which $1,500,000 shall be ap¬ 

portioned for use pursuant to section 3679 of the Revised 

Statutes, as amended, for the control of outbreaks of insects 

and plant diseases to the extent necessary to meet emergency 

conditions: Provided, That no funds shall be used to formu- 



4 

1 late or administer a. brucellosis eradication program for the 

2 current fiscal year that does not require minimum matching 

3 by any State of at least 40 per centum.: Provided further, 

4 That no funds in excess of $250,000 shall be available for 

5 carrying out the screwworm eradication program that does 

6 not require minimum matching by State or local sources of 

7 at least 50 per centum of the expenses of production, irradia- 

8 tion, and release of the screwworm flies: Provided further, 

9 That, in addition, in emergencies which threaten the livestock 

10 or poultry industries of the country, the Secretary may trans- 

11 fer from other appropriations or funds available to the agen- 

12 cies or corporations of the Department such sums as he may 

13 deem necessary, to be available only in such emergencies for 

14 the arrest and eradication of foot-and-mouth disease, rinder- 

15 pest, contagious pleuropneumonia, or other contagious or 

16 infectious diseases of animals, or European fowl pest and 

17 similar diseases in poultry, and for expenses in accordance 

18 with the Act of February 28, 1947, as amended, and any 

19 unexpended balances of funds transferred under this head in 

20 the next preceding fiscal year shall be merged with such 

21 transferred amounts; 

22 Meat inspection: For carrying out the provisions of 

23 laws relating to Federal inspection of meat, and meat-food 

24 products, and the applicable provisions of the laws relating 

25 to process or renovated butter, $30,454,000; 

26 Special fund: To provide for additional labor to be em- 
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ployed under contracts and cooperative agreements to 

strengthen the work at research installations in the field, 

not more than $1,000,000 of the amount appropriated under 

this head for the previous fiscal year may be used by the 

Administrator of the Agricultural Research Service in de¬ 

partmental research programs in the current fiscal year, 

the amount so used to be transferred to and merged with 

the appropriation otherwise available under “Salaries and 

expenses, Research”. 

Cooperative State Research Service 

PAYMENTS AND EXPENSES 

For payments to agricultural experiment stations, for 

grants for cooperative forestry research, and for other ex¬ 

penses, including $40,863,000 to carry into effect the provi¬ 

sions of the Hatch Act, approved March 2, 1887, as amended 

by the Act approved August 11, 1955 (7 U.S.C. 361a- 

361i), including administration by the United States De¬ 

partment of Agriculture; $1,000,000 for grants for coopera¬ 

tive forestry research under the Act approved October 10, 

1962 (16 U.S.C. 582a-582a-7) ; $310,000 for penalty 

mail costs of agricultural experiment stations under section 

6 of the Hatch Act of 1887, as amended; and $267,000 for 

necessary expenses of the Cooperative State Research Serv¬ 

ice, including administration of payments to State agricultural 

experiment stations, funds for employment pursuant to the 
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second sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 

1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed $30,000 for em¬ 

ployment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 

U.S.C. 55a) ; in all, $42,440,000. 

Extension Service 

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION WORK, PAYMENTS AND EXPENSES 

Payments to States and Puerto Rico: Eor payments 

for cooperative agricultural extension work under the Smith- 

Lever Act, as amended by the Act of June 26, 1953, the Act 

of August 11, 1955, and the Act of October 5, 1962 (7 

U.S.C. 341-349), $65,725,000; and payments and contracts 

for such work under section 204 (b) —205 of the Agricultural 

Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1623-1624), $1,570,000; 

in all, $67,295,000: Provided, That funds hereby appropri¬ 

ated pursuant to section 3 (c) of the Act of June 26, 1953, 

shall not be paid to any State or Puerto Rico prior to avail¬ 

ability of an equal sum from non-Federal sources for expendi¬ 

ture during the current fiscal year. 

Retirement and Employees’ Compensation costs for ex¬ 

tension agents: For cost of employer’s share of Federal 

retirement and for reimbursement for benefits paid from the 

Employees’ Compensation Fund for cooperative extension 

employees, $7,410,000. 

Penalty mail: For costs of penalty mail for cooperative 

extension agents and State extension directors, $3,113,000. 
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Federal Extension Service: For administration of the 

Smith-Lever Act, as amended by the Act of June 26, 

1953, the Act of August 11, 1955, and the Act of October 5, 

1962 (7 U.S.O. 341-349), and extension aspects of the 

Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.O. 1621-1627), 

and to coordinate and provide program leadership for the 

extension work of the Department and the several States 

and insular possessions, $2,451,000. 

Farmer Cooperative Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to carry out the Act of July 2, 

1926 (7 U.S.C. 451-457), and for conducting research 

relating to the economic and marketing aspects of farmer 

cooperatives, as authorized by the Agricultural Marketing 

Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-1627), $1,082,000. 

Soil Conservation Service 

CONSERVATION OPERATIONS 

For necessary expenses for carrying out the provisions of 

the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-590f), includ¬ 

ing preparation of conservation plans and establishment of 

measures to conserve soil and water (including farm irriga¬ 

tion and land drainage and such special measures as may be 

necessary to prevent floods and the siltation of reservoirs) ; 

operation of conservation nurseries; classification and map¬ 

ping of soil; dissemination of information; purchase and erec- 
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tion or alteration of permanent buildings; and operation and 

maintenance of aircraft, $100,511,000: Provided, That the 

cost of any permanent building purchased, erected, or as 

improved, exclusive of the cost of constructing a water 

supply or sanitary system and connecting the same to any 

such building and with the exception of buildings acquired in 

conjunction with land being purchased for other purposes, 

shall not exceed $2,500, except for one building to be con¬ 

structed at a cost not to exceed $25,000 and eight build¬ 

ings to be constructed or improved at a cost not to exceed 

$15,000 per building and except that alterations or im¬ 

provements to other existing permanent buildings cost¬ 

ing $2,500 or more may be made in any fiscal year in an 

amount not to exceed $500 per building: Provided further, 

That no part of this appropriation shall he available for the 

construction of any such building on land not owned by the 

Government: Provided further, That no part of this appro¬ 

priation may be expended for soil and water conservation 

operations under the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 

590a-590f), in demonstration projects: Provided further, 

That this appropriation shall be available for field employ¬ 

ment pursuant to the second sentence of section 706(a) of 

the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed 

$5,000 shall he available for employment under section 15 
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of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a) : Provided 

further, That qualified local engineers may be temporarily 

employed at per diem rates to perform the technical planning 

work of the service. 

watershed planning 

For necessary expenses for small watershed investiga¬ 

tions and planning, $5,524,000, to remain available until 

expended. 

WATERSHED PROTECTION 

For necessary expenses to conduct river basin surveys 

and investigations, and research and to carry out preventive 

measures, including, but not limited to, engineering opera¬ 

tions, methods of cultivation, the growing of vegetation, and 

changes in use of land, in accordance with the Watershed 

Protection and Flood Prevention Act, approved August 4, 

1954, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1001-1008), and the provi¬ 

sions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.O. 590a-f), 

to remain available until expended, $60,324,000, with 

which shall be merged the unexpended balances of funds 

heretofore appropriated or transferred to the Department 

for watershed protection purposes: Provided, That this ap¬ 

propriation shall be available for field employment pursuant 

to the second sentence of section 706 (a) of the Organic Act 

of 1944 (5 U.S.O. 574), and not to exceed $100,000 shall 

H.P. 11202-2 
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be available for employment under section 15 of the Act of 

August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.O. 55a) : Provided further, That 

not to exceed $4,000,000, together with the unobligated 

balance of funds previously appropriated for loans and related 

expense, shall be available for such purposes. 

FLOOD PREVENTION 

For necessary expenses, in accordance with the Flood 

Control Act, approved June 22, 1936 (33 U.S.C. 701-709, 

16 U.S.C. 1006a), as amended and supplemented, and in 

accordance with the provisions of laws relating to the activ¬ 

ities of the Department, to perform works of improvement, 

including funds for field employment pursuant to the second 

sentence of section 706 (a) of the Organic Act of 1944 

(5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed $100,000 for employ¬ 

ment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 

U.S.C. 55a), to remain available until expended; 

$25,423,000, with which shall be merged the unexpended 

balances of funds heretofore appropriated or transferred to 

the Department for flood prevention purposes: Provided, 

That no part of such funds shall be used for the purchase 

of lands in the Yazoo and Little Tallahatchie watersheds 

without specific approval of the county board of supervisors 

of the county in which such lands are situated: Provided, 

further, That not to exceed $1,000,000, together with the 

unobligated balance of funds previously appropriated for 
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loans and related expense, shall be available for such 

purposes. 

GREAT PLAINS CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry into effect a program of 

conservation in the Great Plains area, pursuant to section 

16(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 

Act, as added by the Act of August 7, 1956 (16 U.S.C. 

590p), $14,176,000, to remain available until expended. 

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

For necessary expenses in planning and carrying out 

projects for resource conservation and development, and for 

sound land use, pursuant to the provisions of section 32 (e) 

of title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as 

amended (7 U.S.C. 1011; 76 Stat. 607), and the provisions 

of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-f), 

$1,496,000, to remain available until expended: Provided, 

That not to exceed $500,000 of such amount shall be avail¬ 

able for loans and related expenses under subtitle A of the 

Consolidated Farmers Home Administration Act of 1961, 

as amended: Provided, further, That this appropriation shall 

be available for field employment pursuant to the second 

sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 

U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed $50,000 shall lie available 
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for employment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 

1946 (5 U.S.O. 55a). 

Economic Research Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Economic Research Serv¬ 

ice in conducting economic research and service relating to 

agricultural production, marketing, and distribution, as 

authorized by the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 

U.S.C. 1621-1627), and other laws, including economics 

of marketing; analyses relating to fann prices, income and 

population, and demand for farm products, use of resources 

in agriculture, adjustments, costs and returns in fanning, and 

farm finance; and for analyses of supply and demand for 

farm products in foreign countries and their effect on pros¬ 

pects for United States exports, progress in economic de¬ 

velopment and its relation to sales of farm products, 

assembly and analysis of agricultural trade statistics and 

analysis of international financial and monetary programs 

and policies as they affect the competitive position of United 

States farm products; $9,476,000: Provided, That not less 

than $350,000 of the funds contained in this appropriation 

shall be available to continue to gather statistics and conduct 

a special study on the price spread between the farmer and 

consumer: Provided further, That this appropriation shall 

be available for employment pursuant to the second sentence 
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of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.O. 

574), and not to exceed $75,000 shall be available for em¬ 

ployment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 

(5 U.S.O. 55a) : Provided further, That not less than 

$145,000 of the funds contained in this appropriation shall 

be available for analysis of statistics and related facts on 

foreign production and full and complete information on 

methods used by other countries to move farm commodities 

in world trade on a competitive basis. 

Statistical Reporting Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Statistical Reporting 

Service in conducting statistical reporting and service work, 

including crop and.livestock estimates, statistical coordination 

and improvements, and marketing surveys, as authorized 

by the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.O. 1621- 

1627) and other laws, $11,431,000: Provided, That no part 

of the funds herein appropriated shall he available for any 

expense incident to publishing estimates of apple production 

for other than the commercial crop. 

Agricultural Marketing Service 

MARKETING SERVICES 

For expenses necessary to carry on services related to 

agricultural marketing and distribution as authorized by the 

Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.O. 1621- 
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1627) and other laws, including the administration of mar¬ 

keting regulatory acts connected therewith and for adminis¬ 

tration and coordination of payments to States; and this ap¬ 

propriation shall he available for field employment pursuant 

to section 706 (a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.O. 

574), and not to exceed $25,000 shall he available for em¬ 

ployment at rates not to exceed $75 per diem under section 

15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 IT.S.C. 55a), in carrying 

out section 201 (a) to 201 (d), inclusive, of title II of the 

Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.O. 1291) and 

section 203 ( j) of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946; 

$39,389,000. 

PAYMENTS TO STATES AND POSSESSIONS 

For payments to departments of agriculture, bureaus and 

departments of markets, and similar agencies for marketing 

activities under section 204(h) of the Agricultural Market¬ 

ing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1623 (h)), $1,500,000. 

SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry out the Special Milk 

Program, as authorized by the Act of August 8, 1961 (7 

U.S.C. 1446, note), $99,831,000, to he derived by trans¬ 

fer from funds available under section 32 of the Act of 

August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c). 
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SCHOOL LUNCII PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry out the provisions of 

the National School Lunch Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 

1751-1760), $146,400,000: Provided, That no part of 

this appropriation shall be used for nonfood assistance under 

section 5 of said Act: Provided further, That $45,000,000 

shall be transferred to this appropriation from funds avail¬ 

able under section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935, for 

purchase and distribution of agricultural commodities and 

other foods pursuant to section 6 of the National School 

Lunch Act. 

REMOVAL OF SURPLUS AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES 

(SECTION 3 2) 

No funds available under section 32 of the Act of 

August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c) shall be used for any 

purpose other than commodity program expenses as author¬ 

ized therein, and other related operating expenses, except 

for (1) transfers to the Department of the Interior as 

authorized by the Fish and Wildlife Act of August 8, 1956, 

(2) transfers otherwise provided in this Act, (3) not more 

than $2,924,000 for formulation and administration of mar¬ 

keting agreements and orders pursuant to the Agricultural 

Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, and the 
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Agricultural Act of 1961, (4) not more than $45,000,000 

for expenses for the Pilot Food Stamp Program and 

(5) not in excess of $25,000,000 to be used to increase 

domestic consumption of farm commodities pursuant to au¬ 

thority contained in Public Law 88-250, the Department 

of Agriculture and Related Agencies Appropriation Act, 

1964, of which amount $2,000,000 shall remain available 

until expended for construction, alteration and modification 

of research facilities. 

Foreign Agricultural Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for the Foreign Agricultural 

Service, including carrying out title VI of the Agricultural 

Act of 1954 (7 U.S.O. 1761-1768), market development 

activities abroad, and for enabling the Secretary to coordinate 

and integrate activities of the Department in connection 

with foreign agricultural work, including not to exceed 

$35,000 for representation allowances and for expenses pur¬ 

suant to section 8 of the Act approved August 3, 1956 (7 

U.S.O,. 1766), $18,790,000: Provided, That not less than 

$255,000 of the funds contained in this appropriation shall 

be available to obtain statistics and related facts on foreign 

production and full and complete information on methods 

used by other countries to move farm commodities in world 

trade on a competitive basis: Provided further, That, in 
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addition, not to exceed $3,117,000 of the funds appropriated 

by section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935, as amended 

(7 U.S.C. 612c), shall be merged with this appropriation 

and shall be available for all expenses of the Foreign Agri¬ 

cultural Service. 

Commodity Exchange Authority 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to carry into effect the pro¬ 

visions of the Commodity Exchange Act, as amended (7 

U.S.C. 1-17a), $1,100,000. 

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation 

Service 

expenses, agricultural stabilization and 

CONSERVATION SERVICE 

For necessary administrative expenses of the Agricultural 

Stabilization and Conservation Service, including expenses 

to formulate and carry out programs authorized by title III 

of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended (7 

U.S.C. 1301-1393) ; Sugar Act of 1948, as amended (7 

U.S.C. 1101-1161) ; sections 7 to 15, 16 (a), 16 (d), 16 (e), 

16 (f), and 17 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot¬ 

ment Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 590g-590q; 7 LT.S.C. 

1010-1011) as added by section 132 of the Act of August 8, 

1961; subtitles B and C of the Soil Bank Act (7 U.S.C. 

H.B. 11202-3 
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1831-1837, 1802-1814, and 1816) ; and laws pertaining 

to the Commodity Credit Corporation, $105,602,000: Pro¬ 

vided. That, in addition, not to exceed $87,508,000 may be 

transferred to and merged with this appropriation from the 

Commodity Credit Corporation fund (including not to exceed 

$35,668,000 under the limitation on Commodity Credit 

Corporation administrative expenses) : Provided further, 

That other funds made available to Agricultural Stabilization 

and Conservation Service for authorized activities may be 

advanced to and merged with this appropriation. 

SUGAR ACT PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry into effect the pro¬ 

visions of the Sugar Act of 1948 (7 U.S.C. 1101-1161), 

$86,400,000, to remain available until June 30 of the next 

succeeding fiscal year. 

AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry into effect the program 

authorized in sections 7 to 15, 16(a), and 17 of the Soil 

Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, approved Feb¬ 

ruary 29, 1936, as amended (16 U.S.C. 590g-590(o), 

590p(a), and 590q), including not to exceed $6,000 for 

the preparation and display of exhibits, including such dis¬ 

plays at State, interstate, and international fairs within 

the United States, $225,000,000, to remain available 

until December 31 of the next succeeding fiscal year 

for compliance with the programs of soil-building and soil- 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

19 

and water-conserving practices authorized under this head 

in the Department of Agriculture and Related Agencies 

Appropriation Acts, 1963 and 1964, carried out during the 

period July 1, 1962, to December 31, 1964, inclusive: 

Provided, That none of the funds herein appropriated shall 

be used to pay the salaries or expenses of any regional in¬ 

formation employees or any State information employees, but 

this shall not preclude the answering of inquiries or supply¬ 

ing of information at the county level to individual farmers: 

Provided further, That no portion of the funds for the current 

year’s program may be utilized to provide financial or techni¬ 

cal assistance for drainage on wetlands now designated as Wet¬ 

land Types 3 (III), 4 (IV), and 5 (V) in United States 

Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service Circu¬ 

lar 39, Wetlands of the United States, 1956: Provided fur¬ 

ther, That necessary amounts shall be available for adminis¬ 

trative expenses in connection with the formulation and ad¬ 

ministration of the 1965 program of soil-building and soil- 

and water-con serving practices, including related wildlife 

conserving practices, under the Act of February 29, 1936, as 

amended (amounting to $220,000,000, excluding administra¬ 

tion, except that no participant shall receive more than 

$2,500, except where the participants from two or more 

farms or ranches join to carry out approved practices designed 

to conserve or improve the agricultural resources of the com- 
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munity) : Provided further, That not to exceed 5 per centum 

of the allocation for the current year’s agricultural conserva- 

tion program for any county may, on the recommendation 

of such county committee and approval of the State com¬ 

mittee, be withheld and allotted to the Soil Conservation 

Service for services of its technicians in formulating and 

carrying out the agricultural conservation program in the 

participating counties, and shall not be utilized by the Soil 

Conservation Service for any purpose other than technical 

and other assistance in such counties, and in addition, on the 

recommendation of such county committee and approval of 

the State committee, not to exceed 1 per centum may be 

made available to any other Federal, State, or local public 

agency for the same purpose and under the same conditions: 

Provided further, That for the current year’s program $2,- 

500,000 shall he available for technical assistance in formu¬ 

lating and carrying out agricultural conservation practices: 

Provided further, That such amounts shall be available for 

the purchase of seeds, fertilizers, lime, trees, or any other 

farming material, or any soil-terracing services, and making 

grants thereof to agricultural producers to aid them in carry¬ 

ing: out farming practices approved by the Secretary under 
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programs provided for herein: Provided further, That no 

part of any funds available to the Department, or any bureau, 

office, corporation, or other agency constituting a part of 

such Department, shall be used in the current fiscal year for 

the payment of salary or travel expenses of any person who 

has been convicted of violating the Act entitled “An Act to 

prevent pernicious political activities”, approved August 2, 

1939, as amended, or who has been found in accordance with 

the provisions of title 18, United States Code, section 1913, 

to have violated or attempted to violate such section which 

prohibits the use of Federal appropriations for the payment 

of personal services or other expenses designed to influence 

in any manner a Member of Congress to favor or oppose an}^ 

legislation or appropriation by Congress except upon request 

of any Member or through the proper official channels. 

CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry out a conservation 

reserve program as authorized by subtitles B and C of the 

Soil Bank Act (7 U.S.C. 1831-1837, 1802-1814, and 

1816), and to carry out liquidation activities for the acreage 

reserve program, to remain available until expended, 

$194,000,000, with which may be merged the unexpended 
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balances of funds heretofore appropriated for soil bank pro¬ 

grams: Provided, That no part of these funds shall be paid 

on any contract which is illegal under the law due to the 

division of lands for the purpose of evading limits on annual 

payments to participants. 

CROPLAND CONVERSION PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to promote the conservation and 

economic use of land pursuant to the provisions of section 

16(e) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 

Act (16 U.S.C. 590h, 590p), as amended, $7,200,000, to 

remain available until expended. 

Office of Rural Areas Development 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise provided for, of 

the Office of Rural Areas Development in providing leader¬ 

ship, coordination, liaison, and related sendees in the rural 

areas development activities of the Department, $124,000: 

Provided, That this appropriation shall be available for field 

employment pursuant to the second sentence of section 706 

(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not 

to exceed $3,000 shall be available for employment under 

section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a). 
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Office of the Inspector General 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the Inspector 

General, including employment pursuant to the second sen¬ 

tence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 

U.S.C. 574), $9,874,000. 

Office of the General Counsel 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, including payment of fees or 

dues for the use of law libraries by attorneys in the field 

service, $3,784,000. 

Office of Information 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of Information for 

the dissemination of agricultural information and the co¬ 

ordination of informational work and programs authorized 

by Congress in the Department, $1,648,000, of which 

total appropriation not to exceed $537,000 may he used 

for farmers’ bulletins, which shall be adapted to the interests 

of the people of the different sections of the country, an 

equal proportion of four-fifths of which shall be available to 

he delivered to or sent out under the addressed franks fur- 
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nished by the Senators, Representatives, and Delegates in 

Congress, as they shall direct (7 U.S.C. 417), and not less 

than two hundred and thirty-two thousand two hundred and 

fifty copies for the use of the Senate and House of Repre¬ 

sentatives of part 2 of the annual report of the Secretary 

(known as the Yearbook of Agriculture) as authorized by 

section 73 of the Act of January 12, 1895 (44 U.S.C. 241) : 

Provided, That in the preparation of motion pictures or ex¬ 

hibits by the Department, this appropriation shall be avail¬ 

able for employment pursuant to the second sentence of sec¬ 

tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), 

and not to exceed $10,000 shall be available for employment 

under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 

55a). 

National Agricultural Library 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the National Agricultural 

Library, $1,347,000: Provided, That this appropriation shall 

be available for employment pursuant to the second sentence 

of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 

574), and not to exceed $35,000 shall be available for 

employment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 

(5 IT.S.C. 55a). 
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Office of Management Services 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to enable the Office of Manage¬ 

ment Services to provide management support services to 

selected agencies and offices of the Department of Agricul¬ 

ture, $2,482,000. 

General Administration 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the Secretary 

of Agriculture and for general administration of the Depart¬ 

ment of Agriculture, including expenses of the National 

Agricultural Advisory Commission; repairs and alterations; 

and other miscellaneous supplies and expenses not other¬ 

wise provided for and necessary for the practical and effi¬ 

cient work of the Department of Agriculture, $3,530,000: 

Provided, That this appropriation shall be reimbursed from 

applicable appropriations for travel expenses incident to the 

holding of hearings as required by the Administrative Pro¬ 

cedures Act (5 U.S.C. 1001) : Provided further, That not 

to exceed $2,500 of this amount shall be available for official 

reception and representation expenses, not otherwise pro¬ 

vided for, as determined by the Secretary. 
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TITLE II—CREDIT AGENCIES 

Rural Electrification Administration 

To carry into effect the provisions of the Rural Elec¬ 

trification Act of 1936, as amended (7 U.S.C. 901-924), 

as follows: 

Loan Authorizations 

For loans in accordance with said Act, and for carrying 

out the provisions of section 7 thereof, to be borrowed from 

the Secretary of the Treasury in accordance with the pro¬ 

visions of section 3(a) of said Act, as follows: Rural elec¬ 

trification program, $365,000,000, of which $90,000,000 

shall be placed in reserve to be borrowed under the same 

terms and conditions to the extent that such amount is re¬ 

quired during the current fiscal year under the then existing 

conditions for the expeditious and orderly development of 

the rural electrification program; and rural telephone pro¬ 

gram, $70,000,000, of which $7,000,000 shall be placed in 

reserve to be borrowed under the same terms and conditions 

to the extent that such amount is required during the current 

fiscal year under the then existing conditions for the expedi¬ 

tious and orderly development of the rural telephone 

program. 
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SALAEIES AND EXPENSES 

For administrative expenses, including not to exceed 

$500 for financial and credit reports, funds for employment 

pursuant to the second sentence of section 706(a) of the 

Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed 

$150,000 for employment under section 15 of the Act of 

August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a), $11,641,000. 

Farmers Home Administration 

DIRECT LOAN ACCOUNT 

Direct loans and advances under subtitles A and B, and 

advances under section 335 (a) for which funds are not other¬ 

wise available, of the Consolidated Fanners Home Adminis¬ 

tration Act of 1961 (7 U.S.C. 1921), as amended, may be 

made from funds available in the Farmers Home Adminis¬ 

tration direct loan account as follows: real estate loans, 

$60,000,000; and operating loans, $300,000,000, of which 

$50,000,000 shall be placed in reserve to be used only to 

the extent required during current fiscal year under the then 

existing conditions for the expeditious and orderly conduct 

of the loan program. 
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RURAL RENEWAL 

For necessary expenses, including administrative ex¬ 

penses, in carrying out rural renewal activities under section 

32 (e) of title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant 

Act, as amended, $1,200,000, to remain available until 

expended. 

RURAL HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY REVOLVING FUND 

For loans pursuant to section 515(a) of the Housing 

Act of 1949, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1485), including ad¬ 

vances pursuant to section 335(a) of the Consolidated 

Farmers Home Administration Act of 1961 (7 U.S.C. 

1985) in connection with security for such loans, 

$3,500,000. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Farmers Home Admin¬ 

istration, not otherwise provided for, in administering the 

programs authorized by the Consolidated Farmers Home 

Administration Act of 1961 (7 U.S.C. 1921), as amended, 

title V of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended (42 U.S.C. 

1471-1484), and the Rural Rehabilitation Corporation Trust 

Liquidation Act, approved May 3, 1950 (40 U.S.C. 440- 

444) ; $39,544,000, together with not more than $2,000,000 

of the charges collected in connection with the insurance of 

loans as authorized by section 309(e) of the Consolidated 

Farmers Home Administration Act of 1961, as amended, 
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and section 514(b) (3) of the Housing Act of 1949, as 

amended: Provided, That, in addition, not to exceed 

$500,000 of the fimds available for the various programs 

administered by this Agency may be transferred to this 

appropriation for temporary field employment pursuant to 

the second sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act 

of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574) to meet unusual or heavy workload 

increases. 

TITLE III—CORPORATIONS 

The following corporations and agencies are hereby 

authorized to make such expenditures, within the limits of 

funds and borrowing authority available to each such cor¬ 

poration or agency and in accord with law, and to make 

such contracts and commitments without regard to fiscal 

year limitations as provided by section 104 of the Govern¬ 

ment Corporation Control Act, as amended, as may be 

necessary in carrying out the programs set forth in the 

budget for the current fiscal year for such corporation or 

agency, except as hereinafter provided: 

Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE AND OPERATING EXPENSES 

For administrative and operating expenses, $6,942,000. 

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION FUND 

Not to exceed $3,638,000 of administrative and oper¬ 

ating expenses may be paid from premium income. 
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1 Commodity Credit Corporation 

2 reimbursement for net realized losses 

3 To partially reimburse the Commodity Credit Corpora- 

4 tion for net realized losses sustained during the fiscal year 

5 ending June 30, 1963, pursuant to the Act of August 17, 

6 1961 (15 U.S.C. 7l3a-ll, 713a-12), $1,724,000,000: 

7 Provided, That after June 30, 1963, the portion of borrow- 

8 ings from Treasury equal to the unreimbursed realized losses 

9 recorded on the books of the Corporation after June 30 of 

10 the fiscal year in which such losses are realized, shall not bear 

11 interest and interest shall not be accrued or paid thereon. 

12 LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

13 Nothing in this Act shall be so construed as to prevent 

14 the Commodity Credit Corporation from carrying out any ac- 

15 tivity or any program authorized by law: Provided, That 

Id not to exceed $37,351,000 shall he available for administra- 

17 tive expenses of the Corporation: Provided further, That 

18 $945,000 of this authorization shall be available only to 

19 expand and strengthen the sales program of the Corporation 

29 pursuant to authority contained in the Corporation’s charter: 

21 Provided further, That not less than 7 per centum of this 

22 authorization shall he placed in reserve to be apportioned 

23 pursuant to section 3679 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, 

24 for use only in such amounts and at such times as may become 

25 necessary to carry out program operations: Provided further, 
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That all necessary expenses (including legal and special 

services performed on a contract or fee basis, but not includ¬ 

ing other personal services) in connection with the acquisi¬ 

tion, operation, maintenance, improvement, or disposition 

of any real or personal property belonging to the Corporation 

or in which it has an interest, including expenses of collec¬ 

tions of pledged collateral, shall he considered as nonadminis- 

trative expenses for the purposes hereof. 

Public Law 480 

For expenses during fiscal year 1965, not otherwise 

recoverable, and unrecovered prior years’ costs, includ¬ 

ing interest thereon, under the Agricultural Trade Develop¬ 

ment and Assistance Act of 1954, as amended (7 U.S.C. 

1701-1709, 1721-1724, 1731-1736), to remain available 

until expended, as follows: (1) Sale of surplus agricultural 

commodities for foreign currencies pursuant to title I of said 

Act, $1,612,000,000; (2) commodities disposed of for 

emergency famine relief to friendly peoples pursuant to title 

II of said Act, $220,453,000; and (3) long-term supply 

contracts pursuant to title IV of said Act, $55,000,000. 

International Wheat Agreement 

For expenses during fiscal year 1965 and unrecovered 

prior years’ costs, including interest thereon, under the Inter¬ 

national Wheat Agreement Act of 1949, as amended (7 
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1 U.S.C. 1641-1642), $31,838,000, to remain available until 

2 expended. 

3 Bartered Materials for Supplemental Stockpile 

4 For expenses during fiscal year 1965 and unrecovered 

5 prior years’ costs related to strategic and other materials 

6 acquired as a result of barter or exchange of agricultural 

7 commodities or products and transferred to the suplemental 

8 stockpile pursuant to Public Law 540, Eighty-fourth Con- 

9 gress (7 U.S.O. 1856), $82,860,000, to remain available 

10 until expended. 

11 TITLE IV—BELATED AGENCIES 

12 Farm Credit Administration 

13 Limitation on Administrative Expenses 

14 Not to exceed $2,876,000 (from assessments collected 

15 from farm credit agencies) shall be obligated during the cur- 

16 rent fiscal year for administrative expenses. 

17 TITLE V—GENEBAL PBOVISIONS 

18 Sec. 501. Within the unit limit of cost fixed by law, 

19 appropriations and authorizations made for the Department 

20 under this Act shall be available for the purchase, in addition 

21 to those specifically provided for, of not to exceed four hun- 

22 dred and seventy-two passenger motor vehicles, of which 

23 four hundred and fifty-two shall be for replacement only, 

24 and for the hire of such vehicles. 
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Sec. 502. Provisions of law prohibiting or restricting 

the employment of aliens shall not apply to employment 

imder the appropriation for the Foreign Agricultural Service. 

Sec. 503. Funds available to the Department of Agricul¬ 

ture shall be available for uniforms or allowances therefor as 

authorized by the Act of September 1, 1954, as amended (5 

U.S.C. 2131). 

Sec. 504. No part of the funds appropriated by this Act 

shall be used for the payment of any officer or employee of 

the Department who, as such officer or employee, or on 

behalf of the Department or any division, commission, or 

bureau thereof, issues, or causes to be issued, any prediction, 

oral or written, or forecast, except as to damage threatened 

or caused by insects and pests, with respect to future prices 

of cotton or the trend of same. 

Sec. 505. Except to provide materials required in or 

incident to research or experimental work where no suitable 

domestic product is available, no part of the funds appro¬ 

priated by this Act shall be expended in the purchase of 

twine manufactured from commodities or materials pro¬ 

duced outside of the United States. 

Sec. 506. Not less than $1,500,000 of the appropria¬ 

tions of the Department for research and service work author¬ 

ized by the Acts of August 14, 1946, July 28, 1954, and 
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1 September 6, 1958 (7 U.S.O. 427, 1621-1629; 42 U.S.O. 

2 1891-1893), shall be available for contracting in accordance 

3 with said Acts. 

4 This Act may be cited as the “Department of Agricul- 

5 ture and Related Agencies Appropriation Act, 1965”. 
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HIGHLIGHTS: House debated agricultural appropriation bill. House committee re¬ 
referred potato allotment bill to syocommitteeX Rep. Nelsen charged pressure used 
to solicit campaign funds from REA/employees. bpn. Hruska criticized administra¬ 
tion's livestock policies. Sen./Williams (Del.) criticized honor award to ASCS 
Administrator because of Billie/Sol Estes case. Sek. Symington inserted Sen. 
Ribicoff's address urging firjit stand on agricutlrura\trade at GATT trade nego- 
/iations. 

HOUSE 

1. AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1965, Began debate on this bill, H. R. 11202. 
PP. 10959-11026 

Agreed to the following amendment: 
By Rep, Pilcher, 83 to 73, to provide $1,600,000 for a quality peanut research 

laboratory to be located at Dawson, Ga. pp. 11009-15 

Rejected the following amendments: 
By Rep. Findley, 32 to 74, to prohibit the use of money by the Economic Research 

Service for study of the price spread between the farmer and the consumer 
subsequent to the enactment of legislation establishing a National Commission 

on Food Marketing. pp. 11018-9 
By Rep. Nelsen, 66 to 88, to provide that no funds appropriated shall be used 
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for any expense incident to preparing or publishing either an ’adjusted 

parity ratio' or any other parity ratios except the parity ratio defined in 

section 301(a)(B) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 

pp. 11019-20 

Pending at adjournment was an amendment by Rep. Findley which would prohibit 

the use of funds for any expenses incident to the assembly or preparation of 

information for transmission over Government-leased wires directly serving 

privately owned radio or television stations or newspapers of general circula¬ 

tion, and would prohibit the spending of money for the preparation of informa¬ 

tion to be transmitted over Government-leased wires which are subject to direct 

interconnection with wires leased by non-governmental persons, firms, or asso- 
ciations, pp. 11020-25 

2. POTATOES, The Agriculture Committee rereferred H. R. 3928£ to provide acreage 

allotments and marketing quotas for Irish potatoes, to X&o. Subcommittee on 

Domestic Marketing. \p. D390 

3. WOOL. The Interstate an\ Foreign Commerce Committee/reported without amendment 

H. R. 4994, to amend the\extile Fiber Products Identification Act and the 

Wool Products Labeling Act^o es to require tha^imported woven labels must 

have woven into them the nam^ of the country vijffere woven (H. Rept. 1417). 
p. 11039 

4. PERSONNEL. A subcommittee of the\^idiciar^Committee voted to report to the 

full committee H. R. 3800, to authorize J^ne waiver of collection of certain 

erroneous payments made by the FedeiSnl^overnment to certain civilian and 
military personnel, p. D391 

Rep. Nelsen criticized "the higt^jr^esure selling of campaign-dinner tickets 

to civil service employees," and inserted* his letter to the President stating 

that he has received "a number of disturbing letters and calls from Government 

employees, particularly in the /Rural Electric ication Administration which I 
formerly headed, concerning tj/e brazen effort 

civil service workers," andyciting some cases 
received from REA employee^, pp. 11027-8 

to solicit campaign funds from 

complaints he stated he had 

5. AREA REDEVELOPMENT. Reaf Patman defended the Area ^development Administration 

against criticism in ar recent article in Reader’s Digest, pp. 11034-7 

Rep. Widnall criticized the area redevelopment progdm and inserted an 
article critical of the program, pp. 11028-30 

6. VIRGIN ISLANDS; SALINE WATER, Received the annual report oKthe Virgin Islands 

Corporation og/the operation of its saline water plant in St^ Thomas. p. 11039 

SENATE 

7. LIVESTOCK* Sen. Hruska criticized the administration’s livestock policies and 

discus/ed, with Sens. Jordan (N.C.) and Carlson, Mexico's agreementxo cut down 
its ofettle shipments to the U. S. pp. 10949-52 

4 

AWARDS. Sen. Williams (Del.) criticized the giving of a USDA Distinguish! 

>ervice Award to the ASCS Administrator, claiming he was "partly responsibly 
for the coverup in the Estes case." p. 10900 

9. FOREIGN TRADE. Sen. Symington inserted Sen. Ribicoff’s address urging the 

consideration of agriculture at the GATT trade negotiations, pp. 10880-1 
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of lengthy reports which were probably 
''tvped on Government stationery by Gov¬ 
ernment employees in Government of¬ 
fices. While Cogswell was engaged as 
special master he was not available for 
his ofl^cial duties. Whether or not he 
used G^ernment time and facilities to 
earn thesfc personal fees, his actions ap¬ 
pear to violate title 19, sections 410 and 
411 of the District of Columbia Code, as 
follows: \ 
§ 19-410. Not to practice law. 

No person, beinX register of wills shall 
plead as an attorney Nat law in any court in 
the District of Columbia, for any person or 
persons, on any pretence whatsoever; and 
no register of wills as aforesaid shall exact, 
extort, demand, take, accejX or receive, from 
any person whatsoever, anV fee or fees, 
gratuity, gift, or reward, for giving his ad¬ 
vice in any matter or thing that wUl be 
transacted in the courts of theNnistrict of 
Columbia, under the penalty of $8Bl current 
money for every such offense. (Md. Act 1871, 
ch. 16; Md. Act 1786, ch. 10; April A 1792. 
1 Stat. 248, ch. 16. § 9.) \ 

i 19—411. Penalty for charging for advicek 

The register of wills shall not demands 
take or receive, from any person whatsoever 
any fee, gratuity, gift, or reward, for giving 
his advice in any matter or thing relative 
to his office, under the penalty of $133.33, for 
every offense. (Md. Act. 1779, ch. 25, § 7; 
Md. Act, 1781, ch. 16; Apr. 2, 1792, 1 Stat. 
248, ch. 16, § 9.) 

Cogswell has become a power to be 
reckoned with by any member of the 
bar having business with the probate 
court in the District of Columbia. His 
recommendations to the court have be¬ 
come prerequisites to court action. 

No person vested with such power 
should indulge in such conflicts of inter¬ 
est and violate the trust placed in his 
office—if public confidence in our courts 
is to be maintained. 

U.S. PAVILION AT THE NEW YORK 
WORLD’S FAIR 

(Mr. WAGGONNER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend* 
his remarks.) / 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speake* I 
enjoyed last weekend one of the/most 
pleasant weekends I have ever haa as a 
guest of the New York driegatian. The 
annual trip to New York was high¬ 
lighted this year by a tjflp to the 
World’s Fair and I would lixe to take a 
brief minute of the Houses time to ex-' 
press my thanks to tlWcompanies and 
the individuals who tfiade the trip so 
pleasant. / 

The fair itself ha»aomethIng for every¬ 
one, young and aid. It is imaginative, 
colorful and exciting. The fair is, in 
short, all the tilings the U.S. pavillion is 
not. / 

Our exhjcit is neither colorful, excit¬ 
ing or imaginative. It is, architecturally, 
a hand^Sme building, a structure that 
does Ws credit. But what is inside is 
drahf dull and totally lacking in appeal 
to >6ny age group. With the thrilling 
s^ory of this Nation’s progress, our heri¬ 
tage and our eventful past to draw on, it 
is embarrassing to see what have come up 
with in the way of an exhibit. 

Most of the story of the United States 
is told by a bunch of old newspaper clip¬ 
pings. The only other attraction worth 
mentioning is a mole-hole tunnel the 
visitors are taken through. It features 
some haphazard slides that reminded 
me of a lantern-slide lecture on the 
Chautauqua circuit. 

The fair has just begun and it would 
be a shame for millions of people from 
all over the world to find that this ex¬ 
hibit is the best we can do. 

If ever there was a good argument for 
private enterprise over the Federal bu¬ 
reaucracy system, our exhibit is it. The 
commercial pavillions are brilliant in 
concept and execution. Ours looks like 
the State Department pasted it together 
some Friday afternoon after work. 

We have botched the job and I suggest 
we get to work and clean up the mess. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Louisiana 
has expired. 

NEW YORK WORLD’S FAIR / 
(Mr. KEOGH asked and was given 

permission to address the Housyfor 1 
minute.) / 

Mr. KEOGH. Mr. Speaker, Jrlistened 
witl\great attention to the Remarks of 
the gentleman from Louisiana. We 
from NW York'were delimited that he 
and so irnmy of our colleagues and their 
families spent what Ir have been told 
was a most\leasan1^eekend there. 

The gentleman isamtitled, of course, to 
his appraisal of naoflem-day architecture. 
He is entitled tXhis evaluation of the 
contents of an^ oK^he pavilions at the 
fair. I shallynot qiWrel with him, nor 
deny him rilat right.X 

I mereh/wish to callSto the attention 
of Members of the Housk the fact that 
we belike we have a great lair. We cer- 
tainlyrhope that the gentleman from 
Louisiana will neither discourage nor 
defer the millions of AmericansVhom we 
hope to entertain as hospitably aVpossi¬ 
ble this year and next from seeing the 
fair themselves. Please “Come to\the 
Fair.” \ 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, will tnW 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEOGH. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. DINGELL. I wish to associate 
myself with the remarks of the gentle¬ 
man. - 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO¬ 
PRIATION BILL, 1965 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion of the gentle¬ 
man from Mississippi that the House 
resolve itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 
11202) making appropriations for the 
Department of Agriculture and related 
agencies fer the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1965, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 

on the State of the Union for the con¬ 
sideration of the bill H.R. 11202, with 
Mr. Keogh in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read¬ 

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani¬ 

mous-consent agreement, the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. Whitten] will be 
recognized for 1 y2 hours, and the gentle¬ 
man from Washington [Mr. Horan] will 
be recognized for 1 y2 hours. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may need. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe it was in 1949 
that it was first my privilege to present 
this annual bill making appropriations 
to the Department of Agriculture to the 
House of Representatives. Since that 
time there has been continuing study 
and continuing work by this committee 
in connection with the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Over that period of years, and prior 
thereto, I became convinced that there 
is nothing which constitutes a greater 
challenge to a Member of Congress than 
the need, in this day and time, to give 
proper attention to the basic things of 
life, which are food, clothing, and 
shelter. 

Mr. Chairman, during the years it has 
been my privilege to serve on the Appro¬ 
priations Committee, we have been quite 
fortunate indeed to have a chairman of 
this great committee who was greatly in¬ 
terested in American agriculture. We 
have lost our late chairman, the Honora¬ 
ble Clarence Cannon. I shall not go into 
great detail at this time, because I under¬ 
stand Thursday of this week will be set 
aside to pay tribute to his fine service in 
the Congress. 

It was my privilege to succeed him as 
the chairman of this subcommittee for 
agricultural appropriations, though there 
were acting chairmen between the times 
of our services. All throughout his ex¬ 
tended service, and despite his work in 
many other fields of endeavor, never did 
he lose sight of the fact that the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture and those engaged 
in agriculture were working in a field 
basic to all other segments of our Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Mr. Chairman, as his successor we 
have my friend and yours, also from an 
agricultural district, the Honorable 
George Mahon. 

His district is as agricultural as mine 
is, and I happen to know that throughout 
his long service here and his great re¬ 
sponsibility for defense appropriations 
and other appropriations he, too, has 
realized that agriculture and those en¬ 
gaged in it are still basic to the welfare 
of all the other segments of our popula¬ 
tion. 

It is appropriate to note here that the 
last bill handled by former Chairman 
Cannon in our full committee session was 
the appropriation bill for agriculture. 
Also the first bill to be handled on the 
House floor under the new chairman, the 
gentleman from Texas, Mr. George 

Mahon, is the same bill for agriculture. 
I pause here briefly before I discuss 

this question to quote some things to you 
that we need to keep ourselves reminded 
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of. In a recent publication by the Sierra 
Club which was formed by John Muir 
in 1872, it was pointed out as follows: 

In Rome, three centuries after Christ, the 
Christian Tertullian observed: "AH places are 
now accessible; aU open to commerce; cul¬ 
tivated fields have subdued forest; flocks and 
herds have expelled wild beasts. Sandy 
deserts are sown, marshes are drained, rocks 
are planted. Everywhere are houses, and in¬ 
habitants, and settled governments, and civil¬ 
ized life. What most frequently meets the 
view is our teeming population; our numbers 
are burdensome to the world; our wants 
grow more and more keen, and our com¬ 
plaints bitter in all mouths, whilst nature 
fails in affording us her usual sustenance. 
In very deed, pestilence, and famine, and 
wars, and earthquakes have to be regarded as 
remedy for nations, as means of pruning the 
luxuriance of the human race.” 

In Mongolia, thousands of years ago, sheep 
herded by men ate dry the lush pastures 
and reedbeds; lakes vanished, and the soil 
was lifted by the wind. Prom this desolation, 
in years of drought, savage hordes rode forth, 
age after age, to burn, loot, slaughter. 

In China, centuries ago, hungry multitudes 
stripped bare the hUls of the north. Down 
gullies yearly more cavernous the floods 
poured until the Yellow River burst its dykes 
and drowned millions on the plains below. 

In India, rich, wasted land; in cycles almost 
predictable, the specter of famine walked as 
it still walks, vast and terrible abroad. 

I mention this to show you that even 
as long as 1,000 years ago, other nations 
in other areas had people who demanded 
their cost of living and their food cost be 
below the cost of production. Yes, it is a 
matter of history throughout the world 
that wherever people have congregated in 
cities they have given less and less at¬ 
tention to their very welfare, that is, the 
good earth from which their living 
comes. 

That is the reason for the fall of the 
great city states, if you will study his¬ 
tory. Yes, that is the reason why India 
is like it is today and China and other 
countries around the world are short of 
food and wealth. They, too, gave atten¬ 
tion to those things which are not really 
wealth but are in the form of services. 

THE 1965 BUDGET FOR AGRICULTURE 

A review of the President’s budget for 
1965 indicates that the Department of 
Agriculture has received a greater re¬ 
duction in appropriated funds for the 
coming fiscal year than the sum total 
for all other departments of the Federal 
Government. The amount requested 
for all activities of the Department is 
about the same as requested for the Na¬ 
tional Space Agency. It is nearly $1 
billion less than requested for the De¬ 
partment of Health, Education, and 
Welfare and is approximately one-tenth 
of the request for the Department of De¬ 
fense. It is only twice what we propose 
to spend for the Atomic Energy Com¬ 
mission next year. In making these 
comparisons, we in no way mean to pass 
judgment on the needs of these depart¬ 
ments or agencies. 

On the basis of appropriation requests 
before the committee for fiscal year 1965, 
the budget carries a net reduction under 
fiscal year 1964 of $653,374,615. ✓ 

The reduction proposed by the Bureau 
of the Budget for the Department of 
Agriculture would have eliminated im¬ 
portant research stations at Petersburg, 

Alaska: Glendale, Ariz.; Clarkedale, 
Ark.; Quincy, Fla.; Tallulah, La.; 
Durham, N. H.; University Park, N. 
Mex.; Geneva, N.Y.; Scottsbluff (Mitch¬ 
ell), Nebr.; Brownsville, Tex.; and 
Logan, Utah. It would also have elimi¬ 
nated the following market news serv¬ 
ices: Fort Smith, Ark.; Baltimore, Md.; 
Tulsa, Okla.; Memphis, Tenn.; and 
Nashville, Tenn. The budget also pro¬ 
posed to eliminate certain marketing re¬ 
search which has done so much for Chi¬ 
cago, Boston, Philadelphia, New York, 
Pittsburgh, Detroit, and many other 
cities in helping to improve marketing 
facilities. Further, the budget would 
have drastically reduced the agricultural 
conservation program for next year, as 

The Department is directed to pro¬ 
vide a budget balancing offset to these 
restored items by eliminating an equiva¬ 
lent amount of work for the Agency for 
International Development, for which a 
transfer of nearly $12 million is pro¬ 
posed for fiscal year 1965. 

In the opinion of the committee, it is 
far better to use taxpayers money to 
improve 9merican agriculture and pro¬ 
tect the American consumer than to 
provide training and technical assistance 
to our competitors in world agricultural 
markets through the Agency for Inter¬ 
national Development. 

None of the funds of the Department 
should be used to promote or assist in 
promoting oversea production of any 
agricultural commodity for export which, 
first, is affected by any price-support 
program in the United States, second, is 
given financial support through purchase 
or other assistance under section 32 of 
Public Law 320, 74th Congress, or, third, 
is included in the inventories of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 
COMPETITIVE-BID SALES FOR DOLLARS, A MUST 

The committee renews again its in¬ 
sistence that the Department see that 
U.S. commodities are kept in world mar¬ 
kets at a competitive price, using com¬ 
petitive-bid sales of commodities to in¬ 
sure that we remain competitive and 
to regain our share of world markets. 

Experience in 1962 and 1963 demon¬ 
strates conclusively that the Department 
must keep the competitive-bid sales pro¬ 
gram to insure that U.S. commodities 
will be constantly competitive in world 
markets. In 1962, using the payment- 
in-kind program, cotton exports totaled 
only 3.8 million bales. In 1963, 4.3 mil¬ 
lion bales were sold abroad, of which 2.1 

well as the extension service, water¬ 
shed protection, flood prevention, and as¬ 
sistance to districts by the Soil Con¬ 
servation Service. 

CERTAIN RESTORATIONS ESSENTIAL 

The committee is convinced that these 
activities are extremely valuable, par¬ 
ticularly to the consumers of the coun¬ 
try, and should be continued. It be¬ 
lieves that they are far more essential 
than work done by the Department of 
Agriculture for other agencies and de¬ 
partments. Such extra work should be 
reduced sufficiently to offset the man¬ 
power requirements and cost of these 
activities which are to be restored in the 
following amounts: 

million bales were sold in the last half of 
the year, after the Department returned 
to competitive-bid sales. This repre¬ 
sented an increase of 1.3 million bales 
over the last half of 1962. This increase 
was due almost entirely to the resump¬ 
tion of sales on competitive bid during 
the later part of 1963 at the insistence 
of this committee. 

The export of an additional 3 million 
bales of cotton in the coming year, for 
example, could make available an addi¬ 
tional $380 to $400 million for CCC by 
requiring a smaller investment if sold 
from private sources or by providing 
cash for operating expenses if sold from 
CCC stocks. Increased exports of 100 
million bushels of wheat would put some 
$140 million back into CCC operating 
accounts. Exports of 100 million bush¬ 
els of com would return $125 million. 

By all means we must not return to 
the situation which existed prior to 1954 
when the Department refused to sell 
U.S. agricultural commodities competi¬ 
tively in world markets, notwithstanding 
unlimited authority to sell competitively 
for dollars. 

PRESIDENTIAL MANPOWER CEILINGS 

Severe manpower limitations have 
been placed upon the Department’s pro¬ 
grams for fiscal years 1964 and 1965. 

The effect of these end-of-year em¬ 
ployment targets for 1964, in some in¬ 
stances, is to negate congressional action 
taken last year to provide funds to meet 
special problems. While such funds 
have been appropriated for fiscal year 
1964 they are not being used for the pur¬ 
poses intended by Congress, since per¬ 
sonnel cannot be employed under the 
established ceilings to carry out the 
work. For a number of items, reserves 

Funds Man-years 

Agricultural Research Service: 
Closing of field research stations_____ $264,000 29 
Transportation and facilities research____ 662,000 60 

Extension Service: 
Payments to States and Puerto Rico____ 2,590,000 (■) 

162 
111 

Soil Conservation Service: 
Curtailing of State offices, area offices, work units, and plant materials offices. 1,344, 000 

1, 026, 000 
2,767,000 

94,000 

Flood prevention_..... 58 
Statistical Reporting Service: 

Consumer surveys_ ____ 1 
Agricultural Marketing Service: 

Payments to States and possessions._.-.-__ 75,000 (») 
7 60,000 

Total___ 8,871,000 428 
y 

i Personnel not counted against Federal employment ceilings. 
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have been established by the Bureau of 
the Budget to impound such funds, even 
though they were specifically provided 
by Congress to meet urgent needs. 

These employment targets include po¬ 
sitions for work done for other Federal 
agencies and organizations outside the 
Department with transferred funds. In 
some cases, the personnel limitations re¬ 
quire reductions in the regular activities 
of the bureaus and agencies in the De¬ 
partment to cover personnel financed 
from transferred funds. In the opinion 
of the Committee, savings in funds and 
personnel made necessary by our present 
tight financial situation should come at 
the expense of extra activities for other 
agencies, rather than at the expense of 
the regular programs of the Department 
of Agriculture. 

Also included in the manpower ceilings 
are positions financed from funds con¬ 
tributed by States, local governmental 
units and private organizations to meet 
special problems. The Committee feels 
that this practice should be discontinued, 
since it could result in discouraging local 

i contributions which are urgently needed 
to supplement Federal funds provided 
for these special purposes, and recom¬ 
mends to the President that manpower 
ceilings be removed from personnel paid 
from such non-Federal funds. 

In view of these presidential reserves 
and manpower ceilings, the Committee 
must insist that all agencies of the De¬ 
partment use funds and manpower al¬ 
lowed to carry out all regular basic re¬ 
sponsibilities for which funds are pro¬ 
vided by Congress, prior to undertaking 
extra curricular functions. Joint and 
cooperative domestic programs with 
private industry, the Corps of Engineers, 
and Departments of Commerce, Interior 
and Health, Education, and Welfare, 
shall be deemed to be regular programs. 
The order of priority should be as fol¬ 
lows: 

First. Regular basic responsibilities. 
Second. Work for other agencies of the 

Department of Agriculture related to 
I their regular basic responsibilities. 

Third. Work for other agencies of the 
Department related to recently estab¬ 
lished “pilot” programs. 

Fourth. Work for other agencies and 
organizations outside the Department. 

IMMEDIATE PROBLEMS PACING FARMER AND 

CONSUMER 

There are two pressing problems cur¬ 
rently facing American agriculture and 
the American consumer which must be 
given immediate attention. One of the 
more pressing is that facing the tobacco 
producers and processors and millions of 
consumers as a result of the recent re¬ 
port of the Surgeon General on “Smok¬ 
ing and Health.” The other is due to the 
terrific impact present publicity is hav¬ 
ing on the producer and the consumer 
with regard to the use of insecticides and 

• pesticides, the use of which is absolutely 
essential to our high standard of living. 

The committee has included funds in 
the bill to enable the Department to un¬ 
dertake research immediately to meet 
these urgent problems. Under authority 
given by Congress last year, the use of 
$3 million of section 32 funds for research 
on these problems in the next year has 
been provided for in the bib along with 

other items discussed under that section 
of the report. 

THE TOBACCO PROBLEM 

Tobacco has been a major agricultural 
commodity through the years. It is pro¬ 
duced in 21 States and is the fifth largest 
income-producing crop to farmers. It is 
an $8 billion industry with growers re¬ 
ceiving about $1.2 billion per year. It 
pays some $3.3 billion each year in taxes 
to our Federal, State, and local govern¬ 
ments. 

Due to the implications of the JSurgeon 
General’s report, it is essentifiTthat we 
find the answers through research. In 
this effort we must have the cooperation 
of the Department of Agriculture, the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, and private industry, to deter¬ 
mine the properties of tobacco which 
may affect the health of smokers and to 
develop means to eliminate any harmful 
substances found. 

It is extremely important that this re¬ 
search begin immediately. The answers 
to this problem must be found just as 
rapidly as possible to prevent economic 
ruin for growers, substantial losses of 
revenue to the Federal and local govern¬ 
ments, and possible injury to the public 
health. 

The committee hearings disclose that 
the University of Kentucky has a Tobac¬ 
co Research Laboratory built with $4.5 
million of State funds which is now 
available and has been offered to the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture by university 
and State officials for such research. It 
is located adjacent to the New Medical 
Research Center at this university and 
is ideally situated for a coordinated agri¬ 
cultural-medical research problem of 
this nature. Accordingly, the committee 
has included $1,500,000 of section 32 
funds in the bill for 1965 to enable the 
Department to immediately initiate to¬ 
bacco research at this location in col¬ 
laboration with the State university. 
State agencies, the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare and 
other public and private organizations 
which can contribute to a concerted ap¬ 
proach to this urgent research need. 

THE PESTICIDE RESIDUE PROBLEM 

The need for additional research on 
development, testing, and use of pesti¬ 
cides and insecticides, together with the 
effects of sprays or other residues from 
products used in agricultural production 
is very acute. Recent well-publicized 
books and articles, not always based on 
complete and objective information, have 
increased public concern about this mat¬ 
ter. Current statements in the press 
which make certain claims concerning 
the effect of agricultural pesticides on 
fish in the lower Mississippi River pre¬ 
sent a completely one-sided point of 
view, and in this instance it is not 
claimed that health is affected. 

To enable the Department to protect 
agriculture and the consumer by devel¬ 
oping and presenting full and complete 
facts on this matter and to develop im¬ 
proved methods of insect and pest con¬ 
trol, some expansion of research activ¬ 
ities in this area is necessary. Congress 
provided for the establishment of a weed 
control laboratory last year. Since the 
work at this location will be directly con¬ 
cerned with the use of of pesticides, in¬ 

10961 

secticides, other agricultural chemicals, 
materials, and methods, plans for this fa¬ 
cility should be modified to permit test¬ 
ing and development of pesticides, in¬ 
secticides, and other materials necessary 
to agriculture, including effects of resi¬ 
dues. 

For expanded research on use of pes¬ 
ticides and control of insects and pests, 
the committee' has included the budget 
estimate of $1,500,000 under section 32 
for next year, including such amount as 
may be needed for the modification oi 
plans at the weed control laboratory pro¬ 
vided last year to include this type of 
research. 

Both the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare and the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture are deeply interested 
in protecting the public health. Both 
Departments have responsibility for ap¬ 
proving materials for use as pesticides 
and insecticides for agricultural pur¬ 
poses. 

Neither Department, we are sure, 
would want to needlessly deprive the 
American consumer of any part of the 
finest and cheapest food any Nation has 
ever enjoyed. In recent weeks, however, 
after materials have been approved and 
put into use, new means of detection of 
minute amounts of residue have resulted 
in news releases, press accounts, and 
headlines which needlesly frighten the 
consumer, do financial damage to the 
manufacturer and the farmer, and lessen 
the supply of food for the consuming 
public, though there is no claim that the 
public health is endangered. Neither the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, nor the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture would want to needlessly destroy 
any American business or agricultural 
enterprise. Yet that is what present 
policies are doing in cases where there 
is no evidence of danger to the public 
health. 

The members of the committee recall 
the cranberry incident in 1960, when a 
whole industry was practically destroyed 
by reckless statements and charges. It 
took $10 million recommended by Presi¬ 
dent Eisenhower to compensate for the 
damage and bring back public ac¬ 
ceptance of this commodity. The public 
health must be protected. However, the 
supply of food and the processes which 
make food and fiber plentiful and cheap 
must also be protected where there is no 
evidence that public health . is en¬ 
dangered. 

In an effort to prevent further finan¬ 
cial damage to American producers and 
loss of food for consumers as a result of 
reckless handling of this problem, the 
committee has set up $250,000 for the 
use of the Secretary of Agriculture to 
collaborate with the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare in work¬ 
ing out rules and regulations including 
the recommendation of such changes in 
the law as may be necessary to protect 
our high standard of living with the most 
plentiful, cheapest and finest food and 
fiber any nation ever had—while at the 
same time protecting the public health. 

The food supply shortage is said to 
be Russia’s “Achilles heel.” Russia’s 
monumental failure to provide food for 
her people and their allies is her chief 
weakness in the world of today. We 
must prevent our Nation, where only 18 
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percent of total incomes goes for food, 
from sinking to Russia’s level, where 
some 50 percent or more of national in¬ 
come is spent for food. 

It is the firm belief of this committee 
that news releases or other public state¬ 
ments regarding any pesticide or other 
material which such departments have 
authorized for use should hot be made 
unless at least one of such departments 
states that there is evidence that the 
continued use of such material would 
injure the public health. 

Further, some provision should be 
made for payment of financial losses to 
any producer, processor, or manufacturer 
resulting from statements or actions 
concerning the use of approved pesti¬ 
cides, insecticides, chemicals, or other 
materials, where there is no evidence that 
their use endangers the public health. 
The payment for such damages should be 
made by the department issuing or neg¬ 
ligently permitting the issuance of such 
statement or action. 

PROTECTION PROM DISEASE AND PESTILENCE 

It is estimated by officials of the De¬ 
partment that, if it were not for the use 
of fertilizers, insecticides, and pesticides, 
in 5 years the cost of a very inferior 
quality of food to the American consumer 
would double, and in 10 to 15 years the 
people of this Nation would be short of 
essential foods. 

The threat from insects and diseases 
becomes increasingly serious as the speed 
and volume of travel increases between 
all areas of the world. Nearly 57 mil¬ 
lion more persons entered the United 
States during fiscal year 1963 than in 
1954. The number of planes, ships, and 
other carriers in 1963 was over 26 million 
as compared to 14 million in 1954. The 
number of pieces of baggage inspected 
increased threefold in 6 years—from 9 
million in 1957 to over 27 million in 1963. 

The opening of additional ports along 
the St. Lawrence Seaway and increased 
nonstop oversea air flights to airports in 
the interior of the country are also in¬ 
creasing the threat of introduction of 
new pests from abroad. 

It has been estimated by Agriculture 
experts that the damage to crops by the 
more than 600 different kinds of major 
destructive plant insects in the United 
States amounts to nearly $4 billion each 
year. Cotton insects account for nearly 
$600 million annually, cereal and forage 
insects account for some $400 million 
annually, and stored grain and house¬ 
hold insects cause annual damage of over 
$1 billion. It is further estimated that 
annual losses caused by plant diseases 
total $2,500 million, and that livestock 
losses due to diseases and parasites ex¬ 
ceed $2 billion per year. 

If foot-and-mouth disease should be¬ 
come established in this country, it is 
estimated that annual losses would be in 
the billions of dollars. It is further pre¬ 
dicted that the introduction of fowl pest 
in this country could virtually eliminate 
the poultry industry. The introduction 
of rinderpest would cost the Nation $1 
billion annually. 

To fully appreciate the effects of these 
destructive diseases and pests, it is nec¬ 
essary only to look to other parts of the 
world where food production is subject to 
their ravages. In the Middle East, desert 
locusts have been sweeping the semiarid 

lands for centuries, leaving ruined crops 
and starvation in their wake. In Paki¬ 
stan, severe locust, caterpillar, and 
cricket outbreaks have caused losses as 
high as 80 percent in some areas. It is 
almost impossible to maintain supplies of 
grain in storage in India because of the 
ravages of weevils, bran beetles, and the 
world’s worst pest of stored grain—the 
khapra beetle, which is now a threat in 
the United States. 

Stored-grain pests are so bad in tropi¬ 
cal areas of the world that the race to eat 
the grain before insects devour it results 
in frequent periods of starvation. The 
people compete with the pests for survi¬ 
val. Their low standard of living thus 
becomes understandable. 

The distribution of cattle in Africa is 
determined primarily by the presence or 
absence of the tsetse fly. This is A major 
reason why an African child, once 
weaned, may never again taste milk. 
The cattle tick and the human warble or 
torsalo fly cause tremendous losses to 
hides, beef, and milk production in Cen¬ 
tral and South America. Mortality 
among calves may be as high as 70 per¬ 
cent in some of the most heavily infested 
areas. 

A recent report from Argentina indi¬ 
cates that 50,000 calves succumbed in 1 
year’s time to screw-worm—the same 
one found in this country. The Argen¬ 
tines have had no effective means of 
dealing with this pest. 

AMERICAN AGRICULTURE-A LONG-RANGE 

CONSUMER CONCERN 

The agricultural problem facing the 
Nation in the long view is not the matter 
of present commodity surpluses. The 
real long-range problem is the conse¬ 
quences of serious changes now taking 
place in agriculture which could jeop¬ 
ardize the consumer’s supply for food 
and fiber for the future. Such factors 
as declining farm population, decreas¬ 
ing income from farming, and increas¬ 
ing average age of farmers are signifi¬ 
cant indicators of problems ahead for 
the Nation’s consumers. 

In the last 10 years, the number of 
farmers has decreased from 19.9 to 13.4 
million. During this same period, the 
investment required per farmer has in¬ 
creased from $23,877 to $51,472. The 
farmer’s share of the consumer’s food 
dollar has decreased from 44 percent in 
1953 to 37 percent in 1963. The net 
income as related to investment has de¬ 
creased from 13.3 percent to 7.8 percent 
in the past 10 years. Also the average 
age of farmers has incerased from 48.3 
years to 50.5 years between 1950 and 
1960. 

The President has recently announced 
a program designed to give more atten¬ 
tion to the consumer’s role in the highly 
competitive economy of the United 
States. In this connection, he has ap¬ 
pointed a new Assistant Secretary of 
Labor to create more widespread in¬ 
terest in this matter. 

While this special emphasis on con¬ 
sumer interest is probably justified, it 
seems appropriate to point out that per¬ 
haps the first consumer interest should 
be American agriculture and the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture, both of which do a 
primary and basic job of protecting and 
serving the consumer. All urban con¬ 
sumers must look to the rural producer— 
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who is also an important consumer—for 
first the protection of his food supply 
from disease and pestilence, second the 
protection and conservation of the Na¬ 
tion’s soil, water and timber supplies, 
and third the providing of a major 
market for the products of labor and 
industry, which market is essential to 
the consumer’s income. 
PROTECTION OF OUR BASIC NATURAL RESOURCES 

The American farmer and our agricul¬ 
tural programs provide the principal 
means of protecting and conserving our 
soil, water, and timber for the benefit of 
the present generation of consumers as 
well as future generations yet unborn. 

This country had 8,000 billion board 
feet of timber about 150 years ago. To¬ 
day we have around 1,600 billion board 
feet left—only 20 percent of the original 
stand. 

Only 175 years ago we had 500 million 
acres of fertile soil in this Nation. We 
have already wasted 200 million acres— 
40 percent—and another 100 million 
acres—20 percent—is washing away to¬ 
day. 

Just a few years in the future we will ( 
need three times the amount of water we 
use today—which points up the need to 
properly protect and manage our water 
supply. In some areas of this country we 
are already finding that expansion of 
population and industry is limited by the 
lack of adequate sources of water. 

In recent years the United States has 
been spending large sums of money to 
maintain its position in the world and 
support its defense and defense related 
activities at home and abroad. For fiscal 
year 1965, it is estimated that 52 percent 
of the budget will be used for this pur¬ 
pose. 

The public debt has been increasing 
year by year as a result of these and 
other Federal expenditures. The public 
debt of $257 billion in 1950 increased to 
$286 billion in 1960. It is expected to 
reach $312 billion by June 30, 1964, and 
$317 billion by June 30, 1965. 

What we have been and are now doing 
is depleting our timber, our soil fertility, | 
our sources of water and other natural 
resources to support these large public 
expenditures and carry this tremendous 
public debt. 

We must have adequate defense. We 
must keep up with space exploration 
and similar activities. At the same time 
we must preserve the basic economic 
foundation of our Nation to support all 
of these billions of dollars of expendi¬ 
tures which are a drain upon our 
economy. 

We must give more attention and fi¬ 
nancial support to reforesting our lands, 
protecting our watersheds, harnessing 
our streams for electricity, reclaiming 
our lands through soil conservation, de¬ 
veloping our sources of water, and 
stressing those things which build up the 
potential economic strength of this 
Nation. 

If we leave to future generations a 
fertile land, with timber restored, with 
soil erosion stopped, and with water re¬ 
sources developed, this country will be 
able to meet its future domestic problems, 
international threats, and financial 
needs. If we neglect these basic re¬ 
sponsibilities, we will leave future gen¬ 
erations nothing to look forward to or 
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to build on. Money alone is of no value. 
It must be supported by a sound economy 
based on natural resources to generate 
new wealth for future generations. 

More than half of the estimated $1.2 
billion average annual floodwater and 
sediment damage in the United States 
occurs on the headwater streams and 
small tributaries. And sediment causes 
costly damage to the Nation’s 10,000 
major water storage reservoirs. The 
amount of erosion-produced sediment 
dredged annually from our rivers and 
harbors exceeds the volume of earth dug 
for the Panama Canal. 

Through the years, the agricultural 
conservation program has been the Fed¬ 
eral Government’s principal economic 
stimulus to farmers and ranchers to 
voluntarily apply needed conservation 
measures. It is used in all agricultural 
counties in the 50 States, Puerto Rico, 
and the Virgin Islands. Conservation 
practices were carried out under this pro¬ 
gram in 1963 on over a million farms and 
ranches, covering nearly 400 million 
acres. The program has over 1 million 
participants each year, which represents 
nearly 25 percent of all farming units in 
the United States. 

This program has stimulated twice as 
much economic activity as the amount of 
Federal funds spent, since the farmer 
puts up about half the cost of the prac¬ 
tices, plus his labor. The per capita an¬ 
nual cost is about $1.50 and the invest¬ 
ment per acre of farmland is 54 cents. 

To make certain that the contribution 
of this program to the Nation’s conserva¬ 
tion effort is maintained at least at pres¬ 
ent levels, the committee has provided 
the full $220 million, plus $30 million for 
administration, for the 1965 program. 
This is the same amount that has been 
carried for this purpose for a number of 
years. 

The various programs of the Soil Con¬ 
servation Service, the research agencies, 
and the Extension Service are also con¬ 
tributing much to our conservation ef¬ 
forts throughout the United States. The 
flood prevention and watershed protec¬ 
tion programs are now beginning to 
bring real benefits to the Nation by 
“catching the water where it falls” in 
the upper reaches of the watersheds of 
the country and by reducing the volume 
of sediment flowing down our streams 
and rivers to the ocean. Improved con¬ 
servation on the farms of the country is 
beginning to restore the productive 
capacity of the remaining land and to 
preserve it for the consumers of the fu¬ 
ture, the number of which are increas¬ 
ing at an alarming rate. 

The committee also has restored pro¬ 
posed budget reductions for these im¬ 
portant agencies for fiscal year 1965 to 
prevent a slowing down of their conser¬ 
vation activities and a corresponding re¬ 
duction in national interest in this essen¬ 
tial need. 

PROTECTION OP MARKETS FOR LABOR AND 

INDUSTRY 

The economic welfare of each segment 
of the Nation’s economy is dependent on 
the economic strength of each of the 
others. History demonstrates that our 
Nation is prosperous only to the extent 
that our agricultural economy is strong 
and healthy. 

Agriculture is the principal source of 

new wealth. It is the main provider of 
basic raw materials which support all 
segments of business and industry. 
Around 65 percent of the basic raw mate¬ 
rials used in industry come from the 
farm. Reliable estimates indicate that 
each dollar of wealth taken from the soil 
generates $7 of income throughout the 
rest of our economy. 

Agriculture is our largest industry. It 
employs 12 times the number of people in 
the steel industry, 9 times the number in 
the automobile industry, and twice the 
number in the transportation and pub¬ 
lic utility industries. In addition, it sup¬ 
ports directly another 10 percent of our 
nonfarm population which supplies the 
farmer with his needs and processes and 
markets his products. 

Agriculture is a major dollar earner in 
world markets and is playing an impor¬ 
tant role in solving our balance-of-pay¬ 
ments problems. It is expected that 
agricultural exports will represent 25 
percent of our total exports in fiscal year 
1964 as compared to 22 percent in fiscal 
year 1956. 

Agriculture is one of the major mar¬ 
kets for the products of labor and indus¬ 
try. Agriculture uses more steel in a 
year than is used for a year’s output of 
passenger cars. It uses more petroleum 
products than any other industry in the 
country. It uses more rubber each year 
than is required to produce tires for 6 
million automobiles. Its inventory of 
machinery and equipment exceeds the 
assets of the steel industry, and is five 
times that of the automobile industry. 

Urban workers benefit directly from 
this rural demand for machinery, equip¬ 
ment supplies, and other items used on 
the Nation’s farms. Significant changes 
in this demand, therefore, have a direct 
effect on business and employment in 
urban areas. Every major business re¬ 
cession in this country has been preceded 
by the loss of income and purchasing 
power at the farm level. 

This important rural market must be 
protected by the assurance of adequate 
income to the producers of farm com¬ 
modities and maintenance of farm pur¬ 
chasing power. Business prosperity and 
full employment in the cities are depend¬ 
ent on a strong and dependable agricul¬ 
tural market, including both large and 
small farms. 

The programs of the Department 
which help the producer to market his 
commodities at home and abroad effi¬ 
ciently and profitably, as well as the ac¬ 
tivities of the Commodity Credit Corpo¬ 
ration and other agencies which have 
an effect on production and commodity 
prices, have done much to maintain agri¬ 
cultural income and thereby protect this 
important market for labor and indus¬ 
try. The committee has attempted to 
provide sufficient funds in the bill for 
fiscal year 1965 to make certain that 
these essential services will be available 
to the producer and their benefits will 
be available to the consumer during the 
coming year. 

THE CONSUMER’S STAKE IN AGRICULTURE IS 

INCREASING 

Because products from the farm have 
become so abundant in recent years, and 
because the percentage of the Nation’s 
income spent for food decreases each 
year, the average consumer in this coun¬ 
try is inclined to take his supply of food 

for granted. He frequently overlooks the 
fact that he is completely dependent for 
the food on his table on the efficiency 
and productivity of the American farmer 
and the assistance he receives from the 
various programs of the Department of 
Agriculture, the land-grant colleges, the 
Extension Service and other agencies 
which are devoted to the support of our 
agricultural economy. 

Urban consumers frequently overlook 
the fact that research, insect and pest 
control, meat and poultry inspection, 
school lunch and special milk programs, 
market inspection, fruit and vegetable 
inspection, soil conservation, flood pre¬ 
vention, watershed protection, and many 
other programs financed in this bill have 
direct benefits to every person living in 
the United States and to future genera¬ 
tions. They tend to disregard the fact 
that many segments of our economy 
other than the farmer are important 
beneficiaries of our farm programs. In 
fact the general public receives the major 
benefit from many of these activities. 

In cooperation with officials of the De¬ 
partment, special analyses have been 
made of the benefits received by the gen¬ 
eral public from Federal funds spent for 
agriculture. One such analysis showed 
that, of the funds expended by the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture for fiscal year 
1960, all had benefits to the general pub¬ 
lic and over 54 percent had direct bene¬ 
fits to the consumer of equal importance 
to those for the farmer. Subsequent 
studies show the same to be true for the 
funds appropriated to the Department 
each year since that time. 

American consumers are enjoying the 
highest standard of living ever known 
to man. The reason is that fewer and 
fewer people are producing more and 
more food, which releases more of our 
population to provide the many things 
which contribute to this high standard 
of living. Less than 8 percent of our 
people now can produce enough to feed 
our entire population. 

Also, American consumers enjoy the 
greatest variety and the finest quality 
of food available anywhere in the world. 
Such food is the most wholesome and 
healthful in the world. 

Further, per capita food expenditures 
in the United States are the lowest in the 
world in relation to consumer income. 
It is usual for people in most areas of the 
world to spend one-third to one-half or 
more of their income for food. United 
Nations figures for 1958 show the per¬ 
centage of income spent for food in 
certain areas as follows: Italy, 46 per¬ 
cent; Japan, 51 percent; Ceylon, 57 per¬ 
cent; Nigeria, 71 percent. In the United 
States, food costs now take only 18 per¬ 
cent of the disposable income, as com¬ 
pared to over 50 percent in Russia, as 
pointed out earlier. 

The consumer’s stake in agriculture 
will become increasingly vital in the fu¬ 
ture as the world’s population explosion 
creates even larger demands for food 
and fiber. This alarming population ex¬ 
pansion can be fully appreciated when 
it is realized that the population of the 
world, which reached the first billion by 
the year 1830, took only 100 years, 1830 to 
1930, to reach 2 billion and only 30 years, 
1930 to 1960, to reach 3 billion. It is 
expected to exceed 6 billion people by 
the turn of the century. The popula- 
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tion growth in the United States is more 
than keeping pace with world expansion. 
U.S. population increased from 13 mil¬ 
lion in 1830 to 123 million in 1930 and 
179 million in 1960. It is expected to 
reach 340 million by the year 2000. 

Within the next decade or two, unless 
we continue to increase the efficiency of 
our farm production and provide the 
economic incentive to induce young and 
efficient producers to remain on the 
farm, food surpluses in the United States 
will likely disappear and the consumer 
will be faced with possible food shortages 
and much higher food costs. The 1959 
census shows that some 17 percent of all 
farmers in the United States were 65 or 
older. An additional 22 percent were 
55 to 64 years of age. By 1970, nearly 
half of the farmers will be 55 years of 
age or over. 

Unless our present system of agricul¬ 
ture can survive, it is conceivable that 
the time could come when a significant 
portion of the 92 percent of nonfarm 
population will again have to return to 
the soil to obtain their food supply. 
This is the situation in certain Soviet- 
controlled countries and other areas of 
the world. 

WORK nsr RURAL AREAS 

In his state of the Union message of 
January 8, 1964, the President stated: 

This administration today here and now 

declares unconditional war on poverty in 

America. I urge this Congress and all Amer¬ 

icans to Join with me in that effort. 

Subsequent developments, as reported 
in the press and elsewhere, outline his 
efforts to follow through on this an¬ 
nouncement. 

While we believe the primary purpose 
of our agricultural programs should be 
to maintain a strong agricultural econ¬ 
omy to prevent poverty, we do know such 
poverty exists. We feel that efforts to 
deal with poverty in rural areas should 
be under the direction of the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture. 

Various agencies of the Department of 
Agriculture have had long and valuable 
experience in dealing with people in 
rural areas, including those who have 
had to live on the edge of poverty due to 
subsistence farming on small acreages. 
These agencies, including the Farmers 
Home Administration, the Extension 
Service, the Rural Electrification Admin¬ 
istration, and the State and county ASC 
committees are to be commended for 
their work in this area through the years. 
They are to be commended for making 
it possible for life on the farm to be a 
little more comfortable and thereby 
slowing down migration to cities, with all 
the economic and social problems in¬ 
volved. They are also to be commended 
for their efforts to develop an economi¬ 
cally healthy agriculture to help prevent 
poverty and make it possible for farm 
families to stay on the farm. 

The Farmers Home Administration 
has made a major contribution toward 
enabling farm and rural people, through 
its various credit programs and valuable 
technical assistance, to become econom¬ 
ically sound and financially responsible. 
Loans are made to those in rural areas 
who are unable to secure credit from any 
other source for, first, acquiring, enlarg¬ 
ing, or improving farms; second, de¬ 
veloping facilities for soil and water con¬ 

servation; third, financing annual farm 
operating expenses; fourth, constructing 
farm housing; and, fifth, restoring dam¬ 
ages from natural disasters. 

HOME MANAGEMENT SUPERVISORS 

This Committee has strongly support¬ 
ed the Farmers Home Administration 
through the years. It believes that this 
agency, along with others in the Depart¬ 
ment, can assume a major role in im¬ 
proving the economic situation of people 
in rural areas. It remembers that very 
effective work with farm families was 
done by this agency in former years 
when it had “women home management 
supervisors.” For many years these 
home management supervisors worked 
with the womenfolk of the borrowing 
families, most of which were in the lower 
economic levels, on such matters as home 
budgeting, economical spending, home 
canning, sewing, etc. They taught the 
wives to use thrift and resourcefulness 
to help the family meet its financial 
problems. 

This system proved very successful. It 
Is a major reason why the repayment rec¬ 
ord of borrowers from the Farmers Home 
Administration has been so remarkable, 
with principal and interest repayments 
consistently exceeding scheduled install¬ 
ments due. This home supervisor serv¬ 
ice was ended a few years ago,' however, 
against the wishes and best judgment 
of members of this committee. 

We would call attention to the fact 
that in recent years, several new pro¬ 
grams have been assigned to this agency, 
including “rural housing for the elderly” 
and “rural renewal” to meet the problems 
of low-income rural areas. Several years 
ago, at the instance of this committee the 
housing program of this agency was 
broadened from “farm” housing to “ru¬ 
ral” housing. This has enabled this pro¬ 
gram to meet the housing needs in many 
small towns and villages not formerly 
eligible for loans from either the Federal 
Housing Agency, which served strictly 
urban areas, and the Farmers Home Ad¬ 
ministration, which was limited to farm¬ 
ing areas. 

If the home management supervisors 
were reinstated and their responsibilities 
enlarged to cover all needy families in 
rural areas, this would be the best pos¬ 
sible approach to dealing with the eco¬ 
nomic problems of depressed rural areas. 
As has been proved by the Farmers Home 
Administration many times, a successful 
climb from poverty to economic well¬ 
being is primarily due to the influence of 
the wife in the rural family and her 
ability to handle the family finances 
wisely. 

URGENT NEED FOR CONTROL OF EXCESSIVE 

AGRICULTURAL IMPORTS 

Following the great economic depres¬ 
sions of 1921-23 and 1929-32, both of 
which were started by a decline in farm 
purchasing power, the Congress enacted 
laws designed to stabilize the agricultural 
economy. The primary purpose of such 
measures was and consistently since then 
has been to enable agricultural producers 
to maintain their purchasing power for 
the good of the economy of the entire 
Nation. 

This legislation had two important fea¬ 
tures. The first was to establish a price- 
support system—with a parity index tied 
to cost based on the income of industry 

and labor—which would keep farm in¬ 
come in balance with the farmer’s pro¬ 
duction costs. The second feature pro¬ 
vided for acreage controls and marketing 
quotas to keep supplies on hand, plus 
expected domestic consumption and ex¬ 
ports, in balance with production. 

In view of the nature of this legisla¬ 
tion, it has been applied largely to non- 
perishable basic agricultural commodi¬ 
ties—those which can be stored and 
carried over into the following year or 
years. 

Subsequently, Congress enacted sec¬ 
tion 32 of Public Law 320, 74th Congress, 
to provide an additional means of pro¬ 
tecting the purchasing power of farm 
producers. The primary purpose of sec¬ 
tion 32—which is financed from 30 per¬ 
cent of annual import duties—was to 
support agricultural markets by purchas¬ 
ing surpluses on the domestic market and 
diverting them to new uses, including 
increased exports. An amendment 
adopted in 1939 placed the primary em¬ 
phasis of this program on perishable 
nonbasic commodities—those which 
must be marketed soon after production 
and harvest. 

It is to be noted that the provisions of 
all of these farm laws have been directed 
toward controls, prices, and markets in 
an effort to maintain purchasing power 
of American agriculture at somewhat 
near a par with purchasing power of labor 
which is protected by minimum wage 
guarantees and bargaining rights—and 
with industry which can make automatic 
markups to assure adequate return on 
investment. It is also important to note 
that control of supplies on hand and in 
sight is an essential element of these 
laws. Unfortunately, this feature of the 
law has not worked too well in view of 
constantly increasing yields resulting 
from improved seeds, fertilizers, insecti¬ 
cides, production techniques, and so 
forth. 

At the time it enacted these measures, 
Congress recognized that they could not 
be effective unless some protection was 
provided against agricultural imports 
from areas with cheap labor and low 
production costs. Accordingly, it en¬ 
acted section 22 of the act of August 24, 
1935. 

One of the problems facing American 
agriculture in maintaining its purchas¬ 
ing power has been the failure of the 
Federal Government to use the provi¬ 
sions of section 22 quoted above to limit 
imports of competitive products where 
necessary to prevent undue competition 
from abroad. This makes it virtually 
impossible for any farm program to 
work. It is impossible to maintain a 
balance between supply and demand 
through buying up of surpluses—using 
section 32 funds or otherwise—when un¬ 
limited amounts can enter the country 
from abroad in direct competition with 
American production. 

OVERSEA PRODUCTION ENCOURAGED BY 

UNITED STATES 

To further complicate this situation, 
our own Federal Government has been 
providing funds and technical assistance 
to enable competitors (Americans and 
foreigners) to increase their production 
overseas—both in quantity and quality— 
and to take over much of our traditional 
world markets with commodities pro- 
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duced with cheap labor, land, and mate¬ 
rials. It is extremely difficult for the 
American farmer to compete with for¬ 
eign producers—although efficiency of 
production and superior quality has en¬ 
abled him to retain some of his foreign 
markets despite this disadvantage. 

The most serious situation facing the 
American farmer in this regard, however, 
is the current program of the U.S. Gov¬ 
ernment which provides loans and in¬ 
vestment guarantees to encourage Amer¬ 
ican producers with American know-how 
to move their activities abroad to take 
advantage of cheap labor, land, and ma¬ 
terials and to realize the benefits of cer¬ 
tain tax advantges on oversea earnings. 

Under the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, American agricultural producers 
and other businessmen are being encour¬ 
aged to go into business in foreign coun¬ 
tries. In a brochure distributed to busi¬ 
ness interests throughout the country by 
the Agency for International Develop- 
met (AID) entitled “Aids to Business— 
Oversea Investment," Americans who 
wish to move their interests abroad are 
given the following attractive induce¬ 
ments : 

First. Investment surveys: AID will 
pay up to 50 percent of the cost of a trip 
to explore the feasibility of private in¬ 
vestment abroad. 

Second. Dollar loans: AID will make 
dollar loans to encourage American in¬ 
vestors to go into business abroad. The 
Export-Import Bank, International Fi¬ 
nance Corporation, the World Bank, and 
the Inter-American Development Bank 
are also available for this purpose. 

Third. Local currency loans: AID will 
make local currency loans to Americans 
from foreign currencies generated under 
Public Law 480, the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act, to 
undertake oversea production. 

Fourth. Investment guarantees: AID 
will guarantee the American investor 
against inconvertibility of currency, ex¬ 
propriation, confiscation, and other 
political risks and will guarantee against 
certain normal business risks inherent 
in all business ventures. 

To add to these inducements to expand 
overseas competition, the failure of the 
Federal Government to curtail imports 
through the use of section 22 makes it 
possible for commodities produced abroad 
with American capital and know-how 
and with cheap foreign labor to flow 
back into the United States in unlimited 
amounts to put our own American pro¬ 
ducers still located in this country out 
of business. 

A study of this situation makes it ap¬ 
parent that the use of section 22 to con¬ 
trol agricultural imports is an absolute 
necessity if any farm program is to work 
and if American farmers are to remain 
in business in this country. 

Recent developments in the cattle in¬ 
dustry are a case in point. Cattle prices 
in the United States have dropped 
drastically in recent months and many 
cattle producers are facing financial 
ruin. At the same time imports of live¬ 
stock, meat, and meat products have 
been increasing. Such imports have in¬ 

creased by more than 400 percent in the 
last few years. While recent negotia¬ 
tions have resulted in some “voluntary" 
reductions in meat imports from Aus¬ 
tralia and New Zealand, the volume still 
coming in is creating a surplus on the 
domestic market which is continuing to 
depress cattle prices. 

The Secretary recently announced 
that section 32 will be used to buy up 
some of this, meat surplus for use in the 
school lunch program and similar worthy 
causes in an effort to bolster the market. 
However, unless meat imports from 
abroad are curtailed through the use of 
section 22, the demands on section 32 
funds will be very heavy and it is doubt¬ 
ed that this approach can be effective. 

SPECIAL INVESTIGATION OP CATTLE IMPORTS 

In view of the serious threat to Amer¬ 
ican agriculture from imports including 
those produced under the investment 
guarantee program of AID, the commit¬ 
tee has initiated a special investigation 
of, first, imports of livestock, meat, and 
other agricultural products during the 
past 10 years: second, the extent to which 
U.S. funds and technical assistance have 
been used in production of such imports; 
and, third, the effect of American pro¬ 
duction abroad on our own farmers here 
at home. 

A preliminary report indicates that 
U.S. imports of beef and veal have in¬ 
creased from 271 million pounds in 1953 
to 1,440 million pounds in 1962, an in¬ 
crease of over 430 percent, and an esti¬ 
mated 1,679 million pounds in 1963. In¬ 
creased imports from the three largest 
importers as follows: 

[Million pounds] 

1953 1962 1963 
(estimate) 

Australia_ 2.6 638.8 747.0 
New Zealand_ 1.8 298.9 332.0 
Ireland.... 4.6 102.6 105.7 

This report also indicates that U.S. 
imports of other meats, including pork, 
mutton and lamb have increased sub¬ 
stantially during this same period. Also, 
increased numbers of live cattle and 
calves, largely from Canada and Mexico, 
were brought into the United States dur¬ 
ing these years. 

While prices received by farmers for 
beef cattle increased somewhat over this 
10-year period, they have dropped from 
$22.60 per 100 pounds in 1959 to $19.85 
per 100 in 1963, a reduction of $2.75 or 
10.4 percent. Hog prices at the farm 
level have gone down from $21.40 per 100 
pounds in 1953 to $14.98 in 1963, a re¬ 
duction of $6.42 or 30 percent. 

Despite the availability of section 22 to 
control imports to protect domestic pro¬ 
duction, the report states further that 
“livestock, meat and meat products have 
never been regulated under section 22.” 

It is also pointed out in the report 
that over $400 million of section 32 funds 
have been spent between 1936 and 1962 
to remove surplus meats from the market 
as follows: beef, $111.5 million; lamb, 
$4.8 million; pork, $202.1 million; pork 

and beans, $2 million; and miscellaneous 
meats, $83.8 million. 

An additional interim report just re¬ 
ceived contains the following supple¬ 
mental data which is worthy of note: 

Total U.S. imports in 1963 were $17,032 
billion. Of this total, $4,012 billion of 
agricultural commodities included $2,293 
billion which competed with U.S. farm 
crops. Most recent tariff reductions for 
U.S. imports of meat, meat products, 
cattle, cotton, wheat, corn, barley and 
oats were all made prior to 1955. There 
are 11 different AID programs available 
to many countries of the world for loans, 
grants and technical assistance to fur¬ 
nish agricultural assistance to foreign 
countries. A few examples are as fol¬ 
lows: 

AID agricultural programs in Argen¬ 
tina have totaled over $24 million for 
grain storage facilities and livestock im¬ 
provements. Beef and veal production 
has increased with sales to United States 
12 percent higher in 1958-62 than 1954- 
57. Cotton and corn exports also have 
increased substantially. 

In Brazil, AID agricultural programs 
have totaled over $34 million, including 
at least 3 projects to increase livestock 
production. Beef and veal production 
has increased with exports to the United 
States up 470 percent in 1958-62 com¬ 
pared to 1954-57. Cotton exports have 
also increased sharply since 1960. 

AID agricultural assistance in Mexico 
has been about $37 million. Mexico is an 
important cotton producer with three- 
fourths of its crop entering world trade. 
Also imports large number of live cat¬ 
tle and beef and beef products into the 
United States. 

AID agricultural assistance of nearly 
$279 million has been extended- to Pak¬ 
istan for irrigation, salinity control and 
land reclamation. Cotton exports in 
1962 were 47 percent higher than 1955- 
59. 

Since 1961 AID has spent $848,000 for 
17 Americans to go to Argentina, Brazil, 
Central America, Colombia, Ecuador, 
India, Pakistan, Turkey, North Boreno, 
Nigeria, and Thailand to make invest¬ 
ment surveys. Fourteen additional ap¬ 
plications are under consideration which 
will cost $196,300. 

A total of 778 political risk investment 
guarantees have been issued since 1948. 

In 1963 there were 766 technicians em¬ 
ployed overseas in food and agricultural 
fields. In 1963 about 400 foreigners re¬ 
ceived agricultural training in the United 
States under AID programs. In all, 
about 3,800 foreign nationals were 
trained in agriculture and home eco¬ 
nomics in 1963. 

U.S. interests in foreign agriculture 
production as reflected in the report of 
this committee study are as follows: 

ARGENTINA 

International Packers, Ltd.—IPL— 
Chicago, including subsidiaries: Swift, 
Armour, La Blanca, and Provita, 

King Ranch, Kingsville, Tex. 
AUSTRALIA 

Chase International Investment Corp., 
New York City. 

No. 100- 12 
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American Factors Associates, Hono¬ 

lulu. 
J. H. Whitney & Co., New York City. 
Elders-G. M. Co., Ltd. 
Intercontinental Meat Traders, Inc., 

Chicago. 
International Packers, Ltd., Chicago. 
King Ranch Australia, Ltd. 
Art Linkletter and Allen T. Chase. 

COLOMBIA 

Ralston Purina Co., St. Louis. 
HONDURAS 

Alberti Foods, Inc., Chicago. 
Adam Smith, Miami. 
William Montiel. 
United Fruit Co., Boston. 

MEXICO 

Ralston Purina, St. Louis. 
Archer-Daniels-Midland Co., Minne¬ 

apolis. 
Burlington Industries, Inc. Greens¬ 

boro, N.C. 
NEW ZEALAND 

International Packers, Ltd., Chicago. 
PARAGUAY 

Pan Western Enterprises, New Orleans. 
SECTIONS 22 AND 32 MUST WORK TOGETHER 

The relationship between section 32 
and section 22 is extremely close. While 
it has been stated by Department offi¬ 
cials that section 22 is applicable only to 
price supported commodities, a careful 
reading of the law will show that a spe¬ 
cial provision was added to make it ap¬ 
plicable to commodities covered by sec¬ 
tion 32, including meat and meat prod¬ 
ucts. 

In the opinion of the Committee, con¬ 
sideration should be given to permanent 
legislation which would require the in¬ 
voking of the provisions of section 22, 
where imports are a contributing factor 
to the surplus. 

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE 

The bill includes $97,656,000 for fiscal 
year 1965 for research, including $4,921,- 
300 for marketing research. The amount 
recommended is an increase of $1,222,- 
925 over 1964 and a reduction of $5,418,- 
875 in the budget estimate. The increase 
is provided to cover mandatory pay in¬ 
crease costs for the coming year for the 
regular ARS research program and for 
marketing research. 

Consistent with last year’s action, the 
Committee has again combined the funds 
for marketing research with the other 
research programs financed by this ap¬ 
propriation. As the demand for research 
continues to grow, it becomes increas¬ 
ingly difficult to clearly differentiate be¬ 
tween these two areas of research and 
to conduct the work under two separate 
agencies. This consolidation should pre¬ 
vent duplication and increase the effec¬ 
tiveness of the Department’s research ef¬ 
forts and should make it possible to do 
more research with the same amount of 
money. The sum of $662,000 of the pro¬ 
posed budget reduction for marketing 
research has been restored, as discussed 
earlier in the report. 

As noted earlier, $264,000 has been re¬ 
stored to this appropriation to continue 
the operation of 12 field research stations 
proposed to be eliminated by the Budget. 
Offsetting savings can be made by elimi¬ 
nation of work done by transfer of funds 

from the Agency for International De¬ 
velopment. 

For plant and animal disease and pest 
control, the Committee recommends an 
appropriation of $65,255,000 for the next 
fiscal year, an increase of $937,000 over 
1964 and a decrease of $400,000 in- the 
budget. The entire increase is required 
to meet mandatory pay increase costs in 
fiscal year 1965. 

The amount allowed includes increases 
of $200,000 for plant and animal 
quarantine inspection at ports of en¬ 
try, and $600,000 for enforcement of 
the Virus-Serum-Toxin Actr and the In- 
secticide-Fungicide-Rodenticide Act. It 
also provides $200,000 to be used on a SO¬ 
SO matching basis to help meet the seri¬ 
ous infestation of boll weevil in Texas 
and New Mexico through a Federal-State 
cooperative approach. These increases 
will be offset by proposed budget de¬ 
creases of $1 million for other eradica¬ 
tion activities which can be curtailed at 
this time. 

Since 1962, the Federal Government 
has spent some $6,300,000 for screw- 
worm eradication in the Southwest. 
During this same period, the State of 
Texas spent aproximately $2,700,000, 
plus some services in kind, and the 
livestock producers and sportsmen in the 
area spent in excess of $3,200,000—a 
total of $5,900,000 from local sources, 
plus extra services. According to latest 
reports, the program has been fully 
effective and the screw-worm had been 
eradicated from the entire area. It has 
been proposed to establish a buffer zone 
of several hundred miles south of the 
Mexican border to prevent reinfestation 
by migrant flies from Mexico at an an¬ 
nual cost of around $5,500,000. It has 
been further proposed that the Federal 
Government finance the entire cost, in 
lieu of the 50-50 matching arrangement 
in effect since 1962. 

The committee recognizes the value of 
a buffer zone as proposed. It recognizes 
the threat of reinfestation from Mexico, 
whether it be screw-worms, fruit-flies, 
citrus blackflies or any similar insect 
pests. However, it does not feel that the 
Federal Government should provide the 
full cost of supporting such a buffer zone. 
It recommends, therefore, that the ex¬ 
ecutive branch explore the possibility of 
establishing a joint program with Mexico 
to provide the necessary protection. 

The full budget estimate of $2,750,000 
for screwworm eradication in the South¬ 
west has been retained in the bill for 
1965, should it be needed. The language 
in the bill, however, requires full match¬ 
ing for $2,500,000 of this amount by ob¬ 
taining funds from the States affected as 
well as other local sources. In the event 
a major program should be reinstituted, 
a sum of $250,000 may be used without 
matching to make spot checks and meet 
isolated outbreaks as may be necessary. 

For meat inspection an appropriation 
of $30,454,000 is proposed for next year. 
This is an increase of $2,558,000 over 
1964 and a decrease of $383,000 in the 
budget request. The increase includes 
$697,000 for mandatory pay increases 
plus $861,000 for reclassifications of non- 
veterinary meat inspectors under Civil 
Service Commission standards. The 1964 
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supplemental estimate of $90,000 for re¬ 
classification will not be needed since the 
funds cannot likely be made available 
prior to the close of the 1964 fiscal year. 
In the future, reclassifications and other 
actions requiring additional funds should 
not be initiated by the Department by 
change in job classification or otherwise 
without prior approval by the Congress. 

An increase of $1 million has also been 
included to provide for 100 additional 
meat inspectors required to handle the 
ever-increasing demands for this manda¬ 
tory inspection service. Due to the con¬ 
stant dispersal of meatpacking estab¬ 
lishments to areas closer to the source 
of supply, the number of plants and cities 
and towns in which located continues to 
increase. 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

Soil conservation assistance is being 
provided for an increasing number of 
soil conservation districts each year. 
With only a few exceptions, most of the 
Nation is now organized into such dis¬ 
tricts. As of June 30, 1962, 2,929 dis¬ 
tricts had been established and the num¬ 
ber increased to 2,942 as of June 30, 1963. 
It is estimated that they will increase to 
2,972 by the end of fiscal year 1964 and 
3,000 by June 30, 1965. 

An appropriation of $100,511,000 is 
recommended for fiscal year 1965, an in¬ 
crease of $2,585,000 over 1964 and 
$1,761,000 over the budget request. The 
increase over 1964 includes $1,815,000 to 
cover the mandatory pay act costs in 
1965 plus $770,000 to provide technical 
assistance to the 28 new districts ex¬ 
pected to be organized in the coming 
fiscal year. 

The amount recommended by the 
Committee for next year restores pro¬ 
posed budget reductions with a directive 
to the Department to eliminate work for 
the Agency for International Develop¬ 
ment in sufficient amount to offset the 
funds and manpower needed for this far 
more essential work. 

The additional funds of $770,000 to 
provide technical assistance to the new 
soil conservation districts to be formed 
next year are essential if we are to con¬ 
tinue to encourage new areas not yet or¬ 
ganized to come into the soil and water 
conservation program of the Nation. In 
certain States such as Missouri and sev¬ 
eral Far Western States, local conditions 
resulted in a delay in organizing districts 
and entering the program. To fail to 
provide funds for these areas as they 
are ready to take their place in the na¬ 
tional program would be unfair to those 
areas which have not been able to or¬ 
ganize sooner. 

For watershed protection, the full 
budget estimate of $65,848,000 is pro¬ 
vided in the bill for the coming year, an 
increase of $2,401,000 over 1964. Of the 
increase, $428,000 is required to meet 
mandatory pay act costs in 1965. The 
balance is recommended for river basin 
surveys and installation of works of im¬ 

provement in Public Law 566 watersheds. 
The 1965 budget proposed a reduction 

of $1,025,000 for small watershed plan¬ 
ning. This reduction would have re¬ 
duced the staff of technical experts and 
aids currently engaged in watershed 
planning by about 110 positions and 
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would have resulted in the completion of 
22 less project work plans in 1965 than 
in 1964. 

The committee has restored this pro¬ 
posed cut in planning, as outlined earlier 
in this report, and has included specific 
language in the bill to provide $5,524,000 
for watershed planning next year, the 
same amount as authorized for 1964, plus 
day increases. Offsetting reductions in 
work financed from AID have also been 
directed in this instance. 

For flood prevention, the fiscal year 
1964 level of operations are recom¬ 
mended again for fiscal year 1965. Ac¬ 
cordingly, an appropriation of $25,423,- 
000 is included in the bill for 1965. As 
has been discussed earlier in this report, 
the committee cannot agree to the pro¬ 
posed budget reductions for the various 
soil conservation programs of the De¬ 
partment which contribute so much to 
the future strength of this Nation. Re¬ 
ductions in soil conservation work for 
other countries of the world through the 
Agency for International Development 
should be made by the Department to 
offset the amount of the restoration for 
this program. 

Interest in participating in the Great 
Plains conservation program has contin¬ 
ued to increase. Applications for pro¬ 
gram assistance received in the fiscal 
year 1963 totaled 3,885. As of July 1, 
1963, the Service has 4,110 unserviced 
applications on hand as compared with 
3,855 at the end of 1962. There were 
2,852 new cost-share contracts covering 
5,051,330 acres signed in the fiscal year 
1963 as compared with 2,450 covering 
4,950,101 acres during 1962. 

The bill includes $14,176,000 for fiscal 
year 1965, an increase of $564,000 over 
1964 and a decrease of $568,000 in the 
budget request. The increase includes 
$64,000 for mandatory pay costs in 1965, 
plus $500,000 for cost-sharing assistance 
to participating farmers and ranchers. 

The 1964 appropriation of $1,496,000 
is again recommended for resource con¬ 
servation and development, a reduction 
of $548,000 in the budget request. In 
addition, an unobligated balance of $1,- 
075,000 of the 1964 appropriation will 
carry forward into next year, which will 
make a total of $2,571,000 available in 
1965. The proposed reduction for re¬ 
source investigation and planning will 
provide an additional $281,000 for re¬ 
source development and technical serv¬ 
ices. 

STATISTICAL REPORTING SERVICE 

The committee recommends the full 
budget estimate of $11,431,000 for the 
next fiscal year, an increase of $840,100 
over 1964. The increase includes 
$187,000 for mandatory pay act costs in 
1965, $62,500 to meet the full annual 
cost of cattle-on-feed reports initiated 
last year, and $590,600 to continue the 
long-range program for the improve¬ 
ment of the crop and livestock estimates 
begun in fiscal year 1961. In 1965 it is 
expected that enumerative surveys will 
be expanded to all continental States 
except California and Oregon which will 
remain on a pilot basis. 

The amount recommended for 1965 
includes sufficient funds to restore the 
proposed budget elimination of $94,000 

for consumer surveys. In the opinion 
of the committee this work, which re¬ 
lates to research on market quality, 
standardization of processed products, 
and utilization, is extremely valuable to 
the Nation’s consumers and should be 
continued. Offsetting reductions should 
be made in work done for the Agency 
for International Development, as out¬ 
lined earlier in this report. 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

The bill for the coming fiscal year in¬ 
cludes $39,389,000 for marketing serv¬ 
ices, an increase of $2,196,400 over 1964 
and a net decrease of $126,125 in the 
budget estimate. The increase includes 
$896,400 to meet mandatory pay act 
costs in 1965, $135,000 to complete the 
modernization of the market news leased 
wire service and to meet the cost of in¬ 
creased teletype rates, $665,000 to cover 
the reclassification of nonveterinarian 
poultry inspectors based on revised civil 
service standards, and $500,000 to pro¬ 
vide 56 additional poultry inspectors to 
handle increased mandatory poultry in¬ 
spection workload in the coming year. 
The 1964 supplemental request of 
$173,000 for reclassifications has not 
been included. As pointed out for meat 
inspection, the committee feels that fu¬ 
ture reclassifications and other actions 
requiring additional funds should have 
advance congressional review. 

The Poultry Products Inspection Act 
of 1957 requires the Department to in¬ 
spect for wholesomeness all poultry mov¬ 
ing in interstate or foreign commerce. 
The law was enacted primarily to protect 
consumers against diseased and other¬ 
wise unwholesome meat. Since enact¬ 
ment of this law, the number and capac¬ 
ity of plants and evisceration lines in 
plants requiring inspection service have 
reflected substantial growth, as have the 
pounds of product inspected. Although 
production may fluctuate from season 
to season because of low prices, the gen¬ 
eral trend is continuing upward—at a 
rate of about 6 to 7 percent estimated for 
1965. 

The increase of $135,000 recommended 
for the market news leased wire service 
includes $60,000 to cover increased rates 
which will go into effect in 1964 based on 
authorization of the Federal Communi¬ 
cations Commission on May 29,1963, and 
$75,000 to complete modernization of 
equipment to increase transmission speed 
and realine circuits serving the south¬ 
eastern and gulf “coast areas. This is 
expected to complete the modernization 
program begun in 1962. 

Payments to States and possessions. 
The 1964 appropriation of $1,500,000 is 
recommended again for 1965. This is an 
increase of $75,000 over the budget re¬ 
quest as outlined earlier in this report. 

With these additional funds, the De¬ 
partment should study the needs for ad¬ 
ditional market news services on a 
matching-fund basis resulting from the 
decentralization of reporting from large 
central markets to the smaller markets 
closer to the production areas. In this 
connection, consideration should be 
given to installing some type of livestock 
market news reporting in Idaho, where 
no service exists at present. Also grain 
market news reporting begun in Mis¬ 
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souri in 1961 should be continued on an 
experimental basis looking forward to 
regular financing in future years. 

The special milk program is aimed pri¬ 
marily at increasing the consumption of 
fluid milk by children. Nonprofit schools 
of high school grade and under, all non¬ 
profit summer camps and child-care in¬ 
stitutions devoted to the care and train¬ 
ing of children, are eligible to participate 
in the program. 

A total of 438 needy schools serving 
more than 13,600 children participated 
and consumed approximately 6.2 million 
half pints of milk under the limited ex¬ 
perimental program of special assist¬ 
ance. 

The committee recommends the full 
budget estimate of $99,831,000 for 1965 
and concurs in the budget proposal to 
finance the program next year by a 
transfer of funds from section 32. This 
action is not to be considered a precedent 
for future years, however, since section 
32 funds must be kept available to pre¬ 
vent market surpluses and price declines 
of agricultural commodities as the need 
arises. 

The committee proposes a direct ap¬ 
propriation of $146,400,000 for the school 
lunch program, plus the transfer of $45 
million from section 32 funds for the 
purchase of meats and other foods 
needed to provide balanced school 
lunches. This is an increase of $9,784,000 
over 1964 and a decrease of $1,210,000 in 
the budget request. 

For a number of years, the committee 
has felt that funds for this program 
should increase as the number of chil¬ 
dren participating in the program in¬ 
creases. Last year the appropriation 
was computed on a fixed amount per 
meal for the first time. The committee 
has followed the same procedure again 
this year in determining the amount of 
the appropriation recommended for fis¬ 
cal year 1965. 

In fiscal year 1962 a total of 2.4 billion 
school lunches were served. This in¬ 
creased to nearly 2.6 billion in 1963 and 
is expected to exceed 2.7 billion in 1964. 
It is estimated that 2.886 billion meals 
will be served in 1965. At an average of 
5 cents per meal, $144,300,000 will be 
required for cash reimbursements and 
section 6 purchases during the 1965 
school year, plus $2,100,000 for adminis¬ 
trative expenses, a total of $146,400,000. 
This amount has been included in the 
bill. No funds have been earmarked to 
initiate special cash assistance to needy 
schools. 

Last year the Congress approved lan¬ 
guage to permit the use of section 32 
funds for activities which would help to 
increase consumption of farm commodi¬ 
ties and thereby reduce the demands for 
purchases through this fund and reduce 
the investment of Commodity Credit 
Corporation funds in commodity inven¬ 
tories. The 1964 Appropriation Act also 
provided authority to include a similar 
provision in future appropriation bills 
in an amount not to exceed $25 million. 

Pursuant to this authority, the com¬ 
mittee has provided for the use of $25 
million of section 32 funds in fiscal year 
1965 for the following research programs 
which should help to increase consump- 
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tion by reducing the cost of production 
and increasing the utilization of agri¬ 
culture commodities. 

The sum of $3 million has been allowed 
for research on tobacco and pesticides 
as discussed earlier. 

The sum of $1,200,000 is provided for 
staffing 15 new research laboratories in 
various parts of the country, which were 
previously funded and are now ready for 
operation, based on a budget estimate 
included for this purpose under the Agri¬ 
cultural Research Service. The estimate 
has been excluded from the Agricultural 
Research Service research appropria¬ 
tion. 

A total of $18,800,000 has been in¬ 
cluded under this heading for expanded 
research on cost of production and util¬ 
ization of agricultural products. This is 
in keeping with increases allowed in re¬ 
cent years to expand research designed 
to deal with the problems of agricul¬ 
tural surpluses. A number of additional 
pressing research needs were brought to 
the attention of the committee during 

\its hearing this year, including research 
on florieultural and horticultural crops, 
pecans, avian leukosis and other poultry 
diseases, special problems of swine, 
strawberries, blueberries and grapes, 
forage crops, York spot disease of apples, 
soybean production, sugar, sugarbeets 
and sugarcane, cotton, com, wool and 
mohair, biological control of pests and 
insects, soil and water conservation, 
cereal leaf beetle, coffee harvesting, and 
many others. The Department is ex¬ 
pected to give attention to these essen¬ 
tial research needs in the allocation of 
these funds next year. 

The committee has included $250,000 
for alterations and improvements at the 
Foot-and-Mouth Laboratory at Plum 
Island, $850,000 for construction and re¬ 
modeling of facilities at the Beltsville 
Research Center, and $450,000 for re¬ 
placement of sugarbeet, pasture and 
range research facilities at Fort Collins, 
Colo. These amounts are provided in 
lieu of budget requests for these pur¬ 
poses presented under the Agricultural 
Research Service. 

Pursuant to an agreement entered 
into by the House and Senate conferees 
at the time the 1964 agriculture appro¬ 
priation bill was adopted last December, 
not to exceed $450,000 of section 32 funds 
is authorized for the establishment of 
a research facility in Georgia to be used 
to house the peanut shelling research 
work now underway at Dawson and to 
bring together the peanut research on 
production and marketing now being 
conducted at various locations in 
Georgia, if desirable. It has been agreed 
that this laboratory will not do any pea¬ 
nut “quality” research. 

Based on a last-minute agreement of 
the conferees last December, the 1964 
bill included $9,500,000 for the construc¬ 
tion of a new Southeastern Research 
Laboratory which has been located at 
Athens, Ga. It was fully agreed by the 
conferees at that time that this labora¬ 
tory would not do any peanut quality re¬ 
search, for which additional funds were 
provided at the New Orleans Laboratory, 
and that it would not undertake research 
which would displace work being done at 

the other four major utilization labora¬ 
tories. 

For expenses, Agricultural Stabiliza¬ 
tion and Conservation Service, an ap¬ 
propriation of $105,602,000 is included 
for fiscal year 1965, a decrease of $8,- 
960,000 in the budget estimate. The 
amount recommended is a net increase 
of $1,231,500 over the 1964 appropria¬ 
tion. However, it is a decrease of $12,- 
368,500 when the 1964 deficiency of $13,- 
600,000 for administering the 1964 feed 
grain program is taken into considera¬ 
tion. 

Two items of increase have been al¬ 
lowed for 1965. An amount of $1,761,415 
has been included for mandatory pay 
act costs in 1965. Also, $1,835,631 has 
been allowed to correct an imbalance be¬ 
tween appropriated funds and funds 
transferred for Commodity-Credit func¬ 
tions, with an offsetting reduction in the 
CCC transfer. The two increases are 
partially offset by a decrease of $2,365,- 
546 due to economies in administering 
the conservation reserve and agricultural 
conservation programs. 

No additional funds have been allowed 
for administering the feed grain and 
wheat stabilization programs for 1965. 
The amounts needed for these purposes 

cannot be accurately estimated until the 
effect of recent legislation on future fund 
requirements can be fully determined. 

The committee recommends an appro¬ 
priation of $86,400,000 for the sugar act 
program, an increase of $8,400,000 over 
1964 and a decrease of $1,100,000 in the 
budget estimate. The 1964 supplemen¬ 
tal estimate of $6,400,000 contained in 
House Document No. 203, dated January 
21,1964, has not been included in the bill. 

Total sugar production in the 1964 crop 
year covered by this appropriation is 
estimated at 6,490,000 tons, the same 
quantity as produced in the 1963 crop 
year. The increase for 1965 will be used 
to make payments for increased produc¬ 
tion in 1963 in the continental sugar beet 
and cane areas. 

For the agricultural conservation pro¬ 
gram, an appropriation of $225 million 
the full budget estimate, is recommended 
for 1965 to make payments earned under 
the program authorized in the 1964 bill 
and to honor a small balance of unpaid 
1963 commitments not fully covered by 
the 1964 appropriation. Amounts due 
under this program are legal commit¬ 
ments and funds must be provided to pay 
all contracts entered into. 

The committee has also restored the 
1965 program authorization to the regu¬ 
lar level of $220 million—plus $30 million 
for administration under-the heading 
“Expenses, ASCS.” Almost every year 
in recent yea,rs, Congress has been re¬ 
quired to restore budget cuts in this item. 

In the opinion of the majority of the 
members of the committee, the funds 
expended through this program return 
to the Nation the greatest possible con¬ 
servation benefits. Further, this pro¬ 
gram provides the best possible means of 
meeting local conservation needs in all 
areas of the country. It is far more ef¬ 
fective than many other approaches 
adopted in recent years. 

Apparently the Bureau of the Budget 
and others who do not support this pro- 
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gram are not aware of the important 
part it plays in building terraces, water¬ 
ways and erosion control structures and 
in financing other conservation practices 
as an integral part of the extremely ef¬ 
fective and successful Public Law 566 
small watershed program. Without the 
ACP cost-sharing program, the small wa¬ 
tershed program could not operate satis¬ 
factorily. Further, the ACP finances 
some 1,200 soil conservation technicians 
who provide assistance to soil conserva¬ 
tion districts and the small watershed 
program, in addition to furnishing tech¬ 
nical assistance for this program. The 
proposed reduction of $100 million would 
have eliminated an estimated 555 of 
these soil conservation technicians. 

An appropriation of $194 million is 
proposed to meet conservation reserve 
contract commitments in 1965. This is 
a reduction of $100 million below 1964 
and is $4 million below the budget re¬ 
quest. 

The decrease in this program is due to 
a reduction in annual rental payments 
in 1965 as a result of the expiration of 
83,543 contracts covering 6,719,915 acres 
previously withheld from production. 

The Food and Agriculture Act of 1962 
authorized the Secretary to carry out a 
pilot program to determine how land not 
needed for crop production can best be 
used for conserving and developing soil, 
water, forests, wildlife, and recreational 
resources. 

Because this program appears to be a 
miniature soil bank under a new name, 
the committee made a special investiga¬ 
tion of its operations during the past 
year. A number of operational weak¬ 
nesses were found, including: first, lack 
of documentation of land ownership and 
eligibility; second, failure to require that 
practices be carried out on acres covered 
by contract; third, lack of consideration 
of economic feasibility; fourth, cost¬ 
sharing payments on earth moving on 
horseshoe, badminton, basketball, base¬ 
ball, and tennis courts; fifth, lack of 
limits on cost-sharing payments with 
possible cost per acre in excess of value 
of land; and sixth, failure to require that 
recreational facilities be made available 
to public. 

Though the Department has under¬ 
taken to correct these deficiencies, the 
committee feels that the program should 
be continued on an experimental basis 
and should not be expanded beyond the 
level of the 1963 program. Accordingly, 
it recommends an appropriation of 
$7,200,000 for 1965, the same amount as 
expended for the 1963 program. This 
is a reduction of $2,800,000 in the budget 
estimate. 

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION 

The committee recommends the full 
budget estimate of $365 million for elec¬ 
trification loans, including a contingency 
reserve of $90 million. This is a re¬ 
duction of $60 million below the electri¬ 
fication loan funds authorized for 1964. 
While the budget proposed a single con¬ 
tingency fund for both electrification 
and telephone loans, a separate con¬ 
tingency reserve has been established for 
each program. 

For the telephone loan program, the 
bill for 1965 includes the same amount 
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as provided for 1964, $70 million. The 
increase of $7 million in the budget re¬ 
quest has been placed in a separate con¬ 
tingency reserve for telephone loan pur¬ 
poses. 

The number of telephone subscribers 
being served by REA borrowers has reg¬ 
ularly been increasing by more than 100,- 
000 per year, and this is expected to con¬ 
tinue. In addition, there is a rapidly 
developing demand for a grade of service 
better than the old eight-party line. 
This has led REA to recommend four- 
party flat rate rural service as Jhe pre¬ 
ferred standard, and in response to the 
demand, many borrowers are forecasting 
and developing systems to provide one- 
or two-party service in rural areas. The 
requirement for upgrading of service is 
expected to lead to an increase in loan 
applications in 1964 and 1965. 

The Administrator of REA is to be 
commended for his cooperation in for¬ 
mulating and issuing • regulations in 
accord with the directives in last year’s 
reports of the House and Senate com¬ 
mittees. In connection with last year’s 
report of this committee, it should be 
clearly understood that the directives 
contained therein were intended to apply 
to generation and transmission loans to 
G. & T. cooperatives and not to relatively 
small transmission loans to distribution 
cooperatives. The regulations issued 
pursuant to these directives should be 
interpreted and administered on this 
basis. 

The committee feels that loan funds 
provide to REA should not be used for 
power generation loans where the feasi¬ 
bility is based solely on the cheaper 
power rate resulting from the lower 
interest rate paid by REA cooperatives 
than is available to private investor 
companies unless essential to get area 
coverage at reasonable rates. 

In connection with section 5 loans, the 
majority of the committee feels that the 
REA should investigate each request 
prior to approval to see that the applica¬ 
tion is for purposes directly related to 
the distribution, generation, or trans¬ 
mission of electrical energy. 

In evaluating the place of REA in the 
rural electrification industry, it is impor¬ 
tant that a few significant facts be kept 
in mind: 

First. The Nation as a whole used 761,- 
380 million kilowatt-hours of electric¬ 
ity in 1960. This is expected to increase 
to 2,692,650 million kilowatt-hours by 
1980—an increase of over three times. 

Second. The REA-financed systems 
serve only 8 percent of the consumers 
and receive only 5 percent of the reve¬ 
nues. They operate only 1 percent of the 
generating capacity and sell only 4 per¬ 
cent of the kilowatt-hours. 

Third. The REA-financed systems 
serve an average of 3.3 consumers per 
mile as compared to 33.2 consumers per 
mile on commercial utility lines. REA 
borrowers have a gross annual revenue 
of $460 per mile of line compared to 
$7,164 gross annual revenue per mile of 
commercial companies. 

Fourth. During fiscal year 1963 REA 
cooperatives used a total of 37,518 million 
kilowatt-hours of eletctric energy. Of 
this total only 6,597 million kilowatt- 

hours—approximately 17 percent—were 
generated by REA-G. & T. cooperatives. 
Nearly one-half of the balance—14,393 
million kilowatt-hours—was purchased 
from commercial power suppliers. The 
rest—16,259 million kilowatt-hours— 
came from municipal and other publicly 
owned suppliers. 

Fifth. Of the approximately 1,000 REA 
borrowers, only 1 is delinquent in an 
amount of $55,000, and this amount is 
being steadily reduced. 

An appropriation of $11,641,000 is pro¬ 
posed for the administrative expenses of 
the REA program in fiscal year 1965. 
This is an increase of $492,000 over 1964 
and $213,000 over the budget request. 
The increase over 1964 includes $242,000 
for mandatory pay act costs next year, 
plus $250,000 to make the necessary addi¬ 
tional surveys required by last year’s di¬ 
rectives and to process the loan applica¬ 
tions without undue delay. With this 
increase, there should be no reason for 
any delay in processing applications due 
to additional surveys and reviews re¬ 
quired. 

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 

Pursuant to the Consolidated Farm¬ 
ers Home Administration Act of 1961, 
a direct loan account was established in 
fiscal year 1962. Collections of princi¬ 
pal and interest on loans outstanding 
are deposited in the direct loan account 
and are available for principal and in¬ 
terest payments on borrowings from the 
Secretary of the Treasury and for mak¬ 
ing additional loans for (a) farmowner- 
ship, (b) soil and water conservation, 
and (c) operating purposes. Such loans 
may be made only in such amounts as 
may be authorized in annual appropri¬ 
ation acts. 

As of the end of fiscal year 1964, it is 
estimated that this account will have a 
balance on hand of $113,300,000. Esti¬ 
mated collections in fiscal year 1965 of 
$339,619,000 will make a total available 
of $452,919,000 for 1965 loan purposes. 

The bill includes authority to use up 
to $360 million of this total for loans dur¬ 
ing the coming fiscal year, $60 million 
for real estate loans and $300 million 
for operating loans. These are the same 
amounts as were provided for fiscal year 
1964. Of the funds provided for oper¬ 
ating loans, $50 million has been placed 
in a contingency reserve, to be released 
by the Bureau of the Budget as may be¬ 
come necessary to meet the needs of the 
program during the year. 

For salaries and expenses, the com¬ 
mittee recommends an appropriation 
of $39,544,000 for the coming year, an 
increase of $1,500,100 over 1964 and a 
decrease of $640,000 in the budget re¬ 
quest. The increase includes $1 million 
for mandatory pay act costs in 1965 and 
$500,100 to meet the increasing work¬ 
load resulting from the new programs 
assigned to this agency by law. 

In addition, the committee has re¬ 
stored language in the bill which author¬ 
izes the use of not to exceed $500,000 
of the funds available for the various 
new programs administered by this 
agency for the employment of tempo¬ 
rary personnel to meet unusual or heavy 
workload increases. 

New responsibilities in the field of fi¬ 
nancing shifts in land use, recreational 
enterprises, rental housing for senior 
citizens in rural areas, farm labor hous¬ 
ing, assistance to disadvantaged rural 
youth and under other authorities of 
the Farmers Home Administration re¬ 
quire new skills and additional man¬ 
power, particularly at the field level. 
With low income farm borrowers, it is 
particularly important to provide good 
technical supervision and assistance 
coupled with needed credit, if the bor¬ 
rower is to become successfully estab¬ 
lished. The complicated financial man¬ 
agement problems of many applicants 
require more skill and more effort today 
that formerly was the case. 

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION 

The committee recommends a total of 
$10,580,000 for administrative and op¬ 
erating expenses during fiscal year 1965, 
$6,942,000 by direct appropriation and 
$3,638,000 from premium income. This 
is a net increase of $131,000 over 1964 
and a reduction of $11,000 in the budget 
request. The increase proposed includes 
$103,000 for mandatory pay act costs for 
1965 and $28,000 to cover increased rental 
costs in Washington. 

The General Services Administration 
has determined that the rental rate for 
space occupied by the Federal Crop In¬ 
surance Corporation in Washington shall 
be increased, effective July 1, 1964, from 
$2.10 per square foot to $4.14 per square 
foot. GSA advises that this rate is equal 
to the cost that a commercial landlord 
would bear, excluding profit. 

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 

An appropriation of $1,724,000,000, the 
full budget estimate, is proposed in the 
bill to restore a portion of the capital im¬ 
pairment of the Corporation for fiscal 
year 1963. This is $975,400,000 less than 
the funds carried in the 1964 Appropria¬ 
tion Act. 

As discussed earlier, the reduction in 
this item is due to a change in policy by 
the Bureau of the Budget. Instead of re¬ 
questing sufficient funds to fully reim¬ 
burse the Corporation for 1963 capital 
impairment, only a partial restoration 
was included in the budget estimate for 
this purpose. The amount requested and 
recommended in the bill is the total 
deemed by the Department to be suffi¬ 
cient, when supplemented with cash re¬ 
ceipts from the sale of commodities in 
CCC inventory, to meet the Corporation’s 
obligation during the coming fiscal year 
to finance price supports, exports, supply 
and related programs. 

The committee has approved budget 
language which will avoid increasing fu¬ 
ture appropriation requests by accumu¬ 
lated interest charges on realized losses 
not restored currently. This change will 
have the effect of terminating at the 
close of each fiscal year, beginning with 
the fiscal year 1964, interest on borrow¬ 
ings from the Treasury in an amount 
equivalent to the realized losses sustained 
by the Corporation d) during the fiscal 
year 1964 and succeeding fiscal years, 
and (2) in prior fiscal years, for which 
the Corporation has not been reimbursed 
by appropriation. Interest would con¬ 
tinue to be charged on borrowings for 
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losses sustained during a particular fiscal 
year but not after the end of that fiscal 
year. This would limit interest expenses 
to borrowings for current operations and 
would avoid increasing future appropria¬ 
tion requests by interest charges result¬ 
ing solely from deferral of reimburse¬ 
ment to the Corporation for realized 
costs and losses applicable to past opera¬ 
tions. 

The committee wishes to point out 
again this year that a major portion of 
the funds expended by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation for price support and 
related activities go to nonfarm groups, 
including warehousemen, transportation 
companies, exporters, consumers, and 
others. A review of the major elements 
of cost for the past 5 years shows that 
the percentage of CCC payments to non¬ 
farm groups has run 58 to 59 percent in 4 
of the last 5 years. 

The committee recommends the 
budget estimate of $37,351,000 for ad¬ 
ministrative expenses of the Corporation 
in the coming year. This is a decrease 
of $4,299,000 below fiscal year 1964. 

The officials of the Corporation and 
the Agricultural Stabilization and.Con¬ 
servation Service are to be commended 
for their outstanding administrative rec¬ 
ord and for the many operating savings 
and economies they have made in recent 
years. Despite salary raises and other 
increased costs, the amount authorized 
for administration of CCC has decreased 
from $45,726,000 in fiscal year 1961 to the 
recommendation of $37,351,000 for next 
year. 

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

A number of statutes provide for the 
facilities of the Commodity Credit Corpo¬ 
ration to be used in carrying out pro¬ 
grams for the exportation of surplus 
agricultural commodities and authorize 
appropriations to reimburse the Corpo¬ 
ration for costs incurred in connection 
with such programs. 

Prior to fiscal year 1962, the Corpora¬ 
tion was reimbursed for the costs of these 
activities by appropriations subsequent 
to incurrence of the costs. Beginning in 
the fiscal year 1962, the Congress added 
funds to place these activities on a pay- 
as-you-go basis, appropriating for esti¬ 
mated costs in fiscal year 1962. Sub¬ 
sequent bills have included funds for 
each ensuing fiscal year on the same 
basis as for other programs of the De¬ 
partment. 

The bill for fiscal year 1965 includes a 
total of $1,887,453,000 to finance the ac¬ 
tivities under Public Law 480, $1,612 
million for title I sales for foreign cur¬ 
rencies, $220,453,000 for emergency 
famine relief under title II, and $55 mil¬ 
lion for long-term supply contracts au¬ 
thorized by title IV. The total recom¬ 
mended is an increase of $167,487,000 
over 1964 and a reduction of $327,547,000 
in the budget request. 

The amount provided for sales for for¬ 
eign currencies includes $612 million to 
cover unreimbursed prior year costs and 
$1 billion estimated 1965 costs. The ap¬ 
propriation proposed for emergency 
famine relief provides $20,453,000 for un¬ 
reimbursed prior year costs plus $200 
million for the 1965 program. 

Under the long-term supply contract 
program—title TV—the foreign govern¬ 
ments contract to repay the United 
States in agreed installments. Such fu¬ 
ture repayments, including interest 
specified in the agreements, are deducted 
from the appropriation request. In ef¬ 
fect, the appropriation covers only the 
difference between the cost of shipments 
and the export market value which is es¬ 
tablished at time of the agreement, plus 
the differential on the U.S.-flag vessels 
over the foreign-flag vessels and interest 
expense not charged to foreign govern¬ 
ments. This latter item is the difference 
between CCC interest cost and the in¬ 
terest rate specified in the agreement. 
The Government then must look to the 
future for recovery of costs due from 
foreign governments which are financed 
by the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

The matter of extra cost of shipping 
agricultural commodities in U.S. ships 
has become a major issue in view of the 
large sipments of goods under Public 
Law 480. This also became a primary 
consideration in negotiating agreements 
for sales of wheat to Soviet countries. 
While the committee recognizes the need 
to protect the American Merchant Ma¬ 
rine, it does not feel that this should be 
allowed to interfere unduly with agri¬ 
cultural sales abroad. Further, it does 
not feel that the Department of Agri¬ 
culture should be expected to carry the 
extra costs involved in the difference be¬ 
tween world shipping rates and Ameri- 
can-flag carrier rates. 

The Department is requested to look 
into the possibility of paying the extra 
cost of such shipments in U.S. vessels 
from foreign currencies available in 
those countries in which Public Law 480 
shipments are made. 

Information has also come to the com¬ 
mittee’s attention which may possibly in¬ 
dicate that foreign currency sales under 
Public Law 480 are being made to certain 
foreign countries which displace regular 
dollar sales. Attention is directed to 
those provisions of Public Law 480 which 
require that title I sales be “in excess 
of the usual marketings of such com¬ 
modities.” In the opinion of the com¬ 
mittee, agreements under Public Law 480 
which would in any way displace U.S. 
dollar sales should not be entered into. 
Normal commercial oversea markets for 
U.S. agricultural production should 
never intentionally be sacrificed for in¬ 
ternational political reasons. 

For the International Wheat Agree¬ 
ment, the full budget estimate of $31,- 
838,000 is approved for fiscal year 1965, 
a reduction of $54,380,000 below the 1964 
appropriation. The amount approved 
includes $31,659,000 for prior year un¬ 
reimbursed costs and $179,000 for esti¬ 
mated 1965 costs. 

It is estimated that, due to the dis¬ 
approval of wheat producers of market¬ 
ing quotas for the 1964 crop year, and 
substitution of a production certificate 
plan, the open market price will be closer 
to the competitive world price in fiscal 
year 1965 than in prior years. However, 
the final effect of the new wheat legisla¬ 
tion on wheat prices cannot be deter¬ 
mined at this time. The total shipments 
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in 1965 are expected to be about 120 mil¬ 
lion bushels and the quantities shipped 
by country will be in about the same 
proportion as in 1964. 

For bartered materials for supple¬ 
mental stockpile, the committee recom¬ 
mends an appropriation of $82,860,000 
for fiscal year 1965, the same as provided 
for fiscal year 1964. The amount recom¬ 
mended includes $39 million for unre¬ 
covered 1964 costs and $43,860,000 for 
the 1965 program. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to my col¬ 
league from North Carolina. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I should 
like to take this occasion to compliment 
the gentleman and all of his associates 
who helped prepare the report. I have 
rarely read a report by a committee of 
Congress that is more detailed or that 
contains more factual information, and 
in which the entire story of the agricul¬ 
tural programs and the problems of our 
country will be found. I am not com¬ 
menting on the bill at this time. I may 
not even agree with some of the things 
that are in the bill, but I do think a word 
of commendation is in order for those 
who painstakingly prepared such a de¬ 
tailed report which tells the whole story 
in one volume. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank 'my friend and colleague from 
North Carolina. 

May I say at this point that basically 
we attempted to live within the budget. 
But there were several things that we 
know were unsound. There were about 
12 or 14 research stations scattered 
throughout the United States that the 
budget eliminated. We have putLthose 
stations back into the bill. Heretofore 
our subcommittee has largely done that, 
but we did it by a general statement. 

But frequently our colleagues on the 
House side have had to do lots of ex¬ 
plaining as to how their local operations 
were being taken care of. For that rea¬ 
son this year we listed those stations that 
we restored so that our colleagues will 
know they are in here. After all It is 
only by research on agriculture that we 
have been able to turn 92 or 93 percent 
of us loose to do something else and have 
our high standard of living. 

Also may I say that the budget cut 
eliminated several marketing news serv¬ 
ice offices. I think there is nothing that 
helps orderly marketing more, and helps 
the consumer more than the knowledge 
to the farmer of where the market is 
short or where there is a given supply of 
a commodity, so that the fanner will 
know where to go. This is far better 
than going where the market is flooded 
and having to take practically nothing, 
in which case the consumer does not get 
the benefits. 

We have directed that these market¬ 
ing news services that were set for elim¬ 
ination be carried forward. 

Mr. Chairman, there are two major 
problems in addition to those which need 
immediate attention. There is that 
problem which faced this committee and 
the tobacco industry. This was one of 
the major problems, and may I say it 
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is my opinion that far too few people 
realize that this problem does not involve 
only a handful of farmers. This affects 
an $8 billion industry and is certainly 
worthy of consideration by the Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, any industry which 
pays such a vast amount of taxes as is 
paid by the tobacco industry is worthy 
of consideration and it, of course, affects 
millions and millions of consumers. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. Cooley], chairman 
of the House Committee on “Agricul¬ 
ture appeared and testified before our 
committee last year. We had many 
others to come before our committee, 
since we handle the appropriations for 
the Department of Agriculture. It was 
our purpose to see what could be done 
not only to protect the tobacco industry 
but to do what we could in behalf of he 
consumer. There are millions and mil¬ 
lions of people, of course, involved in to¬ 
bacco production and its use. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair¬ 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from Colorado. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I notice in 
the report on page 3 thereof, next to the 
last paragraph, there appears the fol¬ 
lowing: 

The net budget decrease of $135,675,716 
under “General activities" is largely due to 
(1) the proposal to finance the special milk 
program in fiscal year 1965 by transfer from 
section 32 funds in lieu of a direct appro¬ 
priation, and (2) a reduction in the appro¬ 
priation for the conservation reserve pro¬ 
gram which is due to expiration of 83,543 
contracts during the coming year. 

My question is this: When you go to 
the section 32 funds will there be a suffi¬ 
cient amount of money for the milk pro¬ 
gram to continue the school lunch pro¬ 
gram which has been in existence for 
quite some period of time? 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the 
gentleman from Colorado that the Bu¬ 
reau of the Budget recommended that 
the special milk fund, instead of requir¬ 
ing an appropriation, be taken out of 
section 32 funds. 

As the gentleman from Colorado will 
recall, section 32 provides that 30 per¬ 
cent of the import duties be set aside 
with reference to surpluses, primarily 
perishable goods. 

The only question involved here is the 
matter of the payment from those funds 
rather than from appropriated funds. 

Again, whether this is sufficient or not, 
we went along with the full budgeted 
amount. In many of these areas it is 
impossible to provide all of the money 
that everyone would like to have. I 
would say that insofar as the milk pro¬ 
gram is concerned, the average school 
lunch carries as much contribution per 
lunch for milk as there is for the balance 
of the items which make up the lunch 
program. 

Mr. Chairman, coming from a dairy 
area, I think that is fair. But the 
amount in the bill is the full amount sent 
to us by the Budget. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. 
Chairman, if the gentleman will yield 
further, the budgeted amount to which 
the gentleman refers- 

Mr. WHITTEN. Those are the budg¬ 
eted recommendations as to what it took 
to carry out the milk program. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The 
budgeted amount to which the gentle¬ 
man refers will permit a sufficient sum 
to be used from section 32 funds? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Well, may I go fur¬ 
ther and say that this action will not 
jeopardize section 32. As the gentleman 
will recall, there is authority to carry 
forward $300 million in any year plus 
any new amount which becomes avail¬ 
able. 

I have felt from time to time since I 
have been on the committee that the 
real value of section 32 is its provision 
to have a sufficient amount of funds so 
that announcement can be made that we 
will support this market. If you have 
enough money to do that and then an¬ 
nounce that you are going to do it, fre¬ 
quently they will not have to buy any 
because they realize that they will have 
to pay the proper price. But this will 
not jeopardize the section 32 program. 
We will have an ample carryover of 
funds. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. If the gen¬ 
tleman will yield further, I want to make 
sure that there will be a sufficient carry¬ 
over in the milk program, because there 
has been a great deal of propaganda 
throughout the country to the effect that 
if we do not step in here and provide 
sufficient funds, the milk program as it 
relates to school lunches is going to be 
hampered and there will not be sufficient 
funds to carry it out. 

I judge from the statement that the 
gentleman has made that depending 
upon the amount of money that may 
come out of section 32 that the adminis¬ 
trators are in a position, I would take 
it, to supply sufficient moneys for pur¬ 
chase of milk? 

Mr. WHITTEN. It is the opinion of 
the committee—and certainly it is my 
opinion—that we have ample funds here 
with which to take care of the program. 

There is no way to provide enough 
money for everybody to try to satisfy 
everybody. We think that the amount in 
the bill is sufficient. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, carry¬ 
ing the matter further. In respect to 
our colleague from Kentucky [Mr. 
Natcher] I say candidly that largely 
through his intercession the State of 
Kentucky has a new $4.5 million labora¬ 
tory which they have made available to 
the Department of Agriculture to go into 
this research on the tobacco question. 
For that reason the committee has gone 
along with the $1.5 million for research, 
calling on the Department to collaborate 
with the Department of Health, Educa¬ 
tion, and Welfare. This laboratory is 
next door to a medical research facility, 
which will be available also. 

I would-like to say also this does not 
preclude whatever may be done in the 
future. I have had one or two tele¬ 
grams from North Carolina in reference 
to this matter. The funds in this bill are 
sufficient for the utilization of all present 
facilities in order to meet this program. 

One of the other things that is dis¬ 
turbing to me is this: I remember tell¬ 
ing you some years ago that I spoke 
to a National Chemical Association meet¬ 
ing in California. I went out there, and 
it was in the papers that I was on the 
defense appropriations subcommittee. I 
received a wire from the mayor giving 
me the key to the city. I was there to 
speak to an agricultural chemical group. 
I was interviewed for 45 minutes on agri¬ 
culture. As they left, one of these fel¬ 
lows said, “We have had another fellow 
from Cape Canaveral.” The next day, 
instead of having a 45-minute interview 
on agriculture, they had my picture and 
my statement and down at the bottom 
it was stated I was there to speak to some 
farm group. That was mentioned in the 
morning. 

Then the afternoon paper came to me, 
and they wanted me to correct a situa¬ 
tion through their paper. They helped 
me write the story in the second instance, 
and in the afternoon instead of coming 
out with-the story on the farm problem 
they came out with an editorial that San 
Diego, Calif., is a great agricultural coun¬ 
try, and is not getting its fair share. 

The tragedy is those newspapers knew 
their readers were not interested. In re¬ 
cent weeks we have been reading every 
kind of scare story in the book about 
this, that, and various commodities. The 
headlines go much farther than the story 
underneath. 

If there Is anyone who wants to pro¬ 
tect American health it is the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture, but we also must 
protect the sources of food, clothing, and 
shelter for the American consumer. Our 
committee in this bill has provided $250,- 
000 for the Secretary of Agriculture to 
cooperate with Health, Education, and 
Welfare, first, to see that nothing is used 
that is harmful to the American people, 
and second, that they work together to 
see that we do not eliminate those things 
so essential to having a big supply of the 
finest and cheapest food that any nation ,rt 
ever had. 

We tried to meet that problem by ask¬ 
ing the Secretary to cooperate. We are 
calling on the other departments to co¬ 
operate fully. It is not within our con¬ 
trol to make them do that, but we have 
extended them a welcome hand, a co¬ 
operative hand, a hand with financing to 
carry on the Department’s share of the 
expenses, and we almost plead that they 
cooperate, realizing that here is not only 
the public health that we must protect 
but, on the other hand, we have as much 
obligation to protect our food, and if this 
is carried out I think it will mean much 
to our Nation. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. NELSEN. I would like to compli¬ 
ment the gentleman now in the well, and 
the committee, for the very fine report 
they have made. I am aware of the 
reference to soil conservation which ap¬ 
pears in the report, and the gentleman’s 
realization of the problems that have 
been existing. 



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 10972 
The other point I would like to refer 

to is on page 15 of the report. You refer 
to section 32 of Public Law 320 which 
permits the Government of the United 
States to purchase commodities in the 
event the farm income drops and funds 
are provided by a part of the tariff fee 
collection; is that not true? 

Mr. WHITTEN. That is true. 
Mr. NELSEN. It then goes on on 

page 16 and refers to the fact that: 
(a) Whenever the Secretary of Agricul¬ 

ture has reason to believe that any article 
or articles are being or are practically certain 
to be imported into the United States under 
such conditions and in such quantities as to 
render or tend to render ineffective, or ma¬ 
terially interfere with, any program or 
operation undertaken under this title * * *. 

Then under section 22, he shall advise 
the President and the President shall 
advise the Tariff Commission to make 
proper ihvestigation and, if, the findings 
are in favor of our American agriculture 
and if it is found and determined there 
is damage being done, then the President 
may then impose such fees as are neces¬ 
sary to eliminate the problem that does 
exist. 

The question I wish to ask is this. 
Would not the President have the au¬ 
thority under section 22, in view of this 
report, to take a hand in this beef import 
situation now? 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the 
gentleman, over the past 10 or 12 years 
I have tried to point out regularly that 
section 22 and its use in proper cases is 
absolutely essential if any farm program 
is to ever work. We have had difficulty 
in getting anybody to move in and use it. 

I would say that our committee with 
all its experience can only recommend 
and say what we think. I do think that 
section would call for a finding by the 
Department of Agriculture preceding the 
President’s action. But I do think our 
committee has gone as far as we can in 
pointing out in our opinion it has 
reached that point. But as a lawyer 
who has not practiced as a lawyer who 
has not practiced for a good while, may 
I say, that it would require a certain 
determination. But I think the facts 
are clearly evident that the determina¬ 
tions can be made. 

Mr. NELSEN. I would like to compli¬ 
ment the gentleman on his statement 
and I would also add that I personally 
appeared before the Tariff Commission 
and many other Members have because 
one of the problems, it seems to me, that 
is confronting our country today is the 
livestock industry and I believe the com¬ 
mittee rendered a service in bringing 
in a report with the information con¬ 
tained here and again I thank the gen¬ 
tleman in the well and the committee 
also. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I thank the gentle¬ 
man. ' 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr. BOLAND. An inquiry has been 
directed to me by John B. Randall Jr., 
manager of the egg marketing depart¬ 
ment of the Eastern States Fanners’ Ex¬ 
change, in my congressional district. It 
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concerns an item in this budget relative 
to research in the field of leukosis in 
poultry. Specifically, it refers to the 
Avian leukosis complex. I understand 
there is some $352,000 carried in this bill 
for this work. Mr. Leslie S. Hubbard 
appeared before your subcommittee and 
presented a very fine statement on this 
matter. It was his concern that this 
amount would not be sufficient to carry 
on this important work as effectively if 
additional funds were available. I am 
aware of the great interest of the gentle¬ 
man from Mississippi and his committee 
in this problem and am conscious of the 
splendid cooperation given to the poul¬ 
try industry by this committee. I would 
appreciate your commenting on this 
matter. 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to my col¬ 
league, the gentleman from Massachu¬ 
setts, that the problem he mentions is a 
really serious one. Our committee has 
attempted through the years to try to 
keep from appropriating dollarwise to 
each problem, and pressure is constantly 
being put on us to do that. If the gen¬ 
tleman will look, he will see that we have 
provided some $18.8 million in cost of 
production research and utilization re¬ 
search which will be available for all 
problems in research. In addition we 
provide the usual $1 million to meet ex¬ 
traordinary problems. In addition the 
department has transferability authority 
of 7 percent. Certainly, we feel there are 
ample funds and we feel the Department 
would and could use them to meet this 
problem that is so important to the poul¬ 
try industry. 

Mr. BOLAND. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I am indeed happy that 
the Subcommittee on Agriculture, under 
the chairmanship of the able and distin¬ 
guished gentleman from Mississippi, 
Congressman Whitten, has restored 
$394,000 to the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture budget for the Transportation and 
Facilities Research Division. I sincerely 
hope that the House today will vote for 
this $394,000 item which means a great 
deal to me and to my city of Springfield 
and I compliment the gentleman and his 
comimttee for that action. The Trans¬ 
portation and Facilities Research Divi¬ 
sion made a very satisfactory and com¬ 
prehensive study of the existing whole¬ 
sale market facilities in Springfield, and 
the need for new and relocated facilities 
in my city in the future. The valuable 
recommendations by this division to the 
city for a modern food distribution cen¬ 
ter are now being weighed and evaluated 
by local interests. I would like to include 
with my remarks at this point a very 
clear meaning of this study to Spring- 
field, contained in the statement to 
Chairman Whitten’s subcommittee by 
the Honorable Charles V. Ryan, Jr., 
mayor of Springfield: 

The City op Springfield, Mass., 

April 3,1964. 
To Agriculture Subcommittee of the Com-' 

mittee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives: 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, 
I wish to thank you very much for the op¬ 
portunity to present to you certain remarks 
concerning the proposed elimination of the 
Transportation and Facilities Research Divi¬ 
sion of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

This is a matter with which we in Spring- 
field have come to have some familiarity over 
the course of the last year. 

Our present wholesale marketing facilities 
are outmoded, decrepit, contribute to the 
congestion of the downtown area, and are so 
unsatisfactory that an increasing amount of 
our wholesale marketing is being lost to 
neighboring metropolitan communities. 
Some of these facilities will be demolished 
within the next year or so to make way for 
a new highway which is part of the Federal 
interstate program. With that in mind and 
with the realization that the whole picture 
of our marketing facilities was unsatisfac¬ 
tory, we asked the Transportation and Facili¬ 
ties Research Division of the Department of 
Agriculture for assistance on our problem 
some 8 or 9 months ago. We have had many 
occasions in the past to work with many 
Federal agencies and generally the experi¬ 
ence has been most satisfactory. However, 
in all candor, I can say that we have never 
had a more rewarding relationship with any 
Federal agency than with the Transportation 
and Facilities Research Division. They have 
been generous beyond anyone’s expectation 
with their time and efforts on our behalf. 
They have made our problem their problem. 
They have made a comprehensive study of 
our entire wholesale market situation. This 
included interviews with virtually all of our | 
local wholesalers. They have studied at least 
15 sites in the Greater Springfield area to 
consider the potential of these various sites 
for a modem food distribution center. They 
have prepared detailed plans for a proposed 
new center giving the many advantages of 
a new facility and comparing in most in¬ 
stances the cost of doing business in a new, 
modem facility as compared with the present 
cost of doing business in the outmoded 
facilities we now have. 

Very recently they conducted a public 
hearing at which approximately 100 whole¬ 
salers from the Springfield area were pres¬ 
ent. Right now there is an extremely good 
chance that we will be successful in putting 
together a new. modern facility in Spring- 
field with a total investment of approxi¬ 
mately $10 million in new buildings and, of 
course, the creation of many new jobs. I 
would be the first to admit that none of this 
would be possible if we had not had the di¬ 
rection and the advice of the Transportation 
and Facilities Research Division. 

We are presently engaged in prolonged dis¬ 
cussions with many of the wholesalers who 
have shown an interest in the new center. i 
We are engaged in the difficult task right 
now of trying to put together a center which 
will have enough strength to attract as many 
tenants as possible, and which will represent 
a sure enough investment for our private in¬ 
vestors to undertake the responsibility of 
financing the same. 

While a great deal of progress has been 
made on our Springfield situation, we feel 
that we are only part way along the road to 
a successful food center and that we are in 
desperate need of the continuing help and 
assistance of the Transportation and Facil¬ 
ities Research Division. If this help is not 
available I am afraid that we will surely fail 
in our endeavors for the presence of the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture in this picture gives 
confidence to the whole enterprise which 
otherwise could not be achieved. 

This community has a great deal at stake 
in being able to successfully work out our 
marketing problem. We need the assistance 
which has been available up to the present 
time. We respectfully urge the Committee 
on Appropriations to take favorable action 
in restoring funds to the Department of 
Agriculture’s budget for the continuing op¬ 
eration at its current level of activities of 
the Transportation and Facilities Research 
Division. 

Charles V. Ryan, Jr., 
Mayor of Springfield. 
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Mr. WHITTEN. Our committee be¬ 
lieves in this program and I thank the 
gentleman very much. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from Florida. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to congratulate the chairman of 
this Subcommittee on Appropriations, 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
Whitten], and all of his colleagues for 
presenting to us this very comprehensive 
appropriation bill for the Department of 
Agriculture and related agencies. I 
have appeared before this committee 
several times this year, and they have 
always given me a fair hearing and many 
times I am gratified to note that they 
have honored me by accepting some of 
the recommendations that I have made. 

Particularly this year do I want to 
congratulate the committee on this com¬ 
prehensive bill which concerns many, 
many agricultural agencies, and which 
is so essential for the welfare, not only 
of rural America, but for all of this Re¬ 
public which has the blessings of an 
abundance of food due to the efficiency 
of the American farmer, and the interest 
of the Federal Government in his wel¬ 
fare as evidenced here today by this par¬ 
ticular appropriations bill. 

It is gratifying to note that the com¬ 
mittee has appropriated $225 million for 
the agricultural conservation program, 
which restores budget cuts in this item. 
This great program of agricultural con¬ 
servation, as the committee so graphi¬ 
cally pointed out, provides the best pos¬ 
sible means of meeting local conservation 
needs in all areas of the country. We 
must conserve our soil. It has been 
estimated that at least a million acres of 
fertile farmland are being lost each year 
to urbanization, the building of the great 
Interstate Highway System, and still be¬ 
cause of inadequate conservation prac¬ 
tices that lead to soil erosion. The ACP 
program is cost sharing and is abso¬ 
lutely necessary for the success of the 
small watershed program. 

I want to congratulate the committee 
for its recommended appropriation of 
$100,511,000 for fiscal year 1965 for the 
Soil Conservation Service. This repre¬ 
sents an increase of $2,585,000 over 1964 
and it is hoped that this increase will 
provide technical assistance to the 28 
new conservation districts expected to 
be organized in the coming fiscal year. 
In Florida we are desperately in need of 
more funds for organizing these new soil 
conservation districts. 

The Agricultural Stabilization and 
Conservation Service is responsible for 
all of the various programs which call 
for acreage allotments and marketing 
quotas, the sugar program, and various 
other special activities. An appropria¬ 
tion in this bill of $105,602,000 is in¬ 
cluded for fiscal year 1965. I am sure 
that supplementary appropriations will 
be provided if necessary to meet extra 
obligations that might be imposed on 
this great Service by acts of Congress 
passed during this legislative year. 

The committee has given us valuable 
information concerning the grave prob¬ 

lem facing our cattlemen because of the 
imports of beef and veal. These imports 
have increased over 430 percent from 
1953 to 1962, and this tremendous in¬ 
crease is even greater for the year 1963. 
Florida cattlemen have been pleading for 
many months with us here in Congress 
to take some action to help them now. It 
should be pointed out that our problem 
In Florida is with imports from the Latin 
American nations more than the im¬ 
ports from Australia and New Zealand. 
Along with many of my colleagues I have 
introduced legislation to restrict these 
imports, I have appeared before the 
Tariff Commission seeking relief, and I 
have had several conferences with our 
able Secretary of Agriculture, trying to 
get action favorable to our cattlemen so 
they can stay in business. This com¬ 
mittee has pointed out, I think, a very 
valuable fact, and that is the relation¬ 
ship between laws popularly known as 
section 22 and section 32. Section 22 
provides the legal mechanism for us to 
control agricultural imports from areas 
with cheap labor and low production 
costs, and section 32 enables us to take 
30 percent of the import taxes each year 
and use the funds to protect the pro¬ 
ducers of perishable agricultural com¬ 
modities by buying their commodities for 
the school-lunch programs, for disaster 
relief, and for other purposes beneficial 
not only to the American farmer but to 
the American people in general. Despite 
the fact that over $400 million of section 
32 funds have been spent between 1936 
and 1962 to remove surplus meats from 
the market, let me emphasize again that 
American cattlemen are facing disaster 
unless we can give them some protection 
from the flood of beef imports which 
come into this country. 

Tobacco research to identify the par¬ 
ticular aspect of cigarette smoking 
which is linked to cancer is a must and 
funds in this bill are provided to carry 
on this research. When the Surgeon 
General of the United States appeared 
before our Committee on Agriculture to 
recommend that we do more research in 
tobacco, he frankly stated that although 
there was definitely a link between 
cigarette smoking and cancer they could 
not tell exactly what there was about 
the cigarette smoking that causes this 
link. Is it the type of tobacco produced, 
is it the curing process of the tobacco, is 
it the paper of the cigarette, is it the 
combustion process? Answers to these 
questions must be found to protect the 
people of America and to evaluate the 
future of the tobacco industry which 
means so much to the economy of a great 
segment of our people. In our own 
Eighth District of Florida there are 
several thousand producers of Flue-cured 
tobacco and the market value of their 
pi'oduct is some $11 or $12 million a 
year. 

The various research programs of agri¬ 
culture are properly supported in this 
appropriations bill. We in Florida are 
particularly grateful for the screw-worm 
eradication program which has been so 
successful in our area. We must still be 
on the alert for this pest and it is gratify¬ 
ing to note that there is proposed in this 
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legislation the establishment of a buffer 
zone of several hundred miles south of 
the Mexican border to prevent the rein¬ 
festation by migrant flies from Mexico 
at an annual cost of around five and a 
half million dollars. 

The committee has restored the 
proposed budget reduction of $2,590,000 
for cooperative agricultural extension 
work. I applaud this action because if 
this amount had not been restored it 
would have meant that our Agricultural 
Extension Service would have had a 
budget smaller than the previous fiscal 
year. As we know this great Service is 
responsible for the magnificent work done 
by our county agents, and our home 
demonstration agents in every State of 
this Union. For some years in Florida 
I had the privilege of serving as the as¬ 
sistant State 4-H Club director in charge 
of summer camps. I feel that as we 
venture into new fields of agriculture we 
must not neglect the old agencies and 
services whose pioneer work has laid the 
foundations for our abundance of food 
and fiber. 

A budget estimate of $65,848,000 has 
been provided for watershed protection 
and this great program is proving its 
value throughout our area of the 
country. 

I would like to pay tribute here to our 
REA co-ops in my part of the country 
and throughout all America. As we 
know these co-ops make possible elec¬ 
tricity and telephone service in rural 
areas. Loans made to the Rural Elec¬ 
trification Administration for use of the 
co-ops is repaid within a period not to 
exceed 35 years at 2 percent interest. 

I should also like to point out the 
great services of the Farmers Home Ad¬ 
ministration. With the liberalization of 
their lending authority in recent years 
this Government agency has made pos¬ 
sible the building of many homes in our 
small-town areas. 

As we discuss President Johnson’s 
antipoverty program I think we should 
keep in mind that the Farmers Home 
Administration could do a much greater 
job'than they are able to perform now if 
they were given more money to serve as 
a revolving fund. We should increase 
their borrowing authority and I hope 
that again we keep in mind these great 
established agencies of Government and 
see how we can help them expand their 
programs as we look into entirely new 
ideas in programs to combat the prob¬ 
lems of poverty and low income especial¬ 
ly in the rural areas of America. 

I should like to pay tribute to the 
many employees of the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture and all of these related 
agencies. It is so easy to criticize big 
Government, and I deplore the tendency 
we have to increase Federal Government 
as much as anyone. However, I hope in 
all fairness I would be the first to say 
that it is the responsibility of Congress 
to legislate and when we enact certain 
programs that require more governmen¬ 
tal employees that is our responsibility. 
I have found in my Eighth District of 
Florida and here in Washington a dedi¬ 
cated service on the part of these em¬ 
ployees in the fields of agriculture and I 
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know that we are all indebted to them 
for their diligence and doing the best 
job they can for American agriculture, 
for rural areas; in fact, for all the people 
of America. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, it should be 
pointed out that there is recommended 
in this bill an amount of $5,182,665,000 
but many hundreds of millions of dollars 
of this amount should not be charged to 
the American farmer. Surely we should 
keep in mind that the school lunch pro¬ 
gram, the food for peace program, the 
money that is lent to agencies of Gov¬ 
ernment and which will be repaid are not 
costs that should be borne by the Ameri¬ 
can farmer. As one example of costs we 
charge to the American farmer, and 
which should not be, is a statement pre¬ 
pared by the Department of Agriculture 
and which may be seen on page 55 of the 
report which accompanies this bill, 
pointing out that the use of U.S. vessels 
for Public Law 480 shipments since 1955 
has cost $675,700,000, and this huge sum 
has been charged to the Department of 
Agriculture. 

I believe this appropriations bill, 
therefore, is not an unreasonable one. I 
think it is practical and I think the 
American taxpayer will get many dollars 
in return for every dollar that is appro¬ 
priated in this agricultural appropria¬ 
tions bill. 

(Mr. MATTHEWS asked and was giv¬ 
en permission to revise and extend his 
rcnidirlcs ) 

(Mr. COOLEY (at the request of Mr. 
Whitten) was given permission to ex¬ 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture and related 
agencies appropriations bill, 1965, rep¬ 
resents another signal victory for the 
American people. 

I salute the members of our Commit¬ 
tee on Appropriations, who bring this 
bill to us. I assure you with a heavy 
heart that each Member of the House 
shares the sadness you feel in the loss 
of your great chairman, the Honorable 
Clarence Cannon, of Missouri. He was 
one of the great statesmen of our day 
and age. We share also your pride in his 
able successor, the Honorable George H. 
Mahon, of Texas. 

In the consideration of the bill before 
us, I commend Hon. Jamie L. Whit¬ 

ten, chairman of the Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Agriculture, and his 
associates on this subcommittee, for 
their wisdom and their work, in behalf 
of the agriculture of this Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, except for expenditures 
to defend our Nation against our ene¬ 
mies, the dollars we have spent to sup¬ 
port sciences and policies in agriculture 
represent the best investments the Amer¬ 
ican people ever made. 

These sciences and these policies and 
programs, supported by our Treasury, 
and combined with the enterprise of our 
farm people, have made us the best fed 
Nation on the face of the earth, and our 
people enjoy this abundance of food with 
an expenditure of a smaller part of their 
earnings than any people anywhere. 

Mr. Chairman, in my remarks today, I 
especially want to applaud our Commit¬ 

tee on Appropriations on four specific 
items in this bill before us: 

First. A special $1,500,000 allocation of 
funds to take the first big step to provide 
fundamental research into the health 
factors of tobacco. 

Second. Allocation of the full $250 mil¬ 
lion, as in years past, for the agricultural 
conservation program—ACP. The com¬ 
mittee did not follow the Budget Bu¬ 
reau recommendation that ACP funds 
be reduced to $150 million. 

Third. Restoration of the $2,590,000 
the Budget Bureau cut from the Federal 
Extension Service. 

Fourth. Restoration, in large part, of 
the funds the Budget Bureau cut from 
the Transportation and Facilities Re¬ 
search Division of the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Mr. Chairman, research is the only 
positive and effective means to respond 
to the report “Smoking and Health’’ is¬ 
sued early in the year by the Surgeon 
General of the Public Health Service. 

Immediately upon the publication of 
the “Smoking and Health” report I in¬ 
troduced a resolution in the House call¬ 
ing for research into the quality and 
health factors of tobacco and other 
ingredients and materials used in the 
manufacture of tobacco products. I 
then urged the chairman of our Appro¬ 
priations Subcommittee on Agriculture, 
Mr. Whitten, of Mississippi, to include 
funds in the new appropriations bill to 
get this research underway at the earli¬ 
est possible moment. 

The bill before us provides $1,500,000 
for research to be conducted at the Uni¬ 
versity of Kentucky “to determine the 
properties of tobacco which may affect 

„ the health of smokers and to develop 
means to eliminate any harmful sub¬ 
stances found.” On the allocation of 
these funds, I quote from the Appropria¬ 
tions Committee report, as follows: 

The committee hearings disclose that the 
University of Kentucky has a tobacco re¬ 
search laboratory built with $4.5 million of 
State funds which is now available and has 
been offered to the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture by the university and State officials for 
such research. It is located adjacent to the 
new medical research center at this univer¬ 
sity and is ideally situated for a coordinated 
agricultural-medical research problem of this 
nature. Accordingly, the committee has in¬ 
cluded $1,500,000 of section 32 funds in the 
bill for 1065 (fiscal year beginning July 1, 
1964) to enable the Department to imme¬ 
diately initiate tobacco research at this lo¬ 
cation in collaboration with the State uni¬ 
versity, State agencies, the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare and other 
public and private organizations which can 
contribute to a concerted approach to this 
urgent research need. 

The committee report further states: 
It is extremely important that this research 

begin immediately. The answers to this 
problem must be found just as rapidly as 
possible to prevent economic ruin for grow¬ 
ers, substantial losses of revenue to the Fed¬ 
eral and local governments, and possible in¬ 
jury to the public health. 

Mr. Chairman, while Kentucky has 
made a signal contribution to this re¬ 
search by offering immediate use of a 
completed tobacco research facility, it is 
my conviction and judgment that an ex¬ 
tensive research program must com¬ 
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mence at the earliest possible date in 
North Carolina, which is the world cen¬ 
ter of the tobacco and cigarette manu¬ 
facturing industry as well as the prin¬ 
cipal tobacco producing area of the 
world. 

Such work will attain its ultimate ef¬ 
fectiveness when undertaken in close 
proximity to, and coordination with, the 
farmers who produce the bulk of ciga¬ 
rette-type tobacco and with the indus¬ 
tries which manufacture cigarettes. 

I am advised by Chairman Whitten 

of the Appropriations Subcommittee that 
the initial research allocation in no way 
precludes Government money assistance 
to extensive research work in North 
Carolina. 

On this occasion, I again urge that the 
tobacco industry and all others inter¬ 
ested in tobacco take every necessary 
step immediately to bring the major re¬ 
search on “smoking and health” into the 
center of the tobacco industry. 

Mr. Chairman, every Member of this 
body should commend our Appropria¬ 
tions Committee for again providing $250 
million for the agricultural conservation 
program. Under this program, conser¬ 
vation practices are carried out on over 
a million farms and ranches, covering 
approximately 400 million acres. This 
program is an investment by the Ameri¬ 
can people in sound soil practices which 
assure abundance in our time and con¬ 
serves our soil and water resources to 
promise abundance in the years to come. 

It is a mystery to all of us who are 
familiar with agriculture and with oper¬ 
ations of the ACP that the Budget Bu¬ 
reau year in and year out hacks away at 
the funds for this program. 

For many years we have provided $250 
million annually for this conservation 
undertaking. The Budget Bureau this 
year recommended that the sum be cut 
back to $150 million. 

Our Appropriations Committee has re¬ 
jected the Budget Bureau cutting recom¬ 
mendation, as it has done in the past, and 
has provided the full $250 million for 
ACP. I am proud of the committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I am especially pleased 
that our Committee on Appropriations 
has not followed the recommendations 
of the Budget Bureau, which proposed a 
rather severe cut of $2,590,000 in funds 
for the Cooperative Extension Service. 
It is rather ironical that this cut was 
suggested as the Extension Service was 
celebrating its 50th anniversary of serv¬ 
ice to rural America. I am placing in 
the Record with these remarks a letter I 
wrote to the President on February 25, 
expressing in some detail my devotion to 
the Extension Service and my position on 
the Budget Bureau proposal that its 
funds be reduced. 

I am also including with these remarks 
a letter I wrot£ to the President on Feb¬ 
ruary 18 protesting the Budget recom¬ 
mendation that further funds be denied 
the Transportation and Facilities Re¬ 
search Division, Agricultural Marketing 
Service, in the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture. 

The Budget recommendation would 
destroy effective research on facilities 
and efficiency in the marketing of food, 
at the very time the administration is 
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proposing the creation of a National 
Commission on Food Marketing to study 
the food industry from the farm to the 
consumer. 

As I understand the bill before us to¬ 
day, it restores $662,000 of the cut of 
$862,000 made in the budget for the work 
of the Transportation and Facilities Re¬ 
search Division. I congratulate the Ap¬ 
propriations Committee for its wisdom in 
this matter. 

It is my further understanding that 
this restoration, as proposed by the Ap¬ 
propriations Committee, would provide 
funds for continuing the following activi¬ 
ties which would have been eliminated by 
the budget proposal: 

First. Developing plans for, and bring¬ 
ing about the construction of, new whole¬ 
sale food marketing facilities in large 
cities. 

Second. Developing new, and improv¬ 
ing old, marketing facilities in producing 
areas for such operations as assembling 
and packing eggs, processing poultry, as¬ 
sembling and slaughtering livestock, and 
fruit and vegetable assembly and pack¬ 
ing. 

Third. Research to reduce the cost of 
handling cotton in warehouses. 

Fourth. The research programs being 
conducted at East Grand Forks, Minn., 
and Presque Isle, Maine, to improve the 
work methods, equipment, and facilities 
for handling and storing potatoes. 

Fifth. The work being done at Albany, 
Bainbridge, and Dawson, Ga., to solve the 
problems of drying, conditioning, han¬ 
dling, storage, and shelling of peanuts. 

Sixth. The work being done at Or¬ 
lando, Fla.; Fresno, Calif.; and Yakima, 
Wash., to develop and evaluate shipping 
containers and consumer packaging for 
many kinds of fresh fruits and vege¬ 
tables. 

Seventh. A part of the work being done 
to improve refrigerated transportation 
equipment for the satisfactory handling 
of frozen foods and to find low cost 
methods of transporting products from 
farms to consumers. The original cut on 
this item was only a partial reduction of 
the funds, not a complete elimination, as 
was the case in the six items listed above. 
The restoration places these funds at the 
same level as for the current year. 

The $200,000 not restored to the budg¬ 
et, I am advised, would eliminate en¬ 
tirely the research done to find ways of 
improving the efficiency and reducing the 
costs of food retailing and grocery whole¬ 
saling. This work has been very helpful 
in making it possible for medium and 
small size firms to reduce their costs and 
be able to continue to compete with the 
large corporate chains. 

When this work began, the gross mar¬ 
gin of wholesale grocers was from 10 to 
12 percent of sales, but this research, 
conducted on the premises of whole¬ 
sale grocery warehouses, has been in¬ 
strumental in reducing these margins to 
around 6 percent. 

Improvements in the equipment, 
methods, and layout for the packaging 
and handling of meat have been a major 
factor in increasing the sales per man¬ 
hour of labor involved from $20 to more 
than $60. The research to improve the 
handling of fresh fruits and vegetables in 

retail stores has helped increase labor 
efficiency by 25 percent. All of this type 
work on grocery wholesaling and food 
retailing will have to be discontinued if 
the additional $200,000 is not restored, 
which means that the Department will 
be doing nothing to reduce the costs of 
marketing in that part of the marketing 
system nearest to the consumer, which 
amounts to fully one-third of the total 
marketing bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the atten¬ 
tion and indulgence of the House while I 
have discussed the important legislation 
now pending. In conclusion I insert 
here as part of my remarks the two let¬ 
ters I have written to the President, here¬ 
tofore mentioned; 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Committee on Agriculture, 

Washington, D.C., February 18, 1964. 
The President, 

The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. President: I respectfully call your 
attention to a serious error in your budget 
recommendations to the Congress for fiscal 
1965. The budget would destroy effective 
research on facilities and efficiency in the 
marketing of food. Such research is impor¬ 
tant and indispensable to the interests of all 
Americans, as consumers of food. 

Under your recommendations, money 
would be denied for research done through 
the Transportation and Facilities Research 
Division, Agricultural Marketing Service, in 
the Department of Agriculture. 

This recommendation is so obscured in 
the overall budget presentation that I am 
sure it did not come to your personal atten¬ 
tion prior to your submission of the budget 
message. I just now have been made aware 
of its significance, through protests I am re¬ 
ceiving from over the country. 

I am entirely persuaded that you were un¬ 
informed of this budget item by the very fact 
that it is contrary to your own expressions, 
in this and other messages, of interest in 
consumers and in research. 

Marketing research is, indeed. Important 
to agriculture, but it is of far greater ur¬ 
gency to consumers. In this connection I 
call your attention to the fact that the farm 
value of food purchased by civilian con¬ 
sumers in the United States increased only 
from $18.7 billion in 1947 to $213 billion 
in 1957 to $45.7 billion in 1963. And it is 
reasonable to assume that these marketing 
costs would have been several billions of dol¬ 
lars greater except for efficiencies encouraged 
and promoted through through the research 
done by the Transportation and Facilities 
Research Division of the Agricultural Mar¬ 
keting Service. 

The Congress, in the Agricultural Market¬ 
ing Act of 1946, unanimously approved by 
both the House and the Senate, declared 
“that a sound, efficient, and privately oper¬ 
ated system for distributing and marketing 
agricultural products is essential to a pros¬ 
perous agriculture and is indispensable to 
the maintenance of full employment and to 
the welfare, prosperity and health of the 
Nation.” It further declared it to be the 
policy of Congress to promote through re¬ 
search, study, experimentation, and through 
cooperation among Federal and State agen¬ 
cies, farm organizations, and private indus¬ 
try a scientific approach to the problems of 
marketing, transportation, and distribution 
of agricultural products similar to the scien¬ 
tific methods which have been utilized so 
successfully in the production of agricul¬ 
tural products. 

Under this legislation the Secretary of 
Agriculture was directed “to conduct, assist, 
and foster research, investigation, and ex¬ 
perimentation to determine the best meth¬ 
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ods of processing, preparation for market, 
packaging, handling, transporting, storing, 
distributing and marketing agricultural 
products * * * to foster and assist in the 
development and establishment of more ef¬ 
ficient marketing methods, practices, and 
facilities for the purpose of bringing about 
more efficient and orderly marketing, and 
reducing the price spread between the pro¬ 
ducer and the consumer * * * and to de¬ 
termine the needs and develop or assist in 
the development of plans for efficient facili¬ 
ties and methods of operating such facilities 
for the proper assembly, processing, trans¬ 
portation, storage, distribution, and han¬ 
dling of agricultural products.” 

These functions are being performed by 
the Transportation and Facilities Research 
Division in cooperation with marketing firms 
and associations and State agencies. 

Denial of funds for these functions would 
in effect repeal a significant part of the 
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946. 

When I became aware of the Budget rec¬ 
ommendation on marketing research, I re¬ 
quested the staff of the Committee on Agri¬ 
culture to look into the effect, and I am 
advised the proposed reduction in funds 
would eliminate the following work which 
has been highly effective in reducing the 
cost of getting farm and food products from 
farms to consumers: 

1. Developing plans for and bringing about 
the construction of new wholesale food mar¬ 
keting facilities in many large cities, includ¬ 
ing Boston, Springfield, New Bedford, Provi¬ 
dence, New Haven, New York, Newark, Phila¬ 
delphia, Pittsburgh, Detroit, Chicago San 
Juan and Milwaukee. In most of these cities 
urban renewal programs are dependent upon 
the completion of plans for relocating the 
wholesale food industry out of blighted areas. 
Annual savings in food handling costs re¬ 
sulting from this work are great. For exam¬ 
ple, if the facilities being planned in New 
York City, one $36,500,000 section of which 
is now under construction, can be satisfac¬ 
torily completed and properly used, the sav¬ 
ings in food handling costs in 2 months will 
equal all the Federal funds that have been 
appropriated for this type of research since 
the program began. The current appropria¬ 
tion for this type of work is about $250,- 
000. 

2. The assistance given through State Ex¬ 
tension Services and State Departments of 
Agriculture in developing new and improv¬ 
ing old marketing facilities in producing 
areas for such operations as assembling and 
packing eggs, processing poultry, assembling 
and slaughtering livestock, fruit and vege¬ 
table assembly and packing, and the stor¬ 
age of grain. With an appropriation of $100,- 
000 per year, plans for 200 new facilities in 
30 States have been developed during the 
past 5 years with annual benefits in low¬ 
ered marketing costs amounting to many 
times the expenditure for the research. 

3. Research to reduce the cost of handling 
cotton in warehouses which is saving about 
$5 million per year with a research expendi¬ 
ture of less than $25,000. 

4. The research programs being conducted 
at East Grand Forks, Minn., and Presque 
Isle, Maine, to improve the work methods, 
equipment and facilities for handling and 
storing potatoes. 

5. The work being done in Georgia to solve 
problems of drying, conditioning, handling, 
storage, and shelling of peanuts. 

6. This work being done at Orlando, Fla., 
Fresno, Calif., and Yakima, Wash., to de¬ 
velop and evaluate shipping containers and 
consumer packages for many kinds of fresh 
fruits and vegetables. 

7. A portion of the work being done to 
improve refrigerated transportation equip¬ 
ment for the handling of frozen foods and 
to find lower cost methods of transporting 
products from farms to consumers. 
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8. The program of improving the handling 

methods, equipment and facilities for grocery 
wholesaling, which has been instrumental in 
reducing gross margins 50 percent for these 
distributors and in making it possible for 
them to compete successfully with corporate 

chains. 
9. The work to improve the efficiency of 

handling meat in retail stores which has 
been an important factor in doubling the 
quantity of meat sales per man-hour of 
labor and offers promise of increasing labor 
efficiency by an additional 25 to 30 percent 
and bringing significant savings in the 
amount of equipment and space needed for 
performing the cutting, packaging and price¬ 
marking function. 

10. The research to improve the handling 
of fresh fruits and vegetables in retail stores 
that has helped increase labor efficiency by 
25 percent and which promises significant 
additional savings in the future. 

11. The recently inaugurated program to 
reduce the cost of handling food, through 
institutional wholesalers and public feeding 
establishments. 

I mentioned earlier that this budget rec¬ 
ommendation is contrary to your expressions 
upon research and consumer interests. I 
respectfully suggest also that it does not 
harmonize with your concern, expressed in 
the message on agriculture, about the con¬ 
centration of control over the marketing of 
food in the hands of a few large firms. This 
reduction in funds for marketing research 
would eliminate the work being done by the 
Department of Agriculture to improve the 
efficiency of medium and small-size operators 
so that they may compete and remain in 
business. 

Mr. President, 1 am aware of, and I admire 
and vigorously support, your broad objec¬ 
tives in behalf of consumers, and of small 
business, and in the field of research. A 
mistake has been made by someone advising 
you who does not understand the importance 
of the work done by the Transportation and 
Facilities Research Division of the Agricul¬ 
tural Marketing Service. I am sure you will 
want to correct this. I urge you to do this 
immediately, else the highly trained person¬ 
nel of this research division will have scat¬ 
tered and it may be months or years before 
the efficiency and full value of this opera¬ 
tion can be restored. 

With high esteem and warm personal 
regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Harold C. Cooley, 

Chairman. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

(Mr. HORAN asked and was given per¬ 
mission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, it is my 
sincere hope that I may both supplement 
and compliment the remarks of our 
chairman, the gentleman from Missis¬ 
sippi [Mr. Whitten], and others who 
may speak on this agricultural appropri¬ 
ations bill. As has been pointed out, we 
found ourselves confronted with a com¬ 
mittee print containing certain provi¬ 
sions most difficult to understand in light 
of the circumstances. 

One item was the administration’s pro¬ 
posed reduction of funds for marketing 
research. In the justifications, the De¬ 
partment testified that their research in 
marketing has tended to reduce the 
margins between the producer and con¬ 
sumer, yet felt this work could be carried 
on by the industry—hence, proposed a 
cut in administration operations. Pur¬ 
suant to making this statement, the ad¬ 

ministration pointed to the evils of verti¬ 
cal integration in the food industry and 
proposed an investigation of food chain- 
stores. This cut, therefore, was difficult 
for me to digest. There is little doubt 
that much time and labor is expended in 
processing, packaging, and distributing 
foodstuffs after they leave the farm, but 
I do not think that investigation will do 
as much good as continued research on 
reducing the high costs involved after 
foodstuffs leave the farm. I am pleased 
that our subcommittee restored these 
funds. 

All of us, of course, are interested in 
the proposed war on poverty, although 
it is somewhat reminiscent of other cam¬ 
paign slogans such as “the full dinner 
pail,” and “a chicken in every pot”—slo¬ 
gans designed to attract votes in the 
name of prosperity. In this regard, we 
again found it difficult to understand the 
administration’s proposed cut in funds 
for the Extension Service of some $2 y2 
million over last year’s operation. For, 
if there is poverty in rural areas, one of 
the best instruments at hand, as far as 
agriculture is concerned, is the Exten¬ 
sion Service. Needless to say, our sub¬ 
committee here, too, restored these funds. 

I think you will find our report fac¬ 
tual and interesting. Beginning on page 
9, through page 15, there is a spendid 
discussion of the long-range view of agri¬ 
culture as it affects the consumer, and 
I commend it to your reading. On pages 
15 through 19 there is a good discussion 
of agricultural imports, the plague of the 
American producer today. 

It is the conviction of the majority of 
the members of the subcommittee that 
section 22 of the Agricultural Act of Au¬ 
gust 1935, has not been properly and 
aggressively used by the Secretary and 
the Department. You will find the sa¬ 
lient wording of section 22 on page 16 of 
this report. I am convinced that our Na¬ 
tion should hold a high place in world 
trade, and we have hopes for all types of 
trade expansion where markets exist to 
justify such expansion. We are also well 
aware of the high cost of production here 
at home, and aware that these costs are 
due to the high standard of living en¬ 
joyed by American labor and manage¬ 
ment. We would not change this since 
it does make America the greatest mar¬ 
ket on earth. But by the same token, 
having made the American market the 
best in the world, the American producer 
is entitled to know exactly how much of 
it it has to share with other nations. 
To me this does not mean tariffs although 
the power is there. It does not mean 
“dump duties,” employed so readily by 
other nations. But it does mean quotas, 
and section 22 was expressly written for 
the situation we have today on many 
commodities—beef, veal, and other meats 
offer flagrant examples. 

And so, as we consider this bill today, 
it is hoped that you will take the oc¬ 
casion to review the report which ac¬ 
companies it and that you will assist us 
in our efforts in behalf of the American 
farmer. 

In the middle of page 13 there is a 
discussion of population which serves to 
bring up some noteworthy statistics, a 
few of which I would like to discuss 
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briefly with you at this time. It is, in¬ 
teresting to me to trace the movement 
of the center of population of this Na¬ 
tion since its founding. In 1790, the cen¬ 
ter of population was approximately 23 
miles east of Baltimore. Through the 
years, that center has roughly followed 
the Cumberland Trail, the same trail 
that Daniel Boone and others used in 
their treks to the West. When the Agri¬ 
cultural Act of 1935, which this bill be¬ 
fore you largely implements, was writ¬ 
ten, the center of population was just 
east of the Indiana-Illinois border. To¬ 
day, it is on the outskirts of St.-Louis, 
Mo. 

There are several serving in this House 
today who were born when our total 
population was less than 70 million per¬ 
sons. It was 75 million when I was born. 
In 1930 the population was just over 123 
million persons. When the Agricul¬ 
tural Act of 1935 was written, it w as 127 
million. In 1938, when the act was first 
amended, there were close to 130 million 
persons living in the United States. 
There were almost 149 million in 1949, 
when surpluses started to overflow our 
bins, and today, according to the Bu¬ 
reau of the Census, our population totals 
192 million persons. 

Here is an interesting paradox. In 
1949 we were producing wheat, for in¬ 
stance, on almost 76 million acres and 
worrying about the prosperity and wel¬ 
fare of the wheat farmer. Today, de¬ 
spite the fact that our population has 
increased by over 43 million persons since 
1949, we are producing wheat on only 
53V4 million acres of overall effective 
allotments. We are still worrying about 
the prosperity and welfare of the wheat 
farmer. In 1949 we were producing cot¬ 
ton on almost 21V2. million acres. To¬ 
day, having reduced our cotton acreage 
by 10 million, despite the 43 million 
population increase since 1949 we are 
worrying about the prosperity and wel¬ 
fare of the cotton producer. On the 
face of it—something is wrong. 

To me, this is not necessarily an indict¬ 
ment of what we have been doing for 
our farmers by way of price supports and 
security assurance, but it should raise 
some eyebrows among our economists. 
It should call for some agonizing intro¬ 
spection and reevaluation. 

Basically, the program under which 
price supports function envisages the 
“ever-normaj granary,” a phrase attrib¬ 
uted to and made famous by Henry 
Wallace when he was Secretary of Agri¬ 
culture. It grew out of the old McNary- 
Haugen proposal to establish a corpora¬ 
tion whereby the Government purchased 
enough wheat and/or other commodities 
on the open market to raise prices in 
the United States above those of the 
world market, and incorporated a lot of 
the thinking of other persons in the 
United States very much interested in 
this perplexing problem. The program 
as enacted planned to make price sup¬ 
ports, based on the “parity formula,” 
available for certain commodities—cot¬ 
ton, wheat, and others—to domestic 
producers in the United States with the 
provisions that when surpluses appeared, 
acreage allotments would be applied un- 
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til production was brought into balance 
with demand. 

During World War II this program 
worked to the great advantage of the 
American farmer, inasmuch as world 
production was disrupted and the de¬ 
mands were enormous. But beginning 
in 1949, 1950, and 1951, the serpent’s 
head of surpluses began to appear, and 
the old problem of how to balance sup¬ 
ply and demand through the operations 
of Government programs was with us 
again. Since then, the major stum- 
blingblock has been how to reduce sur¬ 
pluses and still maintain some semblance 
of the support price principle. 

The key to Ezra Taft Benson’s pro¬ 
gram was the level at which the Gov¬ 
ernment should be obliged to support 
prices. While Ezra Taft Benson is gen¬ 

erally regarded to have been not too 
successful a Secretary of Agriculture, we 
must remember that he did have his 
troubles up here on the Hill, and what¬ 
ever his failures, those of us in the Con¬ 
gress must assume some of the blame. 
His “flexible price support” even now is 
unpopular, apparently, only when con¬ 
sidered in conjunction with Ezra Ben¬ 
son. 

It is obvious that the key to Secretary 
Freeman’s approach is that of reducing 
acreage. Freeman likes to call it “man¬ 
aged abundance,” and I do mean “man¬ 
aged.” Actually, the cotton-wheat bill 
recently enacted is somewhat of a com¬ 
bination of the Benson plan and a siz¬ 
able reduction in acreage allotments—• 
it'could be called the Benson-Freeman 
formula. 

State 
Number 
of wheat 

farms 

Farms 
signed up 

Effective 

U.S. total 

allotment 

On signed 
farms 

Total 
acreage 

diversion 

Diversion 
payments 

Number Number Acres Acres Acres Dollars 
Alabama... 8,826 181 62,591 3,446 1,120 7,860 
Arizona.... 1,138 76 39,130 4,619 933 10.634 
Arkansas_—... 14,618 115 140,659 6,664 921 7,278 
California. 6, 893 609 382.710 98, 983 18,363 111,073 
Colorado___ 22, 365 5,482 2,403,878 942, 005 137, 477 782, 368 
Connecticut___ 78 2 310 7 1 7 
Delaware... 1, 613 149 27, 218 4,923 574 5.159 
Florida... 1,230 64 16, 812 1.571 418 2,749 
Georgia....... 19, 939 3, 258 128,999 32, 642 15,185 106,132 
Idaho... 28, 737 5,345 1.117,216 467, 203 56,993 444; 263 
Illinois______ 132,956 9,429 1,699, 700 226, 548 26. 687 252,128 
Indiana...... 119,152 5,939 1. 309. 764 125, 793 17,283 151,449 
Iowa_______ 13,534 1,152 137, 032 36, 614 4,280 32,259 
Kansas_ 147,792 42, 351 9,920,395 4,101.176 510,907 3,534,544 
Kentucky__ 22,928 2,217 217,036 43, 646 9,120 65, 712 
Louisiana.... 1,360 32 37, 726 2, 475 318 3,243 
Maine____ 30 10 233 106 32 244 
Maryland__-.. 13,356 247 165, 689 7, 470 1,135 9,798 
M assachusetts_ 24 0 190 0 0 0 
Michigan___ 113,462 8,318 1,129, 418 135,891 35,282 300,358 
Minnesota____ 64, 535 13.330 951,207 368, 654 44, 330 335,841 

M ississippi_ 
Missouri_____ 

3,180 66 55, 019 4.251 565 3.946 
127,497 10, 649 1,578,505 245,817 39, 067 299,502 

Montana..... 23,392 8,852 3, 649,992 2, 031, 866 235, 807 1,105,972 
Nebraska__ 78,341 22, 058 2, 967, 203 1,100, 214 130,175 897, 695 
Nevada___ 469 30 15. 900 2.272 327 2,852 

New Jersey_ 4,335 355 50,632 9,663 1.788 17,694 
New Mexico__ 4.696 909 429, 454 193, 642 29,586 163,027 
New York..... 34,179 2, 561 318, 972 42,832 13, 797 128, 900 
North Carolina__ 81,624 3,991 400, 410 31,696 16, 311 110. 482 
North Dakota___ 71, 436 39,130 6, 803, 898 4,224,733 481,263 2,556,163 

136,171 11,193 1,555, no 221,242 35, 931 282,900 

Oklahoma__- 78,410 27,156 4, 693, 814 2,335,288 290, 924 1, 621,712 

Oregon____- 16,395 2,569 792, 253 451,515 54,346 521,938 

Pennsylvania.... 73, 026 3,520 569,362 42, 710 13,579 107, 662 

Rhode Island.. 12 0 187 0 0 0 

South Carolina... 35,282 2, 762 180, 681 24,926 11,194 75,099 

South Dakota.. 43,940 13, 645 2,592,413 1,251,200 152,971 836, 823 

Tennessee ....- 28,903 2,104 201, 349 29, 901 8,678 55,177 
68,334 15,438 3,811,367 1,995,414 255,272 1,353,902 

Utah... 10,916 1, 398 281, 052 92,355 13,689 70,839 

Vermont..-. 61 0 429 0 0 0 
43,39S 3,702 278, 872 40,882 12,242 89,254 

Washington ___ 
West Virginia... 

16,667 3,827 1, 861,174 879,200 100, 945 928,434 
4.550 244 30, 330 3,367 696 6,110 

10,412 531 66,800 6,496 1,454 13,122 

Wyoming.. 3,529 933 285,216 102,342 13,206 67,571 

Total...-.— 1,730, 511 275,929 53,248,307 21,973,260 2,795, 072 17,479,875 

All of this management from Wash¬ 
ington adds to the complexities of the 
problem before us. Some of our assump¬ 
tions need deep analysis that we may 
seek, find, and inaugurate wiser policies 
for the good of all of us. The programs 
we have implemented are expensive to 
administer. Programs such as the com¬ 
modity loan, marketing quota, and acre¬ 
age allotment require policing, and the 
cost of administering these three pro¬ 
grams alone is well over $200 million. 
I do not doubt that wise adjustments 
could trim costs measurably. But, we 
certainly should give consideration to 
far-reaching revisions to improve the 
welfare of our American farmer and 
our important food and fiber industry. 

Two weeks ago Secretary of Agricul¬ 
ture Orville Freeman appeared before 
the House Agriculture Committee and 
asked the Congress to help diffuse the 
time bomb in the marketing revolution. 
This bomb if exploded, he said, “could 
carry away the family farm and with 
it our access to abundance at bargain 
prices.” Please note: “our access to 
abundance at bargain prices.” Mr. 
Freeman went on to recite facts on the 
flories of abundance from our farms. 
He was testifying in behalf of the estab¬ 
lishment of a National Commission on 
Food Marketing, and much of his testi¬ 
mony was beyond the possibility of criti¬ 
cism. Mr. Freeman holds no greater 
brief for the family farm than I do, but 

he makes it sound awfully simple, and 
he touched on a field of investigation 
that I personally have been interested 
in for many, many years. 

Good as a new commission on food 
marketing might be, I feel that a Com¬ 
mission To Preserve Opportunities in To¬ 
morrow’s Agriculture for Today’s Young 
Men and Women could come up with 
facts and suggestions which might clear 
some polluted air and thus be of far 
more help. 

Agriculture, agricultural engineering, 
and farm management are no longer sol¬ 
id choices of our students, even in our 
land grant and agricultural colleges. 
And, it should not be surprising that our 
young people do not see much future in 
these fields. However, we must remem¬ 
ber that the average age of our active 
fanners is increasing, and it is at least 
pertinent to inquire where adequate re¬ 
placements are coming from. Under 
“managed abundance” there is real in¬ 
terference with proper crop planning and 
overall farm management. A Commis¬ 
sion To preserve Opportunities in To- 
morrow’s Agriculture for Today’s Young 
Men and Women might find out how 
“danged” hard it is for a young man 
with a small equity to attain ownership 
of the land he farms as a tenant. It is 
an odd sort of involuntary servitude. 

It so happens that I recently read Dr. 
Edward Higbee’s stimulating book, 
“Farms and Farming in an Urban Age”— 
stimulating, that is, to anyone seeking 
basic answers to solutions of the farm 
problem. Dr. Higbee, of the University 
of Rhode Island, points out some inter¬ 
esting statistics—22 percent of our farms 
in America produce 72 percent of our 
food and fiber. They, really are the origi¬ 
nators of most of our abundance: the 
remaining 78 percent produce but 28 per¬ 
cent of these commodities. This 78 per¬ 
cent, consisting of small farms, find it 
ever increasingly difficult to exist. 

The problem is simple. . In order to 
stay in production in the United States, 
the American farmer must mechanize, 
and if he mechanizes, he must have an 
investment in acreage and equipment 
that will justify mechanization. This 
means larger farms and it means heavy 
investment in tractors and other farm 
equipment and facilities. 

This has been apparent for many 
years; it has been apparent to the Sub¬ 
committee on Agricultural Appropria¬ 
tions for more than two decades. We 
believe that an all-important function of 
the Farmers Home Administration is to 
help the promising and deserving young 
man of good character, who desires to 
remain in fanning, to acquire what is 
called an economic unit. In this be¬ 
half, 2 years ago the chairman of our 
subcommittee and I joined hands in get¬ 
ting increases in the loan levels of the 
Fanners Home Administration for those 
properties which qualified for economic 
assistance. As far as I am concerned, 
this is the only practical way in which 
we can help the small farmer, or the so- 
called family farm. It makes very little 
sense to loan money to a man in a losing 
venture only to have him go broke faster. 

Early in the 1950’s I began persuading 
the economists in the Department of 
Agriculture to do research on what 
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constitutes an “economic unit” in var¬ 
ious types of agricultural production. 
I had in mind the creation of a manual 
of standards which could serve as 
“benchmarks” for the Farmers Home 
Administration in making loans. It was 
not easy, as Mr. Whitten and others on 
the subcommittee will remember, but 

finally, Dr. Sherman Johnson was per¬ 
suaded to take up the task. I believe 
the results of this research have been 
well worth its cost. The findings were 
first published in 1957; due to the im¬ 
mense interest in them, they were re¬ 
vised 2 years ago; and the research still 
continues. 

May 19 

I would like to put in the Record at 
this point a series of four tables showing 
the investment capital and other factors 
necessary for the so-called family farm 
to net the various annual incomes of 
$2,500, $3,500, $4,500, and $5,500. I 
think you will find these tables well 
worth perusing in tomorrow’s Record. 

Table 1.—Resources needed for specified levels of operator earnings, 8 types of farms in 15 areas 

FARMS BUDGETED FOR ANNUAL OPERATOR EARNINGS OF $2,5001 

Type of farm and area Gross 
sales 

Investment 
Acreage Labor required 

Units of major enterprise 
capital 

Total Cropland Operator Hired Custom 

Dollars Dollars Acres Acres Hours Hours Dollars 
Dairy: 

Northern New Jersey-- 11, 397 40,414 60 42 .1.732 130 183 19 cows. 

Southeastern Pennsylvania- 11,055 37, 325 54 30 2,358 123 106 Do. 

Eastern Wisconsin------ 10, 420 44, 650 120 90 2,600 350 210 25 cows. 
9, 275 42,231 139 102 2,146 442 15 cows, 21 feeders. 

Central Utah_ 16,154 56, 010 70 66 2,000 1,212 1,922 27 cows, 14 acres beets. 
Willamette Valley, Oreg_ 15, 525 60, 321 65 64 2,223 72 63 27 cows. 

South Carolina Piedmont--- 9,587 26,183 55 29 1, 370 60 269 15 cows. 
Beef: 

South-central Oklahoma____ 18,874 162, 307 1,908 95 2,500 100 533 212 cows. 
15,038 86, 479 2, 583 349 2, 083 500 175 cows. 
10,809 43,137 206 194 1,806 11 sows, 21 cows.8 
11, 406 38’ 200 200 191 3,786 191 acres wheat. 

Cotton-wheat, Rolling Plains area, Oklahoma_ 26; 454 115,864 1, 267 989 2,338 730 6,092 314 acres cotton, 422 acres 
wheat, 90 stockers. 

Cotton, Mississippi Delta____- 9,924 28,751 128 117 711 655 1,121 26 acres cotton, 91 acres soy- 
beans. 

Potato-general, southern Idaho___ 11,000 29,811 80 62 852 90 2,035 22 acres potatoes, 20 acres 
wheat, 20 acres alfalfa. 

Apple, central Washington__ 14,580 52,000 25 18 1,628 1,436 1,764 18 acres apples. 

FARMS BUDGETED FOR ANNUAL OPERATOR EARNINGS OF $3,5001 

Dairy: 
Northern New Jersey__ 13,814 46,852 74 61 1,776 250 210 23 cows. 
Southeastern Pennsylvania_ 13,388 42,655 65 36 2,500 253 132 Do. 
Eastern Wisconsin___ 14,492 

11,895 
17,839 

54,250 172 132 2, 500 1,310 297 36 cows. 
Southeastern Minnesota__ 56, 783 210 154 1,981 577 
Central Utah___Jr_ 60; 607 78 74 2, 600 1,003 2,101 30 cows, 14 acres beets. 
Willamette Valley, Oreg_ 17,825 55, 702 70 62 2,500 134 72 31 cows. 
South Carolina Piedmont_ 11,816 29, 455 68 35 1,645 76 335 18 cows. 

Beef: 
South-central Oklahoma_ 25,730 

17,293 
12, 877 

220,659 
97,432 
56,460 
63,245 

161, 788 

2,598 
2,971 

284 

130 2,500 
2,233 
2,358 

520 

800 
Northern Nevada.__ 

Hog-beef, southern Iowa.___ 
401 
268 

600 201 cows. 

Wheat, Palouse area, Washington_ 15, 660 
36, 959 

275 261 2,675 
8,657 Cotton-wheat, Rolling Plains area, Oklahoma.. 1,773 1,386 2, 500 1,398 441 acres cotton, 691 acres 

wheet, 126 stackers. 
Cotton, Mississippi Delta____ 13,285 35,797 172 166 962 877 1,502 35 acres cotton, 121 acres soy¬ 

beans. 
Potato-general, southern Idaho.,... 15,626 43,026 100 89 1,080 1,160 232 31 acres potatoes, 29 acre* 

wheat, 29 acres alfalfa. 
Apple, central Washington_ 21,060 71,334 30 26 1,688 2,657 2,548 26 acres apples. 

FARMS BUDGETED FOR ANNUAL OPERATOR EARNINGS OF $4,500 ‘ 

Dairy: 
Northern New Jersey_ 
Southeastern Pennsylvania_jt 
Eastern Wisconsin_ 
Southeastern Minnesota_ 
Central Utah___ 
Willamette Valley, Oreg_ 
South Carolina Piedmont_ 

Beef: 
South-central Oklahoma_ 
Northern Nevada___ 

Hog-beef, southern Iowa___ 
Wheat, Palouse area, Washington_ 
Cotton-wheat, Rolling Plains area, Oklahoma_ 

Cotton, Mississippi Delta_ 

Potato-general, southern Idaho_ 

Apple, central Washington_ 

16,287 53,734 89 59 1,935 325 240 27 cows. 
16,298 49, 591 80 45 2,500 586 159 28 cows. 
20,209 72,600 240 180 2,600 2,850 396 50 cows. 
14, 046 65,082 248 182 2,207 681 23 cows, 84 acres corn. 
21, 748 70, 598 93 88 2,500 1,500 2,520 37 cows, 18 acres beets. 
21, 860 65,119 80 76 2,500 731 89 38,cows. 
14,045 32, 726 81 42 1, 919 99 401 22 cows. 

32,852 280, 422 3,314 166 2,500 1, 510 369 cows. 
19, 367 106,977 3, 327 450 2,370 500 225 cows. 
19,646 70, 712 367 346 2,500 632 23 sows, 42 cows.8 
18,540 72,845 320 309 615 3,168 309 acres wheat. 
49,228 225,147 2,500 1, 954 2,500 2,869 11,116 469 acres cotton, 1,033 acres 

wheat, 164 stockers. 
18,628 60,974 264 240 800 2,322 54 acres cotton, 186 acres 

soybeans. 
20, 252 66,797 120 116 1,080 1,525 294 40 acres potatoes, 38 acre 

wheat, 38 acres alfalfa. 
28,350 93,875 40 35 1,700 4,0.58 3, 430 35 acres apples. 

_FARMS BUDGETED FOR ANNUAL OPERATOR EARNINGS OF 455,500 1 
Dairy: 

Northern New Jersey_ 
Southeastern Pennsylvania_ 
Eastern Wisconsin_ 
Southeastern Minnesota_ 
Central Utah_ 
Willamette Valley, Oreg_.II.IIII 
South Carolina Piedmont 

Beef: 
South-central Oklahoma_ 
Northern Nevada_l 

Hog-beef, southern Iowa_ 
Wheat, Palouse area, Washington 
Cotton-wheat, Rolling Plains area, Oklahoma'”" 

Cotton, Mississippi Delta_ 

Potato-general, southern Idaho. 

Apple, central Washington_ 

! For budgeting assumptions, see appendix. 
8 Calves fed out on farm. 

18,681 59,799 102 68 1,955 449 310 
19,797 59,163 97 54 2,500 996 192 
24,312 86,620 228 216 2,500 3,560 481 
16,196 73,379 286 210 2,431 786 
25,388 80,236 109 104 2,500 2,063 2,950 
25,300 73,191 93 88 2,500 1,241 103 
16,274 35,998 94 49 2,193 104 427 

41,399 353,147 4,182 209 2,500 2,500 
21,439 116, 523 3,684 498 2,600 500 
24, 912 88,683 465 439 2,500 1,470 
21,480 92,435 365 358 856 190 807 
62,103 282,408 3,155 2,464 2,600 4,264 14,022 

21,433 67,627 301 274 900 2,659 

27,500 73,110 160 150 1,080 2,136 350 

36,450 119,015 60 45 1,700 6,702 4,410 

31 cows. 
34 cows. 
60 cows. 
26 cows, 95 acres of corn. 
43 cows, 21 acres beets. 
44 cows. 
26 cows. 

465 cows. 
249 cows. 
30 sows, 53 cows.* 
358 acres wheat. 
592 acres cotton, 1,303 acres 

wheat, 207 stockers. 
62 acres cotton, 212 acres soy¬ 

beans. 
55 acres potatoes, 50 acres 

wheat, 50 acres alfalfa. 
45 acres apples. 

8 16 cows—calves fed out on farm; 27 cows—calves sold as feeders. 
* 19 cows—oalves fed out on farm; 34 cows—calves sold as feeders. 
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You will see that a beef producer in 
south-central Oklahoma requires an in¬ 
vestment in excess of $353,000 to assure 
him a net income of $5,500 a year. You 
will see that a cotton-wheat farm in the 
rolling plains area of Oklahoma requires 
an investment of $282,408 to net $5,500 a 
year; an apple orchard in my home State 
requires an investment of $119,000 to net 
$5,500 a year. The very cheapest in¬ 
vestment to produce the net annual in¬ 
come of $5,500 is roughly $36,000—this 
figure is for a dairy farm in the Pied¬ 
mont area of South Carolina. Cotton, in 
the Mississippi Delta, requires nearly 
$68,000 investment to return $5,500 

The farmer today faces hard economic 
facts, and he is entitled to every break 
in the book. 

You might be interested in making 
$2,500 a year on a farm. Well, on a 
dairy ranch in central Utah you would 
need an investment of $56,000; a hog- 
beef farm in southern Iowa would stand 
you just over $43,000. Your investment 
in Mississippi for cotton would be nearly 
$29,000. And so it goes. 

The sad fact remains that farming is 
expensive, hard work, and for the small 
farmer under discussion here, far from 
rewarding—unless he derives his satis¬ 
faction from sustaining the ability of the 
consumer to “enjoy abundance at rela¬ 
tively low cost.” 

The sad fact remains that your farm¬ 
ing neighbor, if he is to be successful, is 
no longer a clodbusting yokel. He is a 
businessman of the first water. I think 
we must treat him as such, deal with 
him as such, and write our laws and 
issue our regulations with the thought 
that the agricultural producer is a ma¬ 
ture, capable American. 

Dr. Higbee reviews his book “Farms 
and Farming in an Urban Age,” in this 
year’s March issue of the Reader’s Di¬ 
gest in an article entitled “Farewell to 
the Small Farm.” Since his conclusions 
in that article are succinct and repre¬ 
sentative of many economists writing on 
the farm program today, I shall conclude 
my own remarks by a comment on each 
of the points he makes. 

He asks, “What then is the solution?” 
And he states: 

There is none that will not hurt some 
farmers and benefit others. We can sympa¬ 
thize with people who do not have capital 
to develop their land yet who cling to the 
soil “because we like farm life and we don’t 
know what else to do.” But they are 
trapped—no “farm program” can remedy 
their situation, and most of them know it. 

Dr. Higbee continues: 
The real solution is twofold. First, we 

must end all programs of agricultural sup¬ 
ports, price fixings, parity incomes, produc¬ 
tion subsidies, and the soil bank. This would 
restore the free market to farm operations. 

Dr. Higbee, and there are othei’s with 
him, would go all the way. He would 
wipe the slate clear of most of the things 
we have done in attempting to make 
price supports feasible through flexible 
loan levels and production controls. One 
cannot escape the conclusion that his 
first step is pretty drastic—he would re¬ 
turn to the open market of the law of 
supply and demand; 

There are many who think we must 
subvert the law of supply and demand 
and drench its heat with a flood of Gov¬ 
ernment programs. Yet, despite all the 
Government we have, the influx of beef, 
pork, and veal on the present American 
market, depressing our own livestock 
prices, informs us that the law of supply 
and demand is still vei-y much with us. 
And the return of production elsewhere 
in the world speaks loudly that the law 
is far from dead. As an agency in com¬ 
merce, this law functions best in the open 
market. Our subcommittee has a his- 
toi’y of spurring on the dead hand of 
Government. In the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, for example, it was this 
subcommittee, and especially our chair¬ 
man, the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. Whitten], that set up the sales 
office to help remove the stagnation from 
the bins, warehouses, and elevators con¬ 
trolled by the CCC. 

Higbee continues, and I quote: 
Second, we must help marginal farmers 

prepare for jobs in industry; this means we 
must encourage industrial growth so that 
there will be jobs for them. Truly, the most 
critical problem of our time is a deficiency 
of city jobs, not a surplus of farm production. 

Here he refers to that 35 percent 
of American farms—he says there are 
1,300,000 of them—which gross $2,500 to 
$10,000 a year. 

As a matter of fact, we ai’e doing some 
of the retraining Dr. Higbee suggests, 
but in my opinion, a better solution for 
this group is to make the operations of 
as many of these farms as possible eco¬ 
nomically feasible. And, through the 
Farmers Home Administration, we are 
doing that in many instances. Actually, 
it is just in this group that I find those 
to justify a Commission To Preserve Op¬ 
portunities in Tomorrow’s Agriculture 
for Today’s Young Men and Women. 

Wherever possible, their farms must 
be made into economic units by owner¬ 
ship loans and adequate production 
funds. 

Quoting again from the author of 
“Farms and Farming in an Urban Age”: 

Meanwhile, third-class “farmers,” the 
1,600,000 who average 13 times more income 
from off-farm sources than from “agricul¬ 
ture,” should be dropped from consideration 
as genuine farmers. Eliminating them from 
the official farm family is not a heartless 
suggestion. These people serve only as a 
padding in a census of agriculture. For the 
majority of them farming is a sideline. The 
few who really need jobs would be better off 
in industry, where someone else can supply 
the capital to create satisfactory opportuni¬ 
ties. 

There can be no question but that the 
whole so-called farm problem has been 
complicated by the inclusion of many 
who cannot, by any stretch of the imagi¬ 
nation, be classed as “full-time,” “poten¬ 
tial full-time,” or “commercial” farmers. 

Dr. Higbee concludes, and I quote: 
Ending the futile subsidy and controls pro¬ 

gram would save the American taxpayers 
more than $5 billion a year. And it would 
accomplish two desired aims with one stroke; 
it would do away once and for all with the 
myth that price supports can be of real help 
to the small farmer, and it would signalize 
that at long last American agriculture had 
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come of age, that it is a vigorous and self- 
sustaining factor in American life. 

Well, I do not worry too much about 
what we may be spending on the Amer¬ 
ican farmer. However, if our programs 
be futile, as Dr. Higbee states—or if our 
controls stifle the American farmer— 
that is another matter. If the aims of 
planning, as advanced in the original 
act, are not being met, if despite controls 
and vast increases in our population, the 
“ever-normal granary” remains elu¬ 
sive—then, I say we had better take a 
new and agonizing look. 

If “managed abundance” means only 
the consumer’s “access to abundance at 
bargain prices,” I, as a representative of 
many hardworking farmers, must call 
for a fresh start—with more activity in 
the open market and less reliance on bins 
and regulations. 

I believe our farm economists are 
analyzing these factors today, and I fur¬ 
ther believe our farmers are being prop- 
ei-ly quizzical, too. 

It is manifest to me that the farmer 
of tomorrow is entitled to more than he 
is getting from political largess. Every 
mouth he feeds, every body he clothes, 
every soul he shelters, should be mighty 
glad he lives. Let him continue to serve 
you as faithfully as he has done, but 
please, let him have access to this great 
American abundance, too. 

Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. Mr. Chair¬ 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. Yes. I yield to the gen¬ 
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. I do want 
to compliment the gentleman from 
Washington on his very excellent trea¬ 
tise that he has presented. Certainly it 
is a fine commentary on a most difficult 
problem. I know because of our mutual 
interest that the gentleman has given a 
great deal of thought, not just in this 
past year, by the way, but through the 
years to this problem. Again I want to 
compliment him for having made the 
statement that he has made hei’e to the 
committee, and I hope it will be possible 
not only for all our Membex’s to l’ead and 
study it but that it will get wide cover¬ 
age in our papers and publications. 

Also I want to thank the subcommit¬ 
tee for the usual fine work that they have 
done. It is a long, tedious, and in many 
instances I know a thankless job that 
they assume, but they have come up with 
a good report that is in keeping with 
their usual pattern. 

Particularly I would like to comment 
on two or three items that are probably 
not of great significance, yet which in 
certain areas I think are important. One 
is, I note that you have continued and 
indeed increased the funds for engineer¬ 
ing for Public Law 566, the Small Water¬ 
shed Act. If there is any one item I 
think that offers more to preserve and 
conserve our natural resources than the 
Soil Conservation Sei’vice, and partic¬ 
ularly Public Law 566, it is this item. 
Therefore, I am very grateful that the 
committee has given attention to this 
need and taken care of it. 

I was also particularly impressed with 
that part of the report which dealt with 
beef imports and the use of sections 22 
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and 32 funds. The recommendations of 
the committee there are sound, I believe. 
They indicate indeed that very urgent 
action should be taken by the Depart¬ 
ment to help to alleviate the condition 
that is affecting not only the beef indus¬ 
try but the entire meat industry. 

In closing I would like to ask the 
gentleman, if I might, a question. 

On page 3 of the report there is some 
language that I am not just exactly sure 
as to the meaning. Apparently it is say¬ 
ing in essence that the committee is ob¬ 
jecting to some of the present uses of De¬ 
partment funds with relation to agri¬ 
cultural activities abroad. Could any of 
the gentlemen on the committee illumi¬ 
nate this subject? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the chairman 
of the subcommittee. 

Mr. WHITTEN. We have had assur¬ 
ance that these funds created abroad— 
I believe about 90 percent of them—are 
not subject to the appropriation process 
of the U.S. Government. Since we can¬ 
not bring that 90 percent back here and 
control it, it has been thought that any 
use of it for research purposes, for in¬ 
stance the hoof-and-mouth disease, 
which we do not want to let loose in 
this country, or in many other areas, 
or even in promoting foreign markets 
was a good use. Since the money can¬ 
not be spent in this country and we 
cannot bring it back and appropriate it 
here, it has been our feeling that any use 
which is legitimate and offers a real 
hope to promote markets or give the 
answers to research problems such as 
where we we do want a disease brought 
back here, was a good use. At the same 
time I believe it was last year that we 
directed they keep our committee ad¬ 
vised of these uses so that we would 
have some chance to pass judgment on 
that use and value. 

That is a general answer, but by and 
large that is the way we deal with it. 

Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. I find no 
fault with that, let me say. I think it 
is a fair evaluation of the problem. We 
do have in some countries vast quantities 
of money derived there from sale of sur¬ 
plus foods and which are tied up in 
the currency of those particular coun¬ 
tries and, as the gentleman so ade¬ 
quately stated, which we cannot un¬ 
freeze. Any use that can be made of it 
which will not only properly benefit our 
markets in that general area but which 
may also be of educational benefit to 
the country where these funds are 
frozen. 

I might say I happen to have a per¬ 
sonal interest in this type of thing, be¬ 
cause we had the privilege of having in 
our home for a year one of the first 
young men who came to this country as 
an exchange student for special train¬ 
ing and guidance. He being a native of 
Brazil, went back to Brazil, in South 
America, where he is today one of the 
leading poultry men in that area. 

I mention this not because of our part 
in it but because of the fact that he was 
almost like a son to us in our home. I 
have followed his efforts closely in the 
succeeding years and in the uprising that 

we observed In Brazil not too long ago, 
the efforts of not only this young man 
but others of that type who had the ad¬ 
vantage of training here and who have 
gone back and helped to establish similar 
examples of our free enterprise system 
in Brazil; our hemisphere avoided a very 
close call so far as Brazil falling into the 
Communist camp was concerned. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to say in 
conclusion that I do favor a proper use 
of these counterpart funds in the coun¬ 
tries where they are presently more or 
less frozen. I know that in a discussion 
with the gentleman from New York, [Mr. 
Rooney] recently, when the appropria¬ 
tion bill for the Department of State was 
before the House, he indicated that he 
thought I was advocating a permanent 
freezing of these funds. That is not the 
case, but I do know that the first and 
foremost use of these counterpart funds 
has been for paying the running costs of 
our Embassy in the particular country. 
That is fine. But in many cases the 
amount of the fund is so great that it 
would take 100 years to use those funds 
if that were the only purpose to which 
they were put. 

Mr. Chairman, I compliment the sub¬ 
committee on this occasion for the inter¬ 
est they have taken in and the considera¬ 
tion they have given this matter. 
Although this is really not within their 
province, in a way, yet unless they do 
follow up and ask for some kind of an 
accounting of the use of these funds I 
am fearful that that will not be ade¬ 
quately done. 

Again, I want to thank the subcommit¬ 
tee for their effort in this matter, and I 
appreciate having a clarification of the 
statement in the report. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, if I may 
comment on that statement, I should 
like to say that it is physically and fi¬ 
nancially impossible for us to use the 
soft currencies that we have accumulated 
in India. It is just physically impossible 
for us to do that. A study has been made 
showing how much of their currency we 
have, and it is like a $35 billion mortgage 
on the United States. So you can see 
the enormity of the problem in the 
amount of the currency that we hold in 
India. 

Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. That is 
correct 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from New York. 

(Mr. HORTON asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
should like to commend the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. Horan] for the 
fine and comprehensive statement he has 
made on this very difficult problem that 
faces all of us in America in dealing 
with the problem of agriculture. Also I 
would like to commend him and the 
other members of the subcommittee for 
the excellent work they have done in 
bringing this bill to the floor. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to com¬ 
ment briefly on the section of the bill 

‘before us dealing with appropriations for 
the Soil Conservation Service. Because 
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the Committee on Appropriations has 
recommended a restoration of funds for 
this program, I feel this action should be 
noted and commended. 

In its budget estimates, the adminis¬ 
tration attempted to cut back this im¬ 
portant work by reducing the technical 
personnel complement. Should such a 
reduction be put into effect, certain 
regional offices would have to be closed 
and there would be fewer soil conserva¬ 
tion technicians available to aid local 
cooperators in carrying out conservation 
practices. 

When I became aware of this planned 
reduction, I received permission to ap¬ 
pear before the Agriculture Subcommit¬ 
tee of the Committee on Appropriations 
in order to urge that these funds be re¬ 
stored. In my testimony, I asked that 
the program of the Soil Conservation 
Service be protected by approving suf¬ 
ficient funds to assure the unhampered 
continuation of this important program. 

The manner in which the Federal 
Government encourages sound soil con¬ 
servation through the Department of 
Agriculture’s Soil Conservation Service 
has my enthusiastic endorsement. The 
ultimate benefits to our Nation in con¬ 
serving our most precious natural re¬ 
sources—the land—exceed by many 
times the taxpayer investment. Limited 
largely to technical counsel, the pro¬ 
gram of the Soil Conservation Service 
promotes wise land and water utilization 
on the basis of voluntary cooperation by 
those who recognize the value of 
conservation. 

jVTr. Chairman, I think the interests of 
conservation have been served by the 
action of the Appropriations Committee 
in recommending the restoration of 
funds for the Soil Conservation Service. 
By recommending enough money to 
cover the mandatory pay increases for 
personnel so that an absorption of this 
amount which would result in force re¬ 
duction is not required and by recom¬ 
mending funds to provide proper techni¬ 
cal help to the 28 new soil conservation 
districts that are expected to come into 
being in fiscal year 1965, the committee 
has performed a significant service. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I, too, 
want to compliment the gentleman from 
Washington [Mi5. Horan], on a very fine 
statement, and also the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. Whitten], for a job 
well done. I am especially impressed 
always, every year, by the report which 
accompanies the Agriculture Department 
appropriation bill. 

That report has always been and is 
this year a most enlightening one. It 
explains why the committee did this and 
why they did that on almost every large 
item which is contained in the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I do wish to also com¬ 
pliment the committee and every mem¬ 
ber of the committee for the reductions 
which they have made. While I can 
readily understand, it is rather difficult 
to make big cuts in this bill because of 
the nature of the problems involved. 
Also I wish to compliment the committee 
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for the nominal increases for which the 
bill provides in soil conservation, water¬ 
shed operations and other needed oper¬ 
ations of this Department. These repre¬ 
sent modest increases but are very neces¬ 
sary and proper. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, let me say that 
I do appreciate the many, many long 
weeks and months that the committee 
must sit each year and listen to hundreds 
upon hundreds of people from every sec¬ 
tion of the country who come before this 
committee to testify. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the mem¬ 
bers of this subcommittee and the full 
committee have done a yeoman’s service 
to this country and to agriculture, the 
basic free enterprise industry of Amer¬ 
ica. Let us never forget that agriculture 
is the basis of all our new wealth. All 
wealth must spring from the soil an¬ 
nually, and unless we look after our 
precious soil and the resources of the 
farmer then our country will not survive 
for long. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
from Washington for yielding. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like at this point to compliment the dis¬ 
tinguished chairman of the Subcommit¬ 
tee on Agricultural Appropriations, the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Whit¬ 

ten] , on this report. This is the longest 
report we have had. I would like to join 
with him in paying a compliment to Mr. 
Ross Pope who has worked so hard on 
this bill and on this report. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from Mississippi [Mr. Whitten] . 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say that this 
report reflects many years of experience 
on the part of the gentleman from Wash¬ 
ington and myself, the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. Natcher], and every 
other member of the committee, as well 
as our very fine staff member, Mr. Ross 
Pope. We have gone to great lengths in 
an attempt to bring together the perti¬ 
nent matters pertaining to this bill and 
to agriculture generally about which peo¬ 
ple should know. 

Mr. Chairman, as I said, in my ex¬ 
tension of remarks I expect to include a 
part of or practically all that is con¬ 
tained in the report as a part of the 
Record. 

May I say that the entire country is 
Indebted to my colleague the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. Horan] for stress¬ 
ing the points which I sometimes tend to 
overlook. Walt Horan’s standing in 
agriculture and in Congress is well rec¬ 
ognized and I take pleasure in saying for 
the Record at this point that he has ren¬ 
dered extremely valuable service to the 
farmers of America as well as to the con- 
sumers of this country during his service 
on this committee. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

(Mr. PELLY asked and was given per¬ 
mission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I think it 
would be most unfortunate if the Con¬ 
gress approved the change in appropri¬ 
ation language which the administration 
has requested so as to terminate interest 
after the close of each fiscal year, effec¬ 
tive June 30, 1964, on Treasury borrow¬ 
ing, in an amount equivalent to the 
realized 1964 losses of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation and of succeeding 
fiscal years, and also to the unreimbursed 
losses of prior fiscal years. 

This precedent of waiving interest vio¬ 
lates the charter of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, but is especially ill 
advised because it constitutes more 
backdoor spending and would bypass the 
normal appropriations procedure. It 
would effectively cover up the true cost 
of agricultural programs and open the 
way for other agencies of Government to 
seek the same privilege of borrowing 
funds from the Treasury on an interest- 
free basis. 

Furthermore, forgiveness of interest is 
a wide-open invitation and puts a pre¬ 
mium on postponing the appropriation 
of funds to reimburse the Commodity 
Credit Corporation for its net realized 
losses. 

Mr. Chairman, I oppose to the utmost 
this proposal and I want to point out 
that this proposed fiscal irresponsibility 
is tied in with a budget request of the 
President which leaves $930.9 million— 
nearly $1 billion—of the Commodity 
Credit losses to be restored in future 
years. 

Mr. Chairman, the policy of putting 
off reimbursement of Commodity Credit 
Corporation losses until future years 
may give an appearance of austerity, 
economy, and thrift, but it is wrong and 
in my view, downright dishonest. 

In this bill, the House Committee on 
Appropriations has gone along with the 
President and has only allowed for a 
partial reimbursement of the $2,654 mil¬ 
lion net realized losses of the CCC. The 
bill only appropriates $1,724 million, 
leaving the balance of $930.9 million for 
some future time. 

To me, as I say, this kind of account¬ 
ing is not proper. I think the American 
people should realize the way this ad¬ 
ministration is creating a false mantle of 
fiscal austerity. Here is a $1 billion 
coverup. I think this and the proposed 
waiving of interest on Treasury borrow¬ 
ings is reprehensible. 

Mr. Chairman, this is worse, if pos¬ 
sible, than the old system of restoring 
impairments and making up losses of the 
CCC by cancelling its notes to the Treas¬ 
ury. It is worse because when $3,290 
million of those cancellations took place, 
only one committee of the House was 
party to that policy, but now we find 
as a party to it the Committee on Appro¬ 
priations, the committee which, under 
the Constitution, is called on to safe¬ 
guard the Treasury of the United 
States. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the Congress 
will act responsibly and appropriate the 
full amount of the losses. This is a 
dangerous policy. It is a policy of 
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planned imprudence. It is wrong and 
has all the earmarks of election-year 
budget juggling. 

Mr. Chairman, this year’s agricultural 
appropriation bill contains a misinform¬ 
ing, misguided, and mistaken new policy 
of postponement to future years of res¬ 
toration of Commodity Credit losses— 
$1 billion, almost, this year—and the 
policy of forgiveness of interest on its 
deferred unpaid Treasury borrowings. 
This is a bonanza provision for Presi¬ 
dent Johnson’s bureaucratic budget- 
busters in the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. HORAN. I want to reiterate 
what my chairman has said when he 
made his remarks. We are aware that 
all of the restoration has not been made 
here, but we felt under the circumstances 
it is better to bring the bill here to see 
what happens. If circumstances arise, 
we will have to restore those funds in or¬ 
der to enable this corporation to func¬ 
tion. 

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr. Chair¬ 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from Nebraska. 

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr. Chair¬ 
man, I received an article this morning 
taken from the Hastings, Nebr., Daily 
Tribune of Saturday, May 16, 1964, the 
headline of which reads: “Blue Hill 
Residents Begin Working on Recreation 
Area To Include Golf Course, Picnic 
Area, Swimming Pool.” The article goes 
on to say that they have received ap¬ 
proval of the Farmers Home Adminis¬ 
tration to obtain a $104,000 loan to help 
finance these facilities. 

Is it customary for this agency to make 
loans in this area for recreational pur¬ 
poses? 

Mr. HORAN. Not to my knowledge. 
I do not know whether the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. Whitten] has any 
comment to make on that or not. 

Mr. WHITTEN. We have had a new 
program in the last 2 years providing for 
this sort of thing in a limited way. Our 
committee, as we went along, held these 
two programs to last year. We did not 
go along with the budget increases. We 
insisted that it be financially sound. We 
have rather condemned that type of 
thing throughout our hearings. 

I do not have in front of me the new 
legislation, but may I say that type of 
loan is eligible from the Small Business 
Administration. Sometimes there is a 
question of whether rural people should 
not have the same privileges as others. 
But with that kind of argument this 
committee left it at the last year’s level, 
and did not go along with the budget 
estimate. The type or thing the gentle¬ 
man mentioned is the first I have heard 
that the Home Administration has made 
such a loan. 

Mr. HORAN. We have had these 
items come up to our attention before, 
and we have attempted to excoriate them 
and to point out if we have a healthy 
community it can build its own golf 
course, they do not have to come to the 
ARA or Farmers Home Administration, 
or REA. If they want to play golf at 
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night presumably they can get a loan 
from REA, since it will increase the in¬ 
come of whoever supplies the electricity. 
I think this is a misuse of Federal funds. 

The first thing the Department of Ag¬ 
riculture has to do is to make our rural 
communities healthy and prosperous; 
then they can build their own golf 
courses. It is not our job to use the 
taxpayers’ money of the 192 million peo¬ 
ple in the United States to build a golf 
course even in so lovely a place as Blue 
Hill, Nebr., and I mean that. 

Mr. Chairman, I include as part of my 
remarks the following news item from 
the Hastings Daily Tribune previously 
referred to: 
[From the Hastings (Nebr.) Daily Tribune, 

May 16, 1964] 

Blue Hill Residents Begin Working on 

Recreation Area To Include Golf Course, 

Picnic Area, Swimming Pool 

Blue Hill.—Work has begun on the 70- 

acre tract planned for a recreation area along 

Highway 281 adjoining this town on the 

east. 
Plans for this improvement were formu¬ 

lated a year ago and the Blue Hill Improve¬ 
ment Corp. was formed to promote the proj¬ 
ect. 

HAS 200 MEMBERS 

The organlzaton has some 200 members 
and has complied with all stipulations set 
forth to get the approval of the Farmers 
Home Administration to obtain a $104,000 
loan to help finance the facilities. 

The various contracts have been let: ex¬ 
cavation of the clubhouse basement has 
been started; and Bill Kort, president of 
the corporation, says “go” is the word from 
now until completion. Kort reports that the 
general contract was awarded to Axel Olin 
of Hastings, the heating; and Darrel Stromer 
the mechanical contract; Krieger Electric of 
Hastings, the wiring; Henrichs Sheet Metal 
of Hastings, the heating; and Darrel Stromer 
Land Leveling of Juniata, the golf course 
earth work. 

The completed project will have a nine- 
hole golf course; picnic area; swimming pool, 
and clubhouse in which will be a bathhouse. 

In addition to these there is ample room 
for an archery range, or other sports projects 
that may be needed. Plans for the golf lay¬ 
out were by Harry Obitz, Red Cloud profes¬ 
sional, and will be a 3,197-yard, 36-par- 
course. 

CORPORATION OFFICERS 

Corporation officers are William Kort, pres¬ 
ident; Ed McBride, vice president; Floyd 
Sawyer, treasurer; and Sherrell Grose, sec¬ 
retary; all of Blue Hill. On the board of 
directors are Don Classen and Merle An¬ 
derson of Ayr, Vernon McKinney of Rose- 
mont, Ira Slater, Charles Courtright and 
Woodson Bentz of Blue Hill, and Bob John¬ 
son of Bladen. Don Richeson of Blue Hill is 
club manager. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from Hlinois. 

Mr. FINDLEY. The gentleman was 
discussing restoration of funds to the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, as pro¬ 
vided in this bill, and I take note of the 
fact the restoration is not for the full 
amount, it is $950 million less. 

Mr. HORAN. Yes. The chairman so 
stated when he opened his remarks on 
this bill. 

Mr. FINDLEY. In that connection I 
wonder how the gentleman can explain 
the fact that the uncommitted inven¬ 

tory of Government corn as reported on 
May 8 is over 200 million bushels higher 
than it was a year ago. This indicates 
a rising level of inventories. I am won¬ 
dering if the USD A is fully informing 
this body about the need for capital 
funds in the Commodity Credit Corpora¬ 
tion. Is it not very likely that due to this 
trend and rising level of uncommitted 
inventories, if it continues, they will have 
to come back for more money? Maybe 
right after election day? 

Mr. HORAN. Maybe before the end 
of the fiscal year. We know that this is 
not a final report. We do not run the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. All we 
do is to pick up the checks in your 
name. But I do want you to know that 
we try to be diligent as well as vigilent 
in the use of these funds. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I understand about 2 
weeks ago the Commodity Credit Cor¬ 
poration sold some of its mortgage paper 
to New York banks in order to raise 
about $100 million. I am wondering if 
that is the experience and general policy 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation or 
not. 

Mr. HORAN. Oh, yes, they do. If 
they can finance outside of borrowing 
from the Treasury. Of course, that does 
not figure against the national debt and 
we are very happy about that. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say I was un¬ 
aware of the facts the gentleman men¬ 
tioned. But the only time in the years 
I have been on this committee that I 
have ever seen that happen, and any 
reason for it, is when you reach the debt 
ceiling. In years past under both 
administrations, when the Federal Gov¬ 
ernment had reached the debt ceiling, 
this outside borrowing of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, and I do not know 
why, is not counted against the debt 
ceiling. But if its capital stock is fully 
depleted it cannot borrow from outside 
any more than they can from the 
Treasury. 

Mr. FINDLEY. This is a means of 
circumventing the public debt ceiling, in 
other words? 

Mr. WHITTEN. That is right and it 
has been used in times past and may I 
say never with the approval of this sub¬ 
committee—but neither were we asked. 

Mr. FINDLEY. May I ask if this type 
of fiscal procedure does meet with your 
approval as chairman of this subcom¬ 
mittee? 

Mr. WHITTEN. As I say, we have 
never been asked nor have we ever ap¬ 
proved of it. But I would say for the 
record, you have a conflicting directive 
in the laws. One says that you must 
support commodities and another says 
you may be in trouble if you do not have 
funds to meet the problem. 

Mr. HORAN. I think this can be said, 
if you will let me add to this, and I think 
it should be, that when you fail to add to 
the national debt up to a point you are 
doing a good thing because it tends to be, 
as I see it, less inflationary than adding 
to the national debt. However, the 
banks who advance funds when they 
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claim them, then it figures against the 
national debt. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Would you not agree 
with me that the Secretary of Agricul¬ 
ture has a wide range of discretionary 
authority in establishing the level of 
price supports and he could anticipate 
these fiscal problems of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation and lower the level 
of price supports and thus partially meet 
the problem, is that not true? 

Mr. HORAN. I think he has tremen¬ 
dous power over the American fanner. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr. NELSEN. Earlier in the discus¬ 
sion, we referred to section 32 for the 
purchase of agricultural commodities in 
the event of a slump in price occurring, 
and also section 22 where the President 
on the advice or recommendation of the 
Tariff Commission and the Secretary of 
Agriculture could impose tariff restric¬ 
tions. Under the language of this re¬ 
port, it would appear to me that the 
authority already is there without the 
enacting of legislation that we have dis¬ 
cussed; is that not true? 

Mr. HORAN. It is already in the law 
and that is the reason we put it in the 
report. There are both fees and quanti¬ 
tative restrictions, which means quotas. 

Mr. NELSEN. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 10 minutes to my colleague on the 
committee, the gentleman from Ken¬ 
tucky [Mr. NatcherI. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, the 
Subcommittee on Agriculture of the Ap¬ 
propriations Committee once again 
brings to the floor of the House for your 
approval the annual appropriations bill 
for the Department of Agriculture. 

We recommend the sum of $5,182,665,- 
000 for fiscal year 1965. This is $1,059,- 
632,215 less than the amount appro¬ 
priated for fiscal year 1964 and $399,- 
594,600 less than the budget estimates 
for fiscal year 1965. This bill provides 
the necessary funds for the operation of 
the Agriculture Department’s activities. 

Agriculture takes the largest new ob- 
ligational authority reduction of any de¬ 
partment in our Government for fiscal 
year 1965. Commerce has an increase of 
$122,809,000; Defense has a reduction of 
$56,454,000; Health, Education, and 
Welfare has an increase of $1,546,707,- 
000; Interior has an increase of $28,925,- 
000; Justice has an increase of $23,576,- 
000; Labor has an increase of $360,052,- 
000; Post Office has a reduction of 
$103,699,000; State has a reduction of 
$58,459,000; Treasury has an increase of 
$519,685,000, and Agriculture has a re¬ 
duction of $1,305,850,000. 

Agriculture and the American con¬ 
sumer are today faced with two pressing 
problems which must be given immediate 
attention. One pertains to the problem 
confronting the tobacco producers, 
processors and millions of consumers as 
a result of the recent report of the Sur¬ 
geon General on “Smoking and Health.” 
The other problem concerns the effect 
present publicity is having on the pro¬ 
ducer and consumer with regard to the 
use of insecticides and pesticides. 
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Tobacco is produced in 21 States and 
has been a major agricultural commod¬ 
ity throughout the years. It is the fifth 
largest income producing crop to 
farmers. This commodity provides some 
$3.3 billion in taxes to our Federal, State 
and local governments and is an $8 bil¬ 
lion industry. Our producers receive 
about $1.4 billion per year for their 
tobacco. 

When tobacco is in trouble my home 
State is in trouble. Approximately 46 
percent of the total farm income from 
agricultural commodities in Kentucky 
is received from tobacco. Production of 
tobacco throughout the United States 
involves over 700,000 farm families and 
over 100,000 factory workers. Kentucky 
is the second largest producer of tobacco 
in our country. 

We are very much concerned about 
tobacco today not only in Kentucky but 
in all of the 21 States which produce 
this commodity. We must immediately 
expand the program of research into 
plant breeding, culture, production, and 
handling of tobacco. We must include 
studies of the factors which may be detri¬ 
mental to health and ascertain as soon 
as possible those quality factors and 
other characteristics which will preserve 
the desirable characteristics of tobacco 
and eliminate any factors which may be 
detrimental to health. 

Because of the implications to the 
health of the consumer from use of to¬ 
bacco with insecticidal residues, there is 
a continuing and urgent need for safer 
and yet more effective methods of con¬ 
trol of insect pests of tobacco. Addi¬ 
tional studies must be made on the effect 
of methods of application of insecticides. 

In testifying before the Tobacco Sub¬ 
committee of the House Committee on 
Agriculture on January 29, 1964, Dr. 
Luther L. Terry, Surgeon General of the 
Public Health Service of the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
stated in part as follows: 

The third research category is how to make 
smoking safer. There are a number of ap¬ 
proaches which are feasible and definitely 
need increased support. We need to know 
much more about the substance in tobacco 
smoke which produced the health hazards. 
Until we know more in this area, we will 
be handicapped in our efforts to remove the 
hazard. It is difficult to design a method of 
removing something if you don’t know what 
it is. For example, you know substances in 
tobacco smoke can account for only a small 
portion of its cancer-producing power. We 
have no real clues as to what it is in tobacco 
smoke that influences coronary artery dis¬ 
ease; if indeed it does. This would seem to 
be a fertile field for research, such as that 
proposed in the resolution now before this 
committee. In this specific context, I am 
sure the committee will realize that I must 
speak with some caution and reservations, 
since I am not an agricultural or horticul¬ 
tural expert. I still feel, nevertheless, that 
I can wholeheartedly support additional re¬ 
search of the types which the resolution 
would authorize and direct. 

Dr. Terry also stated: 
It is well known that strains of tobacco 

differ quite widely in various constituents. 
It is well known the levels of some of these 
constituents influence the amount of hazard 
dose or potentiality hazard dose substance in 
tobacco smoke. I would give a great deal to 
know whether the types of tobacco used for 
pipes and cigars have anything to do with 

the lesser hazards associated with these 
modes of tobacco use. If tobacco behaves 
as other vegetables, I am sure that the 
amount of some of its constituents will vary 
with the conditions of the culture, soil, 
climate, fertilizer, and other agricultural 
practices. This suggests, however, another 
area of research. Any vegetable material, 
when burned under the conditions prevail¬ 
ing when tobacco is smoked will produce 
hazardous substances. Coal, oil, paper, even 
spinach, all produce benzopyrene, a potent 
cancer-producing substance when burned. 

The efficiency of the combustion process 
makes a marked difference in the amount of 
this chemical in the smoke. As a matter of 
fact, most of the cancer-producing com¬ 
pounds identified in cigarette smoke are not 
present in the native tobacco leaf, but are 
formed during the burning process. These 
facts suggest that it will not be enough sim¬ 
ply to develop better strains of tobacco and 
better methods of cultivation; we must also 
develop better methods of preventing the 
formation of these substances during the 
burning of tobacco, as well as of removing 
by filtration or other means the hazard dose 
substances that are formed. Both of these 
areas are promising after news for further 
development and have the potential of mak¬ 
ing smoking safer. It is well known that 
cigarettes can now be produced which yield 
quite low amounts of tars and nicotine, either 
by selection of the types of tobacco, by filters, 
or other means. It is relatively easy to meas¬ 
ure this quantitatively. What isn’t so well 
known or so easy to measure is the biological 
significance to man of the substances which 
do come through. Tobacco smoke is an ex¬ 
ceedingly complex mixture of many different 
substances. It is not the amount of tars and 
nicotine produced that counts, it is the type 
and amount of hazard dose substances that 
get into a man that is important. 

In summary, gentlemen, the action which 
I have outlined has the common purpose of 
avoiding or minimizing the intake of hazard 
dose substances by the American people. Ac¬ 
tion on many fronts is urgently needed. The 
Public Health Service intends to do what it 
can. This important and complex problem 
also calls for appropriate action by other 
Federal agencies, by State and local agen¬ 
cies, by nongovernmental organizations, and 
by the tobacco industry. 

Some good tobacco research has been 
done but much remains to be done. Our 
tobacco industry has reached the point 
where more basic fundamental research 
needs to be done in production, quality, 
utilization and distribution. 

Perhaps the most urgent need in all 
types of tobacco is improvement in 
quality. Quality is maintained with ac¬ 
curate environmental control in the cur¬ 
ing and aging processes. Thus, quality 
depends on the total of all factors of 
production, processing, and aging. Es¬ 
sential knowledge for producing high- 
quality tobacco of all types, with mini¬ 
mum human effort and cost, should be 
sought through expanded programs in all 
areas of tobacco research. Fundamental 
studies of the uptake and utilization of 
nutrient elements need to be expanded. 

We now have available in Kentucky 
adequate facilities for an expanded pro¬ 
gram for tobacco research. 

In 1960 the Legislature of the Common¬ 
wealth of Kentucky appropriated $1 mil¬ 
lion for agricultural research building 
and this amount was increased during 
construction until the total cost of the 
building amounted to $4.5 million. This 
is a large four-story building with thou¬ 
sands of feet of floor space made avail¬ 
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able for this purpose. With the research 
facility we have the hothouses and head- 
house used in connection with such fa¬ 
cilities. In the immediate vicinity is 
located an $11 million medical research 
facility. These facilities are under the 
control and operation of the University 
of Kentucky in Lexington and are now 
available to accommodate an expanded 
agricultural-medical research program. 

Mr. Chairman, time is of the essence 
and we must move now. To meet this 
emergency we must immediately use 
existing facilities which are available. 

Our people at the University of Ken¬ 
tucky have the facilities and are ready 
under the direction of the Department 
of Agriculture, to join forces with the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, private industry, or any other 
organization or group, anywhere in the 
United States, to bring about an adequate 
research program for tobacco which will 
protect the consumer of this country 
and preserve the large tobacco industry 
of this Nation. 

In order to be successful, we must have 
the cooperation of the Department of 
Agriculture, the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, and private in¬ 
dustry, to determine the properties of 
tobacco which may affect the health of 
smokers and to develop means to elimi¬ 
nate any harmful substances which 
might be found. We must find the 
answer to this problem as quickly as 
possible to prevent economic ruin for 
our producers, substantial losses of rev¬ 
enue to our Government, and possible 
injury to the health of our people. 

Mr. Chairman, we include $1,500,000 
of section 32 funds in the appropriations 
bill for fiscal year 1965 to enable the 
Department to immediately initiate to¬ 
bacco research at the University of Ken¬ 
tucky, in Lexington, Ky., and urge the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, and other public and private 
organizations, to join with us and to con¬ 
tribute to a concerted approach to this 
urgent research need. 

Insecticides are the material used to 
kill or repel insects. They are derived 
mostly from minerals and in some in¬ 
stances obtained also from plants. 

It is estimated that about 7,000 species 
of insects in the United States attack 
growing crops, stored grains, woolen 
clothing, wooden buildings, domestic 
animals, and even man himself. The 
damage caused is well over $2 billion an¬ 
nually. 

Chemicals that we use as insecticides 
are mainly poisonous so that we must be 
careful. There are many regulations 
established by law and administered by 
the Government that give great pro¬ 
tection to the people, and if chemicals 
are used in the way in which they are 
approved for use by the Government, 
they will be safe. 

Today we are treating 100 million 
acres of cropland with chemicals for 
weed control. Weeds must be controlled 
if crops are to be grown. Before we had 
the chemicals to use, control was solely 
by a machine or manual cultivation. 
Chemicals are a means of saving labor, 
making our production much more ef¬ 
ficient. 
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It is possible to control weeds by cul¬ 

tivation and keep them under control. 
The labor cost, however, is prohibitive. 
If we can do the same thing with chemi¬ 
cals at an economical cost, we must do 
it. However, when a chemical is ap¬ 
proved for use, it has to be shown that 
it is safe to the user, it is safe to the 
crop or livestock involved, and it will 
not leave residues that will be harmful 
to either people or animals. 

We have many insects that must be 
controlled, such as the Japanese beetle, 
Mediterranean fruitfly, pink bollworm of 
cotton, Gypsy moth, imported fire ant, 
and others. 

Insects build up a resistance to in¬ 
secticides. There may be some physio¬ 
logical functions in the insects that en¬ 
able them to develop resistance because, 
as we know, certain mosquitoes thrive 
on DDT now, and formerly DDT would 
kill them very quickly. This is one of 
our main problems in agriculture. We 
do not use chemicals to control plant 
diseases to any great extent. Our usual 
practice is to breed a plant that is re¬ 
sistant to the disease. 

If a chemical is used according to 
regulations, it is safe. 

If not used according to regulations, 
then in a great many cases the product 
is seized by the Food and Drug Adminis¬ 
tration and this takes place quite often. 

Insecticide deposits and insecticide 
residues are not always synonymous 
terms. The word “deposit” logically 
should be retained to refer to the insecti¬ 
cide chemical as initially laid down on 
a plant or animal surface by the treat¬ 
ment, whereas the word “residue” should 
refer to the chemical regardless of the 
locale on or within a substance and with 
the implication of aging by time lapse 
or alteration. It follows that a deposit 
becomes a residue as soon as it has been 
affected by weathering, by metabolic 
conversions or by other processes that 
may cause migration or degradation. 
Penetrating residues of insecticides tend 
to disappear or decompose at a constant 
rate which is a function of concentra¬ 
tion. 

As emphasized by many competent 
scientists in this country, there is no sig¬ 
nificant evidence that suggests that the 
general population, who benefit consid¬ 
erably from the judicious use of these 
chemicals, is at all adversely affected by 
the toxic properties possessed in varying 
degrees by insecticide and acaricide 
chemicals. 

New developments of resistance among 
insect and mite species are increasing 
out of proportion with the rate of devel¬ 
opment of new chemicals. Control by 
chemicals can remain effective if new 
types of chemicals are evolved and to 
which the insects cannot readily adapt, 
and with improved understanding of the 
mechanics of resistance so that specific 
chemicals may be tailored to circumvent 
the normal pathways of resistance. 

Insects inhabiting the soil do some 
damage in every cultivated field through¬ 
out the world and in many fields they 
may completely destroy the crop. 

In recent years enormous progress has 
been made in protecting the public from 
the hazards of pesticides. Existing laws, 

both Federal and State, surpass the 
hopes of reformers and public health ex¬ 
perts of a decade ago. In many in¬ 
stances additional pesticide control laws 
are not necessary. What is necessary is 
increased public awareness of the con¬ 
trols that already exist. The risk of 
harm from improper use of pesticides, 
the risk that animals, birds, and fish may 
suffer by carelessness in the use and 
spraying of pesticides. 

Pesticides are good friends and if 
properly used are a tremendous boon to 
the farmer. Without them our bounti¬ 
ful agriculture would be 25 years behind 
the times. 

Misuse of chemicals, as a general rule, 
is use of a larger quantity than recom¬ 
mended—for instance, if 2 pounds per 
acre is recommended and a farmer uses 
7 pounds. We must have chemical sprays 
for use on the farm. If we attempted 
now without sprays to produce as we did 
a number of years ago it would require 
26 million farmworkers to produce the 
same amount that 5*4 million produce 
today. 

The price of food would be higher, 
without any question. 

The allowed tolerance in use today is 
low enough so that we can feel safe. In 
addition to our pesticide control we are, 
with research today in the Department 
of Agriculture, breeding insects so that 
they will pass on to their progency a 
lethal factor. Another is the producing 
of parasites that will attack the insects, 
and still another is breeding plants that 
are resistant to insects. 

In the years ahead we must be able 
to produce twice as much as we produce 
today per acre in order to keep up with 
our population growth. This means that 
through chemicals or some other means 
we must learn how to obtain that dou¬ 
bled production. 

Since I have been a member of this 
committee I have seen releases destroy 
the cranberry and capon market. The 
press releases caused excitement and 
concern among our people, and were not 
justified. 

We have provided funds in this bill 
for the Department which should go a 
long way in bringing about a better un¬ 
derstanding and working agreement with 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare and the Department of In¬ 
terior. We should have no more pre¬ 
mature releases and our people should 
not only be fully protected but have a 
better understanding of pesticides and 
the part they play in food and fiber pro¬ 
duction in this country. 

With a good working agreement in the 
departments of our Government and with 
the assistance of the President’s Science 
Advisory Committee and the National 
Academy of Sciences we can continue to 
safely use pesticides and face the de¬ 
mands of the future with the knowledge 
that our farmers will be able to produce 
the food required by our people. 

Last year we appropriated the sum of 
$1.5 million for use in constructing a 
regional weed research laboratory. If 
we are unable to use insecticides and pes¬ 
ticides then this research facility will be 
useless. Weeds and insects must today 
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be controlled if we are to produce the 
food and fiber to take care of our people. 

We recommend the budget estimate of 
$1.5 million under section 32 funds for 
fiscal year 1965 for an expanded research 
on use of pesticides and control of in¬ 
sects and pests, and also recommend such 
amount as may be needed for the modi¬ 
fication of plans to be used in construct¬ 
ing this laboratory in order to carry oh 
this type of research at this facility. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill as submitted to 
our committee contained several reduc¬ 
tions which are not justified at this time 
and certainly not to the best interest of 
agriculture. 

fander payments to States and Puerto 
Rico in our Extension Service we believe 
that the proposed reduction of $2,590,- 
000 should be refused and the same 
amount approved for 1964, of $67,295,000, 
be approved. 

A reduction of $1,025,000 was proposed 
for small watershed planning in our Soil 
Conservation Service. We recommend 
that this reduction be disapproved. 

We further recommend the regular 
authorization of $250 million for the 
agricultural conservation program in¬ 
stead of the $150 million proposed. 

We recommend the use of $25 million 
of section 32 funds in fiscal year 1965 for 
the following research programs: 

EXPANDED RESEARCH 

ACTIVITIES 

Research on health-related prob¬ 
lems of tobacco (discussed 
earlier in report)_$1,500,000 

Research on control of insects, 
including development and 
testing of insecticides and 
materials used in agricultural 
production (discussed earlier 
in report)- 1, 500, 000 

Staffing of research laboratories 
previously authorized and now 
ready for operation_ 1, 200, 000 

Research on reductions in cost 
of production_ 9, 400, 000 

Research on expanded use of agri¬ 
cultural commodities_ 9, 400, 000 

Total research___ 23, 000, 000 

CONSTRUCTION AND AL¬ 

TERATION OF FACILITIES 

Alteration and improvement of 
utilities, Plum Island, N.Y., not 
to exceed_ 250, 000 

Construction and remodeling of 
facilities, Beltsville, Md., not 
to exceed_ 850, 000 

Replacement of facilities, Fort 
Collins, Colo., not to exceed-. 450, 000 

Construction of peanut research 
laboratory in Georgia, not 
to exceed- 450, 000 

Total construction and 
alteration_ 2, 000, 000 

Total authorization_ 25, 000, 000 

Mr. Chairman, in considering the 
amount carried in this bill we must keep 
in mind the benefits to be received not 
only by the farmer but by all of the peo¬ 
ple in this country. 

Our committee recommends this bill 
to the Members of the House. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Addabbo], 
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(Mr. ADDABBO asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to take this opportunity to com¬ 
mend the chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Agriculture for his comprehensive 
presentation of this bill. It has been a 
privilege and a pleasure to serve with 
him and my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle in the hearings on this bill. 
The gentleman from Mississippi has the 
unique ability to make the appropria¬ 
tions for the Department of Agriculture 
interesting and meaningful for all, in¬ 
cluding those from strictly urban areas 
such as myself. 

Every Member of Congress, I know, 
after reading the comprehensive report 
on this appropriations bill, will better 
understand the importance and the far- 
reaching necessity and work of the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture and how this 
appropriation not only directly affects 
the farmer but also, just as directly and 
perhaps more so, the consumer. 

BENEFITS TO CONSUMER 

The agricultural problem facing the 
Nation in the long view is not the matter 
of present commodity surpluses. The 
real long-range problem is the conse¬ 
quences of serious changes now taking 
place in agriculture which could jeopar¬ 
dize the consumer’s supply for food and 
fiber for the future. Such factors as de¬ 
clining farm population, decreasing in¬ 
come from farming, and increasing aver¬ 
age age of farmers are significant indi¬ 
cators of problems ahead for the Na¬ 
tion’s consumers. 

In the last 10 years, the number of 
farmers has decreased from 19.9 to 13.4 
million. During this same period, the 
investment required per farmer has in¬ 
creased from $23,877 to $51,472. The 
farmer’s share of the consumer’s food 
dollar has decreased from 44 percent in 
1953 to 37 percent in 1963. The net in¬ 
come as related to investment has de¬ 
mised from 13.3 to 7.8 percent in the 
past 10 years. Also the average age of 
farmers has increased from 48.3 to 50.5 
years between 1950 and 1960. 

The President has recently announced 
a program designed to give more atten¬ 
tion to the consumer’s role in the highly 
competitive economy of the United 
States. In this connection, he has ap¬ 
pointed a new Assistant Secretary of 
Labor to create more widespread in¬ 
terest in this matter. 

While this special emphasis on con¬ 
sumer interests is probably justified, it 
seems appropriate to point out that per¬ 
haps the first consumer interest should be 
American agriculture and the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture, both of which do a 
primary and basic job of protecting and 
serving the consumer. All urban con¬ 
sumers must look to the rural producer— 
who is also an important consumer—for 
first, the protection of his food supply 
from disease and pestilence; second, the 
protection and conservation of the Na¬ 
tion’s soil, water and timber supplies; 
and third, the providing of a major mar¬ 
ket for the products of labor and indus¬ 
try, which market is .essential to the 
consumer’s income. 

American consumers are enjoying the 
highest standard of living ever known to 
man. 

Also, American consumers enjoy the 
greatest variety and the finest quality of 
food available anywhere in the world. 
Such food is the most wholesome and 
healthful in the world. 

Further, per capita food expenditures 
in the United States are the lowest in 
the world in relation to consumer in¬ 
come. It is usual for people in most 
areas of the world to spend one-third 
to one-half or more of their income for 
food. United Nations figures for 1958 
show the percentage of income spent 
for food in certain areas as follows: 
Italy, 46 percent; Japan, 51 percent; Cey¬ 
lon, 57 percent; Nigeria, 71 percent. In 
the United States, food costs now take 
only 18 percent of the disposable income, 
as compared to over 50 percent in Russia. 

The consumer’s stake in agriculture 
will become increasingly vital in the 
future as the world’s population explo¬ 
sion creates even larger demands for 
food and fiber. This alarming population 
expansion can be fully appreciated when 
it is realized that the population of. the 
world, which reached the first billion by 
the year 1830, took only 100 years, 1830 
to 1930, to reach 2 billion and only 30 
years, 1930 to 1960, to reach 3 billion. 
It is expected to exceed 6 billion people 
by the turn of the century. The popu¬ 
lation growth in the United States is 
more than keeping pace with world ex¬ 
pansion. U.S. population increased from 
13 million in 1830 to 123 million in 1930 
and 179 million in 1960. It is expected 
to reach 340 million by the year 2000. 

In cooperation with officials of the De¬ 
partment, special analyses have been 
made of the benefits received by the 
general public from Federal funds spent 

BENEFITS TO LABOR AND INDUSTRY 

The economic welfare of each segment 
of the Nation’s economy is dependent on 
the economic strength of each of the 
others. History demonstrates that our 
Nation is prosperous only to the extent 
that our agricultural economy is strong 
and healthy. 

Agriculture is the principal source of 
new wealth. It is the main provider of 
basic raw materials which support all 
segments of business and industry. 

for agriculture. One such analysis 
showed that, of the funds expended by 
the Department of Agriculture for fiscal 
year 1960, all had benefits to the general 
public and over 54 percent had direct 
benefits to the consumer of equal import¬ 
ance to those for the farmer. Subse¬ 
quent studies show the same to be true 
for the funds appropriated to the Depart¬ 
ment each year since that time. 

The committee has included funds in 
the bill to enable the Department to un¬ 
dertake research immediately to meet 
the urgent problem with regard to the 
use of insecticides and pesticides. Un¬ 
der authority given by Congress last year, 
the use of section 32 funds for research 
on this problem in the next year has been 
provided for in the bill, along with other 
items discussed under that section of the 
report. 

Also the bill carries a total of $30,454,- 
000, an increase of $2 558,000, for meat 
inspection and $16,500,000, an increase 
of $1,116,000 for poultry inspection, both 
of which are of direct benefit to con¬ 
sumers. In addition a total of $99,831,- 
000 has been approved for the Special 
Milk Program and $146,400,000—plus 
$45,000,000 transfer from section 32—has 
been approved for the school lunch pro¬ 
gram. Both of these directly benefit the 
school-aged consumers of the country. 

It should also be pointed out that a 
major portion of the funds expended by 
the Commodity Credit Corporation for 
price support and related activities go to 
nonfarm groups, including warehouse¬ 
men, transportation companies, export¬ 
ers, consumers, and others. A review of 
the major elements of cost for the past 
5 years shows that the percentage of 
CCC payments to nonfarm groups has 
run 58 to 59 percent in 4 of the last 5 
years. Figures from the Department of 
Agriculture are as follows: 

Around 65 percent of the basic raw ma¬ 
terials used in industry come from the 
farm. Reliable estimates indicate that 
each dollar of wealth taken from the soil 
generates $7 of income throughout the 
rest of our economy. 

Agriculture is our largest industry. It 
employs 12 times the number of people in 
the steel industry, 9 times the number in 
the automobile industry, and twice the 
number in the transportation and public 
utility industries. In addition, it sup- 

[Jn thousands] 

Item 

Storage and handling—..... 
Transportation____ 
Interest expenses (net of income)_._ 
Administrative and nonadministrative expense. 
Special milk program..-... 

Payments to nonfarm groups... 
Other price support and related programs. 

Subtotal_ 
Acreage diversion payments. 

Total realized loss. 

Percentage of payments to nonfarm groups to 
realized losses for price support and related pro¬ 
grams (excluding diversion payments)-- 

Fiscal year 

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 

$371,230 
167, 553 
150,1S2 
48,219 
74, 027 

$476,138 
83, 035 

413,355 
64,975 
80, 563 

$426, 779 
164,183 
354, 007 
89,095 

374 

$393,257 
134, 051 
290, 661 
82, 804 

23 

$377,281 
170,114 
377,612 

89, 283 
879 

811,211 
598,813 

1,118,066 
766,475 

1, 033,690 
714,907 

900, 740 
1, 030, 699 

1,013,411 
695,556 

1,410, 024 1,884, 541 1, 748, 597 
333,223 

1,931.339 
868,061 

1, 708,967 
945, S86 

1,410,024 1,884,541 2, 0S1,820 2,799,400 2, 654 853 

58 69 59 47 59 
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ports directly another 10 percent of our 
nonfarm population which supplies the 
fanner with his needs and processes and 
markets his products. 

Agriculture is a major dollar earner 
in world markets and is playing an im¬ 
portant role in solving our balance-of- 
payments problems. It is expected that 
agricultural exports will represent 25 
percent of our total exports in fiscal year 
1964 as compared to 22 percent in fiscal 
year 1956. 

Agriculture is one of the major markets 
for the products of labor and industry. 
Agriculture uses more steel in a year than 
is used for a year’s output of passenger 
cars. It uses more petroleum products 
than any other industry in the country. 
It uses more rubber each year than is re¬ 
quired to produce tires for 6 million auto¬ 
mobiles. Its inventory of machinery and 
equipment exceeds the assets of the steel 
industry, and is five times that of the 
automobile industry. 

Urban workers benefit directly from 
this rural demand for machinery, equip¬ 
ment, supplies, and the other items used 
on the Nation’s farms. Significant 
changes in this demand, therefore, have 
a direct effect on business and employ¬ 
ment in urban areas. Every major busi¬ 
ness recession in this country has been 
preceded by the loss of income and pur¬ 
chasing power at the farm level. 

This important rural market must be 
protected by the assurance of adequate 
income to the producers of farm com¬ 
modities and maintenance of farm pur¬ 
chasing power. Business prosperity and 
full employment in the cities is depend¬ 
ent on a strong and dependable agricul¬ 
tural market, including both large and 
small farms. 

In addition to the other benefits it has 
given to the consumers, it has also been a 
great revenue-producing benefit—tobac¬ 
co is an $8 billion industry with the 
growers receiving about $1.2 billion per 
year and it pays some $3.3 billion each 
year in taxes to our Federal, State, and 
local governments. Our sugar program 
is a revenue-producing one—through fis¬ 
cal year 1965, we will receive in excess 
overpayments in that program from the 
sugar tax more than $565 million. 

In addition to all the foregoing. It 
must also be remembered that industry 
has also received many protections from 
the Government, among which one of 
the most important is the minimum 
wage. So, today we must also look to 
the protection of the basic foundation of 
our economy—the protection of the 
farmer. It is for these reasons, Mr. 
Chairman, that I am supporting this ap¬ 
propriation and again state that this bill 
carries only the funds for those programs 
which have been previously approved by 
this Congress and to which we have been 
obligated. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
20 minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. Michel], 

(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to first pay my respects to the chairman 
of our subcommittee, the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. Whitten] and to my 

fellow members who have worked so dili¬ 
gently and so tirelessly on this bilL 

Mr. Chairman, our chairman is to be 
congratulated for his successful efforts in 
adhering to a schedule which has per¬ 
mitted consideration of this bill by this 
House as originally scheduled early in 
this session. He conducted our hearings 
in the usual judicious manner, permit¬ 
ting all witnesses an opportunity to pre¬ 
sent their various points of view, and 
affording his colleagues on the subcom¬ 
mittee full time and opportunity to pur¬ 
sue their examination of witnesses. 

Mr. Chairman, our report is indeed a 
lengthy one. We talk about cutting the 
budget and also presenting to you a bill 
today which is considerably under the 
bill of last year. I must say to you quite 
frankly that we are engaging in some 
budget buffoonery here. I would call the 
attention of the members of the commit¬ 
tee to page 193 of the hearings where in 
my interrogation of Secretary of Agricul¬ 
ture Freeman I quoted former President 
Kennedy’s remarks when he was a candi¬ 
date back in 1960 in which he said: 

I have stated It Is my best judgment that 
our agriculture program will cost a billion 
and a half dollars, possibly $2 billion less 
than the present program. 

Mr. Chairman, that was former Presi¬ 
dent Kennedy back in 1960. At that 
time it cost the taxpayer $5.4 billion to 
run the Department of Agriculture. By 
1961 it was $5.9 billion. By 1962 is was 
$6.6 billion. By 1963 it was $7.7 billion, 
which incidentally is more than half the 
net income of all U.S. farmers in the fis¬ 
cal year 1963. In the fiscal year 1964 
the figure will be $6.7 billion, based upon 
our best estimates, and there are indi¬ 
cations that it may go to $6.9 billion 
when we close the books on June 30. 

So, Mr. Chairman, in this bill for the 
fiscal year 1965 we show a figure of $5,- 
182,665,000, plus the permanent appro¬ 
priations of $459,393,000, or a total of 
$5,642,058,000. 

Now we show in our report that this 
is a reduction of $1,059,632,215 under 
last year’s expenditure level. But this 
reduction is not a savings. It is simply 
the result of a change in the method of 
financing certain activities such as the 
following: A reduction due to the change 
in policy regarding restoration of capital 
impairment of the CCC. This amounts 
to $975,400,000 alone. In other words, 
if we were to be honest with ourselves, 
if we were to balance the books of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation today 
through this bill, we would have to in¬ 
clude an additional $975 million. 

Mr. Chairman, I would remind the 
members of the committee that just 
about a year ago when we followed this 
very same procedure, we had to come 
back before the end of the fiscal year 
and ante up another additional half bil¬ 
lion dollars in order to make up the dif¬ 
ference. 

So, Mr. Chairman, let us not kid our¬ 
selves today that we are really in great 
shape and that we are reducing the cost 
of the agriculture program considerably 
over that of last year. 

Then too, Mr. Chairman, there is a 
shift of school milk financing to sec¬ 
tion 32 funds to the tune of $99,834,000. 
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In other years we appropriated directly 
to this program. This year we are han¬ 
dling it as a transfer from section 32 
funds. 

Then, Mr. Chairman, there are also 
research programs financed from sec¬ 
tion 32 to the time of $25 million con¬ 
tained in this bill. 

Now, if I might move to some remarks 
on the feed grain bill. As a matter of 
fact, we do not even know what the cost 
of this new wheat-cotton bill will be, we 
passed just a short time ago. 

Three years ago the Congress passed 
what was labeled as an “emergency feed 
grain program.” This has turned out 
to be a very expensive program. It has 
a very direct relationship to the budget 
that we are now discussing. This pro¬ 
gram is paying farmers not to produce 
feed grains, but I think my colleagues 
are well aware of the fact that we are 
getting very meager results from the vast 
expenditures. 

Let me review this situation. Pay¬ 
ments under the feed grain program 
were $782 million in 1961, $844 million in 
1962, $875 million in 1963. In 1963— 
after 3 years and an expenditure of more 
than $2.5 billion for payments, plus addi¬ 
tional millions for administrative ex¬ 
penses—feed grain production was the 
largest on record. The USDA now esti¬ 
mates that the expenditure for payments 
under the feed grain program will rise to 
almost $1.2 billion in 1964. 

According to the April 24, 1964, report 
from the USDA. 

Total feed grain stocks of 129 million tons 
on April 1, 1964, were nearly 6 percent more 
than a year earlier according to the Crop 
Reporting Board. An increase of 7 percent 
in stocks of corn along with an increase of 
6 percent in oats and 1 percent in sorghum 
grain pushed total feed grain tonnage to the 
third highest level of record. 

Those are the Department’s own 
words. Based on the latest indication 
of farmers’ intentions to plant feed 
grains, we could have another record 
com crop, thus adding again to the sur¬ 
plus carryover of feed grain even though 
we will spend upward of $1,200 million. 

Less than 40 percent of eligible farm¬ 
ers are participating in this program. 

I come from the heart of the corn 
country. I recognize that agriculture is 
in a depressed condition, but it is my 
feeling that the operation of the feed 
gain program has been a contributing 
factor to the current disastrously low 
prices farmers are receiving for hogs and 
beef cattle. This program expires at the 
end of 1965. By that time we could easily 
have spent $5 billion attempting to con¬ 
trol feed grain production, when, as a 
matter of fact, feed grain production 
has increased. I know that this is a leg¬ 
islative matter, but I think it is appro¬ 
priate while we are discussing this huge 
agriculture budget to remind our col¬ 
leagues on the House Agriculture Com¬ 
mittee that they should let this 
emergency feed grain program expire, 
and let us get back to a market system 
for feed grain and one that will avoid the 
continued vast expenditure of Federal 
funds. *• 

Now, there is no question but what in 
this bill there is a good share of it that 
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goes for city dwellers. As a matter of 
fact, Secretary Freeman has an ambi¬ 
tious program for his Department to 
move into the cities of the country. 
They put out a 49-page booklet entitled 
“A Consumer’s Guide to the USDA.” It 
states that the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture is in reality a city man’s department. 
It will “help you shop, plan your meals, 
improve your diet, plant your garden, 
tend your lawn, enjoy your vacation,” 
and there are chapters including food 
shopping, cooking, health clothing and 
fabrics, house and home, pest control, 
gardening, recreation, family financing 
and emergencies. The publication ad¬ 
vises that the Department offers 100 
other bulletins especially for consumers. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Enjoy all those things 
on credit cards? 

Mr. MICHEL. That seems to be the 
mode of the day; yes. I would remind 
the Members of the House that in this 
bill, of course, are considerable sums for 
the school lunch program, the school 
milk program, the food stamp plan for 
urban centers, meat inspection, princi¬ 
pally for the urban dwellers, poultry in¬ 
spection, Rural Areas Development. 

For example, in answer to my question 
of Secretary Freeman we find funds pre¬ 
viously allocated for 46 golf courses, 3 
ski resorts, 57 fishing ponds. 

So the Department of Agriculture, 
make no mistake about it, is in the recre¬ 
ation business up to its ears. 

Flood control—there is a sizable 
amount here for that. 

Watershed protection which protects 
many villages and cities. 

Conservation which, of course, is a 
bank for the entire country. 

And then research, there is some $190 
million in this bill for research alone. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say a 
little something about soybean research. 
We raise a lot of soybeans in Illinois. 
But, Mr. Chairman, production research 
for soybeans should be increased to en¬ 
able us to continue to compete in world 
markets with soybeans and soybean 
products. The slowing pace of domestic 
and foreign utilization of this crop is the 
warning note for us to heed. 

Mr. Chairman, according to the Feb¬ 
ruary 3, 1964, issue of Foreign Agricul¬ 
ture, a weekly magazine of the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture, Japan is expected 
to purchase about 300,000 metric tons of 
soybeans from China—mainland—dur¬ 
ing 1964. These expected imports for 
1964 are 80,000 tons above last year’s 
imports from China. The Chinese prices 
are somewhat lower than U.S. prices. 
Some trade authorities suggest that if 
the present trend continues Japan could 
be buying as much as 500,000 tons a year 
of Chinese soybeans within the next few 
years. 

Mr. Chairman, soybean yields have 
reached a plateau. There was less than 
3 bushels increase between the 1949 aver¬ 
age U.S. soybean yield per acre and the 
record set in 1961. Soybeans and soy¬ 
bean products have met buyer price re- 
sistence in foreign markets. Foreign 
production of other oilseed crops is 

therefore encouraged. The danger sig¬ 
nals are discernible. 

It is imperative that we be alert to 
these signs for the top dollar earner in 
U.S. agricultural exports in 1962-63, soy¬ 
beans. They are grown in 30 States and 
have become the fourth ranking U.S. 
cash crop. However, testimony before 
the subcommittee made it apparent that 
our Nation’s fourth most valauble crop 
has had the lowest research investment 
in relation to its value to our farmers. 
Increased production research will bring 
higher yields and more world markets. 

[From IFAP News, March 1964] 

Chinese Soybeans to Japan 

Japan is expected to purchase about 300,- 
000 metric tons of soybeans from China 
(mainland) during 1964. 

Most of the buying will be done under a 
trade agreement between the two countries. 
This agreement calls for the Japanese to buy 
250,000 tons during the year. Another 
50,000 tons is expected to be purchased from 
China outside the agreement. 

These expected imports for 1964 are 80,000 
tons above last year’s imports from China. 
Japanese processors Indicate they upped their 
purchases for 1964 because of greater avail¬ 
ability of Chinese soybeans this year and 
because of the higher oil content this year 
of the Chinese soybeans in comparison with 
U.S. soybeans. In addition, the Chinese 
prices are somewhat lower than U.S. prices. 

Some trade authorities suggest that if the 
present trend continues, Japan could be buy¬ 
ing as much as 500,000 tons a year of Chi¬ 
nese soybeans within the next few years. 

The prices to be paid under the trade agree¬ 
ment are the equivalent of $106.68 f.o.b. per 
ton for January and February shipments and 
for March shipments $107.38 a ton. The 
c. & f. price for January and February ship¬ 
ments is estimated at $113.68. In compari¬ 
son, the price for U.S. No. 2 soybeans is esti¬ 
mated to be about $10.17 a ton above the 
Chinese beans. 

[From USDA Foreign Agriculture, 
Feb. 3, 1964] 

Japanese Agree on Purchases of Chinese 

Soybeans 

Japanese traders recently concluded a con¬ 
tract for the purchase of 250,000 metric tons 
(9.2 million bushels) of Communist China 
soybeans during 1964. This is in accord¬ 
ance with the trade plan drawn up in Peiping 
last September under the 5-year trade agree¬ 
ment of November 1962 (Foreign Agriculture, 
Nov. 4, 1963). 

Planned imports by month are as follows, 
in metric tons: 

January___15, 000 
February_ 20, 000 
March_ 25, 000 
April-May_ 60, 000 
June--July___ 45, 000 
August-September_ 30, 000 
November-December (new crop)_ 55,000 

Total.. 250,000 

The price for January and February ship¬ 
ments of 35,000 tons has been set at £38 10s. 
($106.68) f.o.b. and for the March shipment 
of 25,000 tons at £38 7s. ($107.38) f.o.b. The 
c. & f. price for January and February ship¬ 
ments is calculated at $113.68. U.S. No. 2 
soybeans as of mid-January were being of¬ 
fered at $123.85 per ton c. & f. or $10.17 per 
ton above Chinese beans. 

The planned imports for 1964 are 100,000 
above last year’s total of 150,000. This in¬ 
crease is reportedly due to greater availabili¬ 
ties from mainland China and to the desire 
of Japanese processors to use Chinese beans 
for oil extraction because of their higher oil 
content this year and their lower prices, 
compared with U.S. beans. 
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Each year a certain quantity of Chinese 

beans has been purchased outside the long¬ 
term agreement—70,000 tons in 1963 and 
165,000 in 1962 (before the agreement). It 
is estimated that in 1964 an additional 50,000 
tons will be purchased, thus bringing total 
purchases for this year to 300,000 tons (11 
million bushels). Some trade sources pre¬ 
dict that imports could reach 500,000 tons 
(18.4 million bushels) annually within the 
next few years. 

[From Soybean Digest, May 1964] 

Strayer Cauls Weed Control No. 1 Problem 

“The No. 1 problem In soybean production 
in the United States today is weed control,” 
George M. Strayer, American Soybean Asso¬ 
ciation executive vice president, told the oil¬ 
seed, peanut, and sugar crops research ad¬ 
visory committee of the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture in Washington, D.C. 

“Whether it be north or south, east or 
west, control of grasses and weeds in the 
production of the soybean crop presents 
more problems, reduces more yields and in¬ 
creases production costs more than any other 
one item,” said Strayer. “It has been re¬ 
liably estimated that weeds cost soybean 
farmers a minimum of $150 million annually. 
There are few completely acceptable and no 
totally reliable chemicals for controlling 
weeds in soybeans. Farmers spend millions 
of dollars and millions of hours of labor try¬ 
ing to control grasses and weeds in the soy¬ 
bean crop by cultural, chemical, or mechani¬ 
cal methods. Yet the weed control problem 
becomes more acute and costly each year. 

“Yet in the solution of this No. 1 problem 
in soybean production in the United States 
today the Agricultural Research Service has 
the equivalent of one scientist devoting full 
time to the solution of weed control prob¬ 
lems in the production of the soybean crop. 
This is like adding one drop of water to the 
ocean—it contributes to the total, but it 
certainly does not raise the level very much. 
Weed control problems are not solved over¬ 
night, and certainly some place in the budget 
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture there 
must now be available sufficient funds to 
institute adequate work to assist in the weed 
control problems which we know are going 
to become more persistent and more trouble¬ 
some through the next decade. 

“Fundamental basic research in the physi¬ 
ology and nutrition of the soybean crop is 
the No. 2 research need of the U.S. soybean 
producer. The soybean crop produces com¬ 
paratively better than most other crops on 
soils of low fertility levels, but it fails to 
respond satisfactorily to improved fertility 
and environment. 

“There is some factor or combination of 
factors now placing a limit on soybean yields. 
We must know more about the physiology of 
this relative newcomer from the Orient, we 
must learn to understand it, determine what 
these factors are which are limiting yields. 
This means fundamental research in the 
physiology and nutrition of the soybean 
plant. The American Soybean Association 
has repeatedly urged, as have other soybean 
industry organizations, that research in this 
very basic area be expanded and speeded up. 
Your committee has repeatedly pointed out 
the need for such research, giving it one of 
the top priorities in your recommendations. 

“VARIETAL RESEARCH 

“Ranked third in our list of research areas 
on soybeans which need attention is expan¬ 
sion of the soybean varietal breeding work. 
In most areas of the United States we now 
have fairly satisfactory soybean varieties, 
based on our present-day knowledge of the 
physiology of the soybean plant, but the 
most logical approach to control of Phy- 
tophthora root rot, the soybean cyst nema¬ 
tode, and a host of other disease and insect 
pests seems to be through the production, in 
an accelerated breeding program, of new va¬ 
rieties or strains of present varieties which 
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are either resistant to or tolerant of these 
diseases and insects. This need will become 
much more intensified in coming years, as 
we continue to increase soybean production. 

“This work has not kept pace with the 
growth of the production of the soybean 
crop, and the funds available for it are to- 
tally inadequate when viewed in terms of 
the size of the 700-million-bushel crop—esti¬ 
mated to bring $1.8 billion to U.S. farmers 
this year. Development of disease resistant 
or insect resistant or tolerant varieties can¬ 
not be done overnight—this is the type of 
work that takes years to produce results. 

“With the highest of compliments to the 
work which has been done in soybean 
varietal development, one of the greatest 
needs of the soybean industry today is for 
intensified breeding work carried on at sta¬ 
tions located in the different production areas 
posing different problems, aimed at keeping 
the United States ahead of the world in soy¬ 
bean production during coming decades. 
This we propose as the third most important 
field of research work which needs en¬ 
couragement, stimulation and expansion. 

“The soybean is a legume crop. Symbiotic 
nitrogen fixing bacteria find soybean roots a 
favorable host when applied with the seed 
or found in the soil. Because of the high 
protein content the production of a crop of 
soybeans requires large amounts of nitro¬ 
gen. For example, 40 bushels of soybeans 
require 140 pounds of a viable nitrogen in 
the seed alone, plus the amount required to 
produce the vegetative portions of the plant. 
For some reason direct applications of nitro¬ 
gen fertilizer do not bring the same plant 
response as that produced by proper inocula¬ 
tion. In addition, the cost when produced 
by symbiotic bacteria is almost nil, while 
the cost of chemical nitrogen sources is so 
great that the response does not make it 
economic under most circumstances. There 
is no cheaper source of nitrogen in the 
world than that fixed by selected bacterial 
strains. When properly utilized the nitrogen 
fixing bacteria not only supply sufficient 
nitrogen for the soybean crop but also leave 
residual supplies for use of following crops. 

“Just how do symbolic bacteria produce 
nitrogen? How can more effective strains 
be produced? Exactly what is the role of 
the host plant? How can it be made even 
more responsive? Research td determine 
how the production of symbiotic nitrogen 
can be improved is greatly needed. Knowl¬ 
edge in this area has not been expanded in 
the past 20 years. Strangely this is one of 
the forgotten lands so far as research work 
at the Federal level is concerned. We are 
using the same strains of bacteria in the 
same way as we were 20 years ago, and we 
know little or nothing more about them 
than we did then. Practically no research is 
being carried on in this field, yet it is es¬ 
sential to efficient soybean production in 
the United States. 

"Nodulation depends completely on the 
interaction of two distinctly different spe¬ 
cies—the soybean plant and the nodulating 
bacteria. Wider knowledge of the genetics 
of both species might well result in great 
improvement in the nitrogen fixation 
process. 

“Tied in with this is the necessity of far 
greater knowledge of the effects of seed dis¬ 
infectants, applied to soybeans as a means 
of controlling seedborne diseases, on 
nodulating bacteria, whether applied to that 
seed or already present in the soil. There 
also is no knowledge on the effects of weed 
control chemicals on nodulating bacteria, 
and there may be some serious implications 
in this relationship. 

“Because there is no significant work being 
done in this area—because no USDA man¬ 
power is devoted to studies in any phase of 
this entire relationship between plant and 
bacteria, and because nitrogen produced by 
symbiotic bacteria is the cheapest source 

available to American agriculture today, and 
at the same time the most effective in in¬ 
creasing soybean growth and yields—we con¬ 
sider basic research work in this field to be 
highly essential.” 

judd’s statement 

Said R. W. Judd, managing director of the 
National Soybean Crop Improvement Coun¬ 
cil, who also appeared before the committee: 
“Production research investigations by the 
Agricultural Research Service, USDA and by 
State experiment stations are conducted to 
improve crop quality and production effi¬ 
ciency. Crops which have been grown in this 
country for a century or more and crops hav¬ 
ing dedicated sponsors in Congress and at 
our universities have received more ade¬ 
quate research support than the young giant, 
soybeans. A comparison of the scientist 
manpower invested in production research 
reveals the extremity of variation among 
crops. The 1961 crop values and scientist 
man-years employed by ARS, USDA, and uni¬ 
versities provide the following pertinent in¬ 
formation : 

Scientist man-years employed per $100 mil¬ 
lion of crop value 1961 

Soybeans!_-— 2.46 
Corn and grain sorghum- 3.17 
Wheat and rye- 5. 19 
Cotton_ 5. 22 
Tobacco_ 5. 57 
Oats and buckwheat- 6. 82 
Rice_ 6. 93 
Barley_11. 66 
Potatoes_15. 43 
Sugar beets and sugarcane..,-28. 49 

It is not my intent to imply that any crop 
is receiving excessive support in funds allo¬ 
cated for the employment of production re¬ 
search scientists. However, it is apparent 
that our Nation's fourth most valuable crop, 
soybeans, has had the lowest research in¬ 
vestment in relation to its value to our 
farmers. 

“There are 20.2 professional scientist man- 
years engaged today in soybean production 
investigations by the Agricultural Research 
Service while our universities have an esti¬ 
mated 25.0. Soybean acreage and produc¬ 
tion has increased at a rapid pace without a 
comparable increase in research investment 
by ARS and State experiment stations. Your 
committee has recognized this and strongly 
recommended production research be ex¬ 
panded. 

“A comparison of yield increases for vari¬ 
ous U.S. crops during the last decade shows 
the effect of a retarded soybean production 
research program. Yields were computed 
for a 5-year average to minimize any ex¬ 
treme fluctuation which might occur in any 
single year. 

Average 
yield, 1949- 
53 (per acre) 

Average 
yield, 1954- 

63 (per acre) 

Yield 
increase 
in decade 
(percent) 

Grain sorghum. 19.9 bushels.. 40.9 bushels.. 106 
Cotton. 285 pounds... 460 pounds... 62 
Corn. 39.2 bushels-. 59.9 bushels.. 53 
Rice_ 2,349 pounds. 3,536 pounds. 51 
Wheat.. 16.5 bushels.. 24.5 bushels.. 48 
Tobacco_ 1,265 pounds. 1,753 pounds. 39 
Peanuts.. ... 905 pounds... 1,245 pounds. 38 
Potatoes_ 147.4 hun- 191.4 hun- 30 

dred- dred- 
weight. weight. 

Oats.... 33.4 bushels-. 46.6 bushels.. 27 
Hay- 1.41 tons. ... 1.74 tons. ... 23 

20 
Barley. 26.9 bushels-. 31.6 bushels.. 17 
Soybeans_ 20.7 bushels.. 24.3 bushels.. 17 

14 
Flaxseed.. 8.9 bushels... 9.3 bushels... 4 

“You will note that in the 15 crops listed, 
soybeans, sugarbeets, and flax rate the low¬ 
est in yield increases. This committee is 
responsible for recommendations for these 
three crops. Your reports have repeatedly 

contained requests for increased production 
research. Someone has made a decision in 
ARS that soybeans have not sufficient merit 
to justify more research funds. Direct ap¬ 
peals to the congressional subcommittees on 
agricultural appropriations have been the 
only means of securing additional funds to 
expand soybean production research over the 
past several years. 

During its weeklong meeting in Washing¬ 
ton in January, the oilseed, peanut, and 
sugar crops committee reviewed and evalu¬ 
ated USDA research on oilseeds, peanuts, and 
sugar. 

SOYBEAN PRICE SUPPORT LEVEL SAME AS IN 

1963 

Average support price for 1964-crop soy¬ 
beans will be $2.25 per bushel, the U.S. De¬ 
partment of Agriculture announced April 10. 
Compared to 1963, the price support level for 
1964 is unchanged. It represents 74.3 per¬ 
cent of the April parity price of $3.03 for all 
soybeans. 

The 1964 program is substantially the same 
as that authorized in 1963. 

The support price announced is expected to 
encourage production of soybeans at levels 
high enough to supply domestic and for¬ 
eign demand and to help maintain prices 
and income to growers. 

Farm value of the 1963 crop presently is 
estimated at about $1.9 billion, compared to 
$1.6 billion in 1962, and around $1 billion 
in the late 1950’s. Expanded use of soy¬ 
beans has provided producers, particularly 
in the major feed grain producing areas, a 
desirable alternative to feed crops for which 
the production potential exceeds current 
needs. If production had remained at levels 
of 1960 and earlier years, increased utiliza¬ 
tion would have been retarded. 

In determining the support price for soy¬ 
beans, several factors were considered, USDA 
said. Among these were the supply of the 
commodity in relation to the demand, the 
ability of Commodity Credit Corp. to dispose 
of stocks acquired under price support, and 
the support levels for other commodities. 

Eligible producers can receive price sup¬ 
port on their 1964-crop soybeans through 
warehouse- and farm-stored loans and pur¬ 
chases. The term “producer” includes coop¬ 
erative associations of producers meeting 
eligibility requirements. 

Price support will be available through the 
offices of county ASC committees. Farm- 
stored loans will not be available in those 
areas where the State ASC committee deter¬ 
mines soybeans cannot be stored safely on 
the farm. 

Applications for price support will be 
available through Jan. 31, 1965. 

Schedule of county support rates, with 
premiums and discounts for classes and 
grades and differences in quality, will be 
available later. 

Price support for cottonseed in 1964 will 
be at a national average price-support level 
of $44 per ton, basis grade 100, the U.S. De¬ 
partment of Agriculture announced. This is 
the same level as for 1963. 

[From Soybean Digest, May 1964] 

Rate of Increase Slows on U.S. Soybean 
Exports 

Exports of food fats and oils (including the 
oil equivalent of soybeans) may reach 4.8 
billion pounds in 1963-64 compared with 4.3 
billion last year, according to USDA’s Eco¬ 
nomic Research Service, April 3. Exports 
during the first 4 months of the marketing 
year (October-January) totaled 1.7 billion 
pounds compared with 1.3 billion pounds in 
the same period of 1962-63. 

Soybean exports (based on inspection 
data) from October 1;S1963, through March 
20, 1964, totaled 104 million bushels—about 
2 million above the same period of the 1962- 
63 season. Exports for the entire 1963-64 
marketing year are expected to total around 
190 million bushels, up about 10 million from 
last year’s record. 
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Most of the increase in 1903-64 soybean 

exports is expected to go to Europe. Western 
Europe’s fats and oils stocks are low and oil¬ 
seed production has been reduced. Olive oil 
supplies in Mediterranean Basin countries are 
at record levels. 

The rate of increase in foreign demand for 
U.S. soybeans has slowed some this year 
(during 1962-63 soybean exports increased 27 
million bushels over 1961-62) primarily for 
the following reasons: 

3. A fairly mlid winter in Europe appar¬ 
ently has reduced the requirements for pre¬ 
pared mixed feeds. 

Exports of edible vegetable oils in the 
1983-64 marketing year are now forecast at 
1.7 billion pounds, roughly 10 percent more 
than in 1962-63 but 100 million pounds below 
the January estimate. The reduction in the 
present estimate is due to increased butter 
and butter oil exports under foreign dona¬ 
tions and some slowdown in initiating title 
1 and IV programs of Public Law 480. Ex¬ 
ports of edible oils under the food-for-peace 
program may total around 950 million 
pounds, approximately 56 percent of total 
shipments, compared with 837 million 
pounds or 53 percent of the total in 1962-63. 

EDIBLE OIL OUTLOOK 

Exports of edible oils during October- 
January 1963-64 (the period for which latest 
census data available) totaled 420 million 
pounds, including little, if any, foreign dona¬ 
tions. During these 4 months a year earlier, 
exports totaled 374 million pounds which in¬ 
cluded 34 million pounds for foreign dona¬ 
tions. Soybean oil exports during October- 
January 1963-64 were 269 million pounds 
compared with 263 million the year before. 
Cottonseed oil exports at 150 million pounds 
compared with 111 million in October- 
January 1962-63. 

Edible oil exports during February-Sep- 
tember 1964 are expected to exceed last year’s 
1,177 million pounds by nearly 10 percent, 
mainly due to a heavy movement under title 
I of Public Law 480. 

Through March 20, 1964, purchase authori¬ 
zations had been issued for about 370 million 
pounds of cottonseed and soybean oils under 
titles I and IV for export during the current 
marketing year. The remaining 580 million 
pounds of the forecast would consist of sub¬ 
stantial programs with Pakistan, Yugoslavia, 
Morocco, and Turkey in addition to smaller 
programs with United Arab Republic, Israel, 
Bolivia, Peru, Ecuador, and other countries. 

Exports of cottonseed and soybean oils 
under titles n and III are expected to be 
down for the second consecutive year, since 
butter oil has largely replaced the edible 
vegetable oils in the donations program. 

1. Relatively high U.S. soybean prices and 
low soybean oil prices in Europe appear to 
be holding down European crusher demand 
because of the narrowing processing margin. 

2. Increased supplies of competitive feed- 
stuffs in Western Europe along with rela¬ 
tively high soybean meal prices are tending to 
limit the demand for U.S. soybeans even 
though the European livestock economy is 
expanding. 

Butter oil shipments under titles II and III 
are currently estimated at about 220 million 
pounds (butter equivalent), somewhat above 
earlier forecasts compared with 65 million in 
1962- 63. 

Cottonseed and soybean oil exports for 
dollars in 1963-64 are expected to increase 
slightly. Northern Europe, Spaimand Iran 
are the leading, dollar markets for these com¬ 
modities. Exports to Spain, the major taker, 
in 1963-64 are expected to total around 125 
million pounds, nearly 60 percent less than 
in 1962-63. This is mainly due to increased 
olive oil production in the Mediterranean 
countries. 

FAVORABLE FACTORS 

The main favorable foreign factors in the 
1963- 64 outlook for U.S. exports of fats and 
oils are: 

1. World rape and sunflower seed and other 
crops are smaller. 

2. Argentine exportable supplies of edible 
oils are down. 

3. Copra output is likely to continue small 
through mid-1964. 

4. World whale oil production probably 
will be reduced again this year. 

5. Stocks of fats and oils in Rotterdam 
and in some important European-consuming 
countries are smaller than last year. 

6. The drop in world output of butter is 
resulting in higher butter prices which may 
tend to increase use of margarine. 

7. There have been recent reports of 
drought conditions in Brazil and Ecuador. 
In the United States, large stocks and rela¬ 
tively low prices for edible vegetable oils also 
favor increased exports. 

[From Soybean Digest; May 1964] 

Expanding Oversea Markets for U.S. Sot 

Protein Products 

(By G. M. Diser and J. W. Hayward) 

During the period February 1 to March 31, 
1962, the Soybean Council of America, Inc., 
in cooperation with the Foreign Agricultural 
Service of the U.S. Department of Agricul¬ 
ture, conducted a survey in 11 developing 
countries to determine the potential utiliza¬ 
tion of soy products as an aid in alleviating 

protein deficiencies in the diets of the people 
in these areas of the world. One of the fun¬ 
damental purposes of this survey was to 
learn the dietary habits, levels, and status of 
the people in these countries. Representa¬ 
tives of the soybean processing industry 
made the survey which covered the following 
countries: Burma, Egypt, Greece, Hong 
Kong, India, Iran, West Pakistan, Philippine 
Islands, Portugal, Spain, and Turkey. 

The results of this survey showed that 
protein malnutrition, suffered by a major 
portion of the people in these countries as 
a result of inadequate food supplies, partic¬ 
ularly a serious lack of protein foods, could 
be relieved by utilization of inexpensive oil¬ 
seed protein products. 

Bread, a principal food in these countries, 
if properly fortified with soy flour or grits, 
offers the greatest opportunity for increasing 
protein in the diet. Soy-supplemented 
chapattis, pakoris, samosas, buns, and vari¬ 
ous other local breads were readily acceptable 
because of improved palatability, appearance, 
and storage quality. These breads frequently 
contained two to seven times the amount of 
soy flour or grits customarily used in the 
United States. Macaroni products, includ¬ 
ing noodles, and various native dishes, sup¬ 
plemented with these soy products, offer 
another means of improving dietary protein 
intake. These foods, as well as beverages 
and soups based on soy protein, were eval¬ 
uated by local food specialists and found to 
be acceptable in all countries. In most in¬ 
stances, lack of availability was the only 
factor preventing current use of soy products 
as a source of supplemental protein in the 
diet. 

Beverages and infant formulas, based on 
full-fat or defatted soy flour and nutrition¬ 
ally equivalent to cow’s milk, were found to 
be desirable for improving the general health 
of infants and children as well as expect¬ 
ant and nursing mothers in most of the 
countries. Products which have been de¬ 
veloped and tested for this purpose under 
the auspices of the Soybean Council of Amer¬ 
ica are presently available so that an 8-ounce 
serving costs about I cent. 

DISTRIBUTION CHANNELS 

Relief agencies, military rationing, local 
government mass feeding programs, and 
school lunch programs are immediately avail¬ 
able as channels of distribution. 

Based on information collected by the 
members of the survey team, market de¬ 
velopment for edible soybean products would 
logically proceed as follows: (1) samples 
would be provided for large-scale evaluation, 
(2) methods of using protein products to 
improve the nutritional value of foods would 
be demonstrated to consumers, (3) technical 
assistance would be furnished to local au¬ 
thorities, (4) relief agencies would be en¬ 
couraged to purchase and use U.S. soy prod¬ 
ucts to meet protein nutrition problems, 
(5) locally acceptable products would be 
developed and sold to meet the demand 
created by relief agency distribution and 
other market development efforts, and (6) 
as a result, developing countries would grad¬ 
ually increase their purchases of U.S. soy 
protein products or would increase their 
purchases of soybeans on the open market 
to process locally into products which would 
be used in the manufacture of and/or in¬ 
cluded in native foods for domestic consump¬ 
tion. 

Present acceptance and available means of 
distribution indicate that a total of 25,000 
tons of edible soy protein products could be 
adequately utilized per month in the 11 coun¬ 
tries surveyed. It is within the present ca¬ 
pacity of the soy processing industry to pro¬ 
duce all the current market demands plus an 
additional 6,000 tons of soy flour and 10,500 
tons of soy grits per month. Within 6 

Cottonseed and soybean oils—Dollar and food-for-peace exports, 1963-64 forecast compared 
with 1961-62 and 1962-63 (million pounds) 

Export financing 
1961-62 i 1962-63 2 Forecast 1963-64 

Soybean 
oil 

Cotton¬ 
seed oil 

Total Soybean 
oil 

Cotton¬ 
seed oil 

Total Soybean 
oil 

Cotton¬ 
seed oil 

Total 

Dollars >__ 622 182 804 520 207 727 450 300 750 

Food for peace (Public 
Law 480): 

Title I.. 467 204 671 531 132 663 ] 
Title IV... 21 21 15 15 [ 750 200 950 Title II___ 14 6 19 43 19 62 
Title III..... 184 81 265 68 29 4 97 J 

Total, Public Law 
480.. 686 290 976 657 180 837 750 200 950 

Grand total_ 1,308 472 1,780 1,177 387 1,564 1,200 500 1,700 

i Partly estimated. 
» Partly estimated. Includes 8,300,000 pounds of soybean salad oil under title I shipped to Guinea and 1,500,000 

pounds of soybean salad oil to Bolivia under title IV not reported by Census. 
* Includes some AID. 
* Excludes an estimated 44,000,000 pounds of title III oil products for domestic donation. 

No. 100- 15 
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months presently existing plants could 
manufacture an additional 25,000 tons per 
month without sacrificing any of the- present 
market requirements. The increased pro¬ 
duction would consume an additional 20 to 
22 million bushels of soybeans annually. 

More recently, greater official recognition 
has been given to the need for a market de¬ 
velopment program on the dietary utilization 
of soy protein products. The Agency for In¬ 
dustrial Development is becoming more 
cognizant of the need for protein in nutri¬ 
tion. For example, Alliance for Progress 
sponsored a workshop in Lima, Peru, from 
April 29 through May 10, 1963, with partici¬ 
pating agencies including the Government of 
Peru, the U.S. AID mission and personnel 
from the Latin American countries. The 
purpose of this workshop was to train ad¬ 
ministrators and managers of child feeding 
centers in connection with “Operation 
Ninos.” A conference on the use of American 
foodstuffs to further the Alliance for Prog¬ 
ress program was held in Quito, Ecuador, 
on May 12, 1963. 

It is readily apparent that a new concept 
is being formulated as to the type of foreign 
aid to be rendered in the future. This con¬ 
cept will undoubtedly include the furnish¬ 
ing of protein from all sources to feed the 
protein-hungry world. 

A joint intergovernmental committee has 
been formed to follow up on the utilization 
of soy protein in foreign aid programs. Pilot 
projects are being developed on the use of soy 
protein in various areas Shipments of soy 
products have been made to Egypt, Greece, 
West Pakistan and other countries for large- 
scale evaluation in response to requests de¬ 
veloped through the efforts of the members 
of the survey team. Institutes have been 
established in West Pakistan and experi¬ 
ments are being conducted on soy protein 
products, particularly in demonstrating their 
value as nutritional supplements for chil¬ 
dren. The objective in this country is to get 
these products introduced on a commercial 
basis. 

USAGE IN COLOMBIA 

Soy products are being promoted for bakery 
uses in Colombia through the Nutritional 
Institute and similar institutions. Isolated 
soy protein and soy flour are being studied 
as a means of improving the nutritional value 
of “panela,” a sugar-based food product wide¬ 
ly used in the diet of infants and children 
in Colombia. In fact, a satisfactory product 
combining soy flour and panela has been 
developed by the Colombian Institute of 
Technological Research and submitted for 
biological evaluation. The Soybean Council 
of America is cooperating with the Colombian 
armed forces in the evaluation of soy protein 
products. 

A large-scale study is presently underway 
in Peru in which the council is cooperating 
with the Armed Forces to compare the nutri¬ 
tive value of soy flour, fish flour, and other 
protein sources as represented by the native 
supplements. 

The soybean industry, through the council, 
has donated sufficient soy grits for a research 
project to be conducted by the Agricultural 
Research Service, USDA, in cooperation with 
the University of Hong Kong. In this in¬ 
stance the soy grits will serve to provide a 
known amount of supplemental protein in 
cereal-containing foods in the diet of chil¬ 
dren in that area. The objective of this re¬ 
search is “to study the effect on growth and 
nutritional status of children of increasing 
their dietary intake of selected nutrients and 
of replacing a significant part of the rice in 
the diet with wheat.” 

A very recent and most important develop¬ 
ment in this area of expanding markets is 
evidenced by the request from USDA for of¬ 

fers from the industry to sell 160,000 pounds 
of defatted soy grits to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation. These grits will be donated for 
distribution overseas by voluntary relief 
agencies through a market development pro¬ 
gram to be administered jointly by AID and 
the Foreign Agricultural Service, USDA. 
Evaluation of acceptance of this product in 
pilot child feeding projects, including school 
lunch programs, hospitals and orphanage 
centers, will be carried out in Bolivia, Nigeria, 
Turkey, and the Philippine Islands. Each of 
these four countries will receive 40,000 
pounds of grits for this study. 

The offices of the Soybean Council plan 
to continue their efforts to bring about revi¬ 
sion of the official restrictions presently ex¬ 
isting in many countries against the use of 
soy protein in meat and bread products and 
other foods. 

The council will continue to provide in¬ 
formation and technical data on the prop¬ 
erties of soy flour and soy protein to govern¬ 
mental and various official agencies. Dem¬ 
onstrations and seminars ate scheduled in 
cooperation with schools, hospitals, women’s 
clubs, home economists’ groups and other 
organizations at the consumer level in Bel¬ 
gium, Luxembourg, Denmark and the other 
Scandinavian countries, France, England, 
and other areas. These projects will include 
discussions on soy protein products and their 
nutritional and functional advantages in 
foods and bakery products. Food fairs will 
also be held in certain of the countries 
served by the council to disseminate such 
information at both the consumer and in¬ 
dustry level. The use of soy flour in bread, 
baby foods, typical indigneous dishes and 
various specialty products will be demon¬ 
strated by representatives of the council. 

Efforts will be vigorously continued in at¬ 
tempting to bring about reduction of duties 
and other taxes on the importation of soy 
protein products in the United Kingdom, 
Spain and other countries where tariff bar¬ 
riers have been imposed. 

KEEP CLOSE CONTACTS 

Close contacts are being maintained with 
governmental and educational institutions 
in Italy attempting to get' soy approved as 
a food ingredient. The council office in 
Rome is working very closely with the larg¬ 
est manufacturers of pasta. Attempts are 
also being made to improve the level of pro¬ 
tein in Italian bread through the addition 
of soy flour. 

Licensing of industries for the manufacture 
and utilization of soy protein products is 
being promoted in Israel. 

U.S. defense agencies are authorized to 
purchase protein products for use by armed 
forces of friendly nations. UNICEF is very 

-active in promoting the utilization of soy 
in the protein-deficient areas of the world. 
Church. groups and other volunteer relief 
agencies are taking an active interest in soy 
as a potential source of supplemental pro¬ 
tein for use in their feeding programs. 

These are only a few examples of the type 
of work being carried on cooperatively by 
Foreign Agriculture Service and the Soybean 
Council of America in attempting to develop 
the utilization of soy protein in the various 
countries. 

GREATEST PROBLEM HUNGER 

As long as population growth continues to 
exceed levels of food production, hunger can 
be expected to be the world’s greatest prob¬ 
lem . The most serious need in the human 
diet throughout the world is for balanced 
nutrition with adequate levels of good qual¬ 
ity protein. Unfortunately, many of the 
distribution programs implemented to date 
have resulted in the shipment of surplus 
grains overseas with little or no regard for 
deficiencies in quantity and quality of pro¬ 

tein in the food supplies of the various 
areas. 

Protein products from the soybean, pro¬ 
viding an abundance of excellent quality pro¬ 
tein at a greatly reduced cost per unit, could 
properly supplement the cereals which make 
up a large share of the diet and thus aid in 
alleviating protein malnutrition in the pro¬ 
tein-deficient areas of the world. These 
products can be used directly in the human 
diet as a source of readily available protein 
in those areas where ability, facilities, and 
land area are not available for the utiliza¬ 
tion of animals to convert feedstuffs into 
food. 

A tremendous potential exists for the utili¬ 
zation of U.S. soy protein products in pro¬ 
tein-deficient countries. However, this mar¬ 
ket cannot be effectively expanded without 
a concurrent improvement in the stability of 
the administrative and economic status of 
the respective governments, together with a 
widespread educational program covering nu¬ 
trition, sanitation, and hygiene among those 
consumers whose need for a higher level of 
protein in their diet is greatest. 

While samples of soy protein products have 
already been supplied through the Council 
to several of the developing countries for 
evaluation, it will be some time in the future 
before a report of the results of these studies 
can be expected. Consequently, any program 
for employing these products in Improving 
the nutritional balance of the diets in vari¬ 
ous areas of the world would be significantly 
expedited and greatly implemented if data 
resulting from the research and development 
studies recently recommended to USDA offi¬ 
cials could be made available to those admin¬ 
istering the program and providing the tech¬ 
nical assistance so necessary for the optimum 
utilization of these protein products from 
the soybean. 

Why Soybean Production Research Needs 

Greater Emphasis 

SOYBEANS ARE IMPORTANT 

Top dollar earner in U.S. agricultural ex¬ 
ports 1962-63 • * • helped narrow dollar 
gap. 

Fourth ranking U.S. cash crop * * * value 
of $1.8 billion in 1963. 

Grown in 30 States. 
31.8 million acres estimated for harvest 

in 1964. This compares with 17 million 10 
years ago. Much of acreage increase has 
come from crops in surplus. 

Primary source of vegetable protein for 
livestock and poultry rations. 

Are not a surplus commodity. 

SOYBEANS FACE PROBLEMS 

Yields remain low, having reached a pla¬ 
teau. 

This will make it difficult for soybeans to 
compete with corn. 

Because of low yields, relatively high price 
levels are required to give acceptable net re¬ 
turn to growers, compared to other grains. 

As a result, soybeans and soybean products 
face serious price competition in foreign and 
domestic markets. 

Foreign production of competitive oilseeds 
is being encouraged. In the United States, 
soybean meal is relatively expensive and 
many feeders are turning to substitutes such 
as urea. 

The basic problem: How to continue past 
progress; stay competitive; and expand mar¬ 
kets, acreage, production and net income to 
farmers * * * and at the same time draw 
acreage away from surplus crops. 

The solution would seem to be higher 
soybean yields per acre. Higher yields de¬ 
pend on production research. According to 
the House Committee on Appropriations, soy¬ 
beans rank fifth * * * behind cotton, wheat, 
corn and tobacco * * * in Federal funds de¬ 
voted to production research: 
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[In thousands! 

Crop 
U.8. 

Department 
of 

Agriculture 

Experiment 
station 

Total 
Federal 

Cotton.. 4, GOO. 0 837 5,437.0 
Com_ 1,578.0 479 2,057.0 
Wheat.. 1,776. 0 249 2,025.0 
Tobacco. 1,073.0 295 1,368.0 
Soybeans.. 685.5 125 810.5 

Of the five crops, only soybeans are not 
in surplus. Also, the proportion of total 
funds used for soybean production research 
is sharply below its relative contribution to 
farm income. 

In view of the facts presented in this brief, 
we respectfully urge that greater emphasis 
be given to soybean production research. 

With respect to the Rural Electrifica¬ 
tion Administration, the committee al¬ 
lowed the full budget request for the 
electrification program—$365 million— 
and it increased funds for the telephone 
program from $63 million to $70 million. 
This latter increase was made for the 
purpose of expediting telephone service 
to rural persons. The loan authoriza¬ 
tion for the electric program is $60 mil¬ 
lion less than was authorized last year. 
It was the committee’s opinion, based on 
the Administrator’s estimate of a $300 
million program for fiscal year 1965, that 
the budget request would be more than 
adequate. Thus, $90 million of the $365 
million total has been placed in contin¬ 
gency and will be returned to the Treas¬ 
ury, if unused, at the close of the fiscal 
year. It has been estimated that the 
entire $150 million placed in the contin¬ 
gency authorization last year will be re¬ 
turned. If such holds true then the 
electric program for fiscal year 1964 will 
have amounted to $275 million—or $90 
million less than our committee author¬ 
ized for fiscal 1965. 

Both the House and Senate Appropri¬ 
ations Committees, as well as the con¬ 
ference committee, last year included 
language in their reports setting up new 
procedures to be followed by the Admin¬ 
istrator in processing G. & T. loans. The 
Administrator has revised his G. & T. 
policy in line with these reports and pub¬ 
lished his new procedures in the Federal 
Register late in February and early in 
March of this year. 

The Appropriations Committees, as 
the result of last year’s directives, have 
been charged by some with legislating 
by committee report. These charges 
are a direct criticism upon the authority 
of our committee to prescribe conditions 
as to the use of money which it recom¬ 
mends for the REA program. In my 
opinion, it is a basic function of our 
committee to direct how funds it au¬ 
thorizes are to be used, and to do other¬ 
wise would place us on many occasions 
in the position of “rubberstamping” the 
Executive. This is particularly true 
true with respect to the REA which re¬ 
ceives its funds in the form of a loan 
authorization. The committee does not 
have an opportunity to consider REA’s 
budget on a line-item basis—as it does 
with other power agencies—and is un¬ 
able to study or consider agency recom¬ 
mendations and approve or disapprove 
of specific projects prior to the advance 
of funds. 

REA, in administering a very broad 
basic act, without proper conrgessional 
control, has time and again interpreted 
its authority contrary to what many be¬ 
lieve to be congressional intent. 

It has virtually substituted “agency 
interpretation” as a means of bypassing 
Congress. The Appropriations Com¬ 
mittee report language provides the only 
means on a regular annual basis by 
which congressional guidance can be 
given to this agency. 

Some members of our committee ob¬ 
jected to establishing the item procedure 
when I suggested it 2 years ago as a 
means of exerting better congressional 
control over’ REA. My proposal at that 
time required the REA budget to be 
presented to us on a project basis insofar 
as generation and transmission loans of 
more than $2 million were concerned. 
My purpose was to provide some way of 
piercing REA’s secrecy policy in connec¬ 
tion with its processing of the larger 
G. & T. loans and to provide a forum 
where all interested citizens could pre¬ 
sent their views before such a loan was 
finally approved. 

Objections to this proposal were 
mainly twofold: First, a fear that the 
Appropriations Committee would be 
making decisions that Congress had 
delegated to the Administrator; and 
second, that the committee would be re¬ 
quired to build up a large staff of experts 
to help it make informed decisions on 
these applications. 

To meet these objections, the gentle¬ 
man from West Virginia [Mr. Slack] 

joined with me in the introduction of 
identical bills which would, among other 
things, set up hearing procedure in the 
office of the Secretary of Agriculture for 
G. & T. loans. This would keep decision¬ 
making in the Department but at the 
same time provide a means by which 
interested persons could be heard. 
These bills, H.R. 6852 and H.R. 7213, 
would require the Secretary of Agricul¬ 
ture to hold public hearings on all gen¬ 
eration and transmission loan applica¬ 
tions. Such hearings, held by examiners 
appointed pursuant to section 11 of the 
Administrative Procedure Act, would 
conform to the procedural requirements 
of section 7 of that act, and any deter¬ 
mination made by the Secretary of 
Agriculture would be subject to court re¬ 
view. This legislation has been before 
the House Agriculture Committee since 
June 6, 1963, and I sincerely hope the 
committee will find an opportunity to 
consider it during the present session of 
Congress. 

Language contained in this year’s re¬ 
port is relatively minor in relation to 
that of last year. This year’s language 
makes clear that last year’s directives 
apply only to the G. & T. program and 
not to the REA distribution program. It 
further points out that the REA G. & T. 
program should not be used where feasi¬ 
bility “is based solely on the cheapter 
power rate resulting from the lower in¬ 
terest rate paid by REA cooperatives 
than is available to private investor com¬ 
panies unless essential to get area cov¬ 
erage at reasonable rates.” Adminis¬ 
trator Clapp, in the hearings before our 
subcommittee, underlined the signifi¬ 
cance of this requirement when he said: 

I think that any survey of Q. & T. 
loans * * * would probably show that, in 
the great majority of cases, the interest rate 
differential is what produces the savings that 
are computed. 

I believe if the Administrator makes a 
real effort to comply with this language, 
some of the pressure to increase interest 
rates will be relieved. This could prove 
a big step toward helping the coopera¬ 
tive that serves marginal territory to 
maintain the 2-percent money it needs 
for its existence. 

Significantly, this language in the 
committee report ties back to the intent 
of Congress when in 1944 it amended the 
1936 act to provide 2-percent money. 
One of the major purposes of this 2-per¬ 
cent interest was to obtain area cover¬ 
age. 

Area coverage is the concept of ex¬ 
tending electrification to all rural people 
rather than to only "those in more 
densely settled sections. It was outlined 
in detail in the REA Administrator’s re¬ 
port as far back as 1949, and has re¬ 
mained virtually unchanged over the 
years. Our subcommittee chairman has 
been a prime mover of this concept 
which has not only been of major im¬ 
portance to this committee over the 
years, but has been the subject of much 
discussion with the various Administra¬ 
tors. 

It is a directive from the Federal Gov¬ 
ernment to borrowers as to how Federal 
loan funds will be used. Its objective 
is to encourage borrowers to extend serv¬ 
ice to all persons in rural areas who 
were not receiving electric service in any 
form. In. recognition of the low inter¬ 
est rate, it embodied the principle of not 
requiring contributions from such per¬ 
sons in aid of construction. 

Area coverage should not be confused 
with problems of territorial integrity 
which involves disputes between power 
suppliers and cooperatives. The com¬ 
mittee language does not refer to the 
question of territorial integrity which is 
a matter of State, not Federal, jurisdic¬ 
tion. I point this out so there can be no 
misunderstanding on the Administrator’s 
part as to what the committee refers. 
By advising him in advance then there 
can be no misinterpretation on his part 
as to the scope of the committee’s 
language. 

One of my major criticisms of REA has 
been the use of its lending power to per¬ 
form functions which are matters with¬ 
in the jurisdiction of our States. For 
example: 

REA, from the very beginning, has 
used its G. & T. loan authority to control 
wholesale power rates within many 
States. This is a State matter and does 
not fall within the power or purview of 
the REA Administrator. He is a banker, 
not a regulator. 

REA is now extending this same G. & 
T. authority to force the allocation of 
territory within the States. How a State 
fixes territories is matter for decision by 
its own legislature or its properly consti¬ 
tuted regulatory body, and the Federal 
Government should keep hands off, even 
by implication. 

As a result of REA using the G. & T. 
loan as a threat in the States, this 
agency has now run head on into a Fed¬ 
eral regulator—the Federal Power Com- 
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mission. The collision has created a 
critical problem for many REA borrow¬ 
ers—a problem that might never have 
occurred had REA not overextended it¬ 
self through misuse of the G. & T. loan 
authority. 

ALASKA 

A matter of greatest importance which 
I wish to discuss today is the damage 
suffered by REA borrowers in Alaska and 
what we can do about it in this bill. 
The terrible earthquake that devastated 
Alaska on Good Friday, March 27, left a 
path of destruction in its wake that is 
impossible for the people of that sparsely 
populated State to recover from without 
real substantial outside assistance. And 
by assistance, I mean grants, not mere 
loans. 

When one grasps the magnitude of 
this disaster in terms of the sparseness 
of Alaska’s ready resources, the need will 
be obvious. The economic heart of 
Anchorage, Alaska’s largest city of 49,000 
was practically destroyed. Seward, 
Valdez, Cordova and the Kenai Penin¬ 
sula suffered devastation. Total damage 
is now estimated at $300 million by the 
Office of Emergency Planning. Little of 
the property involved was covered by 
earthquake insurance. Further, nearly 
a hundred lives were lost. Remember, 
all of this took place in a State with a 
population of only 246,000. 

Since the quake and the attendant 
tidal waves hit the coastal areas, great 
damage was done to the fishing industry. 
This is one of that State’s primary 
sources of ready income. Both salmon 
and king crab fishing and processing 
were very badly hit. Remember, over 35 
percent of Alaska’s pink salmon industry 
centers on Seward, Kodiak, Cordova, and 
Valdez. Fishing is the State’s biggest 
source ' of income—over $90 million a 
year—and if the brave, hard-working, 
courageous people of Alaska are to be 
given a chance to recover, this industry, 
along with these major ports, must be 
put on their feet with speed. 

Electricity is vital to the economic re¬ 
covery of these ports and the revival of 
fish processing. In many of these com¬ 
munities, electric facilities were badly 
damaged. REA-financed cooperatives 
furnish power to much of this stricken 
area. One such cooperative has suffered 
damage of at least $5 million, while to¬ 
tal damage was possibly as high as $7 
million. The restoration of normal elec¬ 
tric service in the area of havoc is vital to 
the recovery of the State. Although this 
Congress has been very helpful in aiding 
Alaskans in other aspects of recovery, 
nothing has been done to keep the REA 
borrowers who must provide a substan¬ 
tial part of the muscle needed for re¬ 
building the economy. 

The significance of this damage can be 
appreciated better when it is remem¬ 
bered that these five cooperatives were 
financed by REA loans totaling about 
$46 million. These borrowers still owe 
to REA about $38 million on these loans. 
To put these power systems back in or¬ 
der will take another $5 to $7 million. 

Obviously, these cooperatives need 
“grants” not “loans” for rehabilitation 
purposes. They cannot assume the ad¬ 

ditional burdens of further loans to re¬ 
store normal service. 

When we consider the rural electrifi¬ 
cation section later in the day, I propose 
to amend the bill to provide that $5,300,- 
000 of this year’s authorization shall be 
available to rural electrification bor¬ 
rowers in Alaska for the repair, rehabili¬ 
tation, or reconstruction of all their 
facilities and property damaged, de¬ 
stroyed, or dislocated as the result of 
the March 1964 earthquakes, and that 
any amounts so made available and used 
shall not be repayable by the borrowers. 
This amendment will not increase the 
total funds in this bill. It will merely 
earmark a portion of the REA authori¬ 
zation for aid to Alaska. 

This is a matter of great urgency, and 
I hope Congress will take positive action 
on it today. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I will be glad to yield 
to my friend from Michigan. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I know that 
from my conversations with my colleague 
and other members of the committee, 
the committee is well aware of the threat 
posed by the cereal leaf beetle which has 
recently been introduced into areas in 
lower Michigan, Ohio, and Indiana. 
Upon examining the bill and the report, 
I find no mention of any provisions made 
here for a crash research program for 
the eradication of this threat. Could 
the gentleman tell us what disposition 
was made of this request for $200,000 
to the committee to have this research 
program instituted to get rid of this 
beetle? 

Mr. MICHEL. The gentleman will 
recognize that there have been a number 
of requests for crash programs in a 
variety of areas. The committee 
thought—and I believe the chairman will 
bear me out—in some of these areas we 
could not conceivably have earmarked 
specifically all of these items, but I will 
say to the gentleman we have, as he well 
knows, some Federal money in that 
cereal leaf beetle eradication problem 
up there in Michigan. It is our inten¬ 
tion, with the flexibility that we have 
given the folks in the research section, 
Dr. Shaw and his associates, that they 
will press forward with everything they 
have to eradicate this. I well know, as 
a Member from the State of Illinois, 
that if that cereal leaf beetle should 
move down through Indiana and into 
Illinois, and the far West, we would have 
a terrible situation which could con¬ 
ceivably cost the American taxpayers 
and the American people hundreds of 
millions of dollars in the future. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. But the gen¬ 
tleman has not answered my question. 
What is the source of the funds to be ex¬ 
pended on this research program ? 

Mr. MICHEL. The Chairman is on 
his feet, if he would like to address him¬ 
self to that question. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the chair¬ 
man. 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say, as I tried 
to point out earlier, that our committee 

provided quite a large amount of addi¬ 
tional funds for research; in fact, $18,- 
800,000 additional funds, which the gen¬ 
tleman will find in section 32. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Chairman, 
I should like to say that the gentleman 
is to be commended. 

Mr. WHITTEN. We tried to keep from 
tieing down dollar amounts for each one 
of these problems. What we tried to do 
is not to give them a fixed sum of $200,- 
000 for the specific problem. We tried to 
tell them to handle the problem, and if 
it takes twice that amount, they have 
the funds with which to do it. The 
money is in here. 

But money and results are two differ¬ 
ent things. We have not tried, in other 
words, to give them $200,000 as such for 
this project, but we have provided them 
more money than that if they can find 
ways properly to use it. 

And in the report they have instruc¬ 
tions to move forward just as fast as they 
can. But they have plenty of money 
with which to do it, if it does take more 
than that .amount. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Chairman, 
I would like to ask the Chairman this: 
Does he feel that the request of $200,000 
for this purpose is a reasonable request? 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say that that 
is something that is so hard for a person 
to judge. It depends upon qualified per¬ 
sonnel, on who is able to move, or how 
fast he can move. It is far too much if 
you cannot get the right kind of peo¬ 
ple. But it is too little if you can get 
the people and you can move fast. I do 
not know how to estimate it in dollars 
and cents. That is the reason we have 
not tried to do that. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I appreciate 
the gentleman’s problem. But if the 
personnel are there and they are ready 
to move forward, and they can make a 
showing of progress in this area, then 
the gentleman can assure us that the 
$200,000 that they feel is necessary will 
be available? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Certainly. I do not 
think there is any question but what it 
is available. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I think the 
gentleman. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr. GROSS. This bill is supposed to 
be $1,059 million less than was appro¬ 
priated for the fiscal year 1964. Is the 
gentleman saying that most of the funds 
allegedly saved have simply been de¬ 
ferred, and will be appropriated later 
this year? Is that what the gentleman 
is saying? 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I think 
that is a pretty good assessment of the 
situation. It would assure us that the 
CCC, for whatever the assurance is 
worth, will have enough money available 
and enough latitude to buy and sell for 
the next fiscal year. But my feeling 
is that this is maybe so much hocus- 
pocus and that before the end of the fis¬ 
cal year we will be back here correcting 
the situation. 
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Mr. GROSS. So that when the Presi¬ 
dent sent his budget message to Con¬ 
gress, calling for a $1 billion cut in agri¬ 
cultural appropriations, that might be 
called about as phony as a $3 bill, some¬ 
thing of that kind? 

Mr. MICHEL. Well, a $3 bill is cer¬ 
tainly phony. 

I pointed out that as to the budget 
of $150 million as an authorization 
for ACP the Congress traditionally has 
gone along with a level of $250 mil¬ 
lion. But, knowing that it was a 
popular program and that the sub¬ 
committee would support it, and the 
committee would sustain the subcom¬ 
mittee in putting it back, of course it 
makes L.B.J. look better by asking for 
$100 million less and puts the onus on 
the Congress for upping the figure. That 
has happened in a number of appro¬ 
priation bills throughout the year. One 
example after another can be cited. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Finnegan]. 

(Mr. FINNEGAN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. FINNEGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Agriculture appropria¬ 
tions bill and particularly the section 
which allows the completion of the mar¬ 
keting research study of the wholesale 
food markets in the city of Chicago under 
the Transportation and Facilities Divi¬ 
sion of the Department. As a Represent¬ 
ative of a completely urban area, I usu¬ 
ally find little of direct benefit to my con¬ 
stituency when we are considering agri¬ 
culture or farm legislation; and so I am 
especially pleased to see this item in¬ 
cluded. 

I want to congratulate and thank the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Whit¬ 

ten], chairman of the subcommittee, and 
all of its members for recognizing the 
very necessary need for this appropria¬ 
tion. 

For some time the city of Chicago has 
been greatly concerned about the ineffi¬ 
ciency of wholesale food marketing in 
the greater metropolitan area and in 
1959, under the leadership of our great 
mayor, Richard J. Daley, a preliminary 
survey was launched. The finding 
showed that existing facilities were 
poorly located, inefficient, and out of 
date, and that a detailed study by ex¬ 
perts was urgently needed. 

The Department of Agriculture 
through its Transportation and Facili¬ 
ties Division had undertaken similar re¬ 
search studies for other metropolitan 
areas such as New York and Philadelphia 
with great success, and in January of 
1963 a wholesale food marketing study 
was initiated for our area. 

As I understand it, about 750 whole¬ 
salers are involved in distributing the 
$3.2 billion worth of food handled in our 
city each year. The complexity of the 
problems of distributing food in Chicago 
rank next to those of New York’s. Our 
operations affect the whole Middle West 
and even other parts of the country be¬ 
cause of Chicago’s predominance in rail¬ 
road transportation. 

The New York survey estimated that if 
the facilities were constructed and used 
as planned, “the saving would amount 
to about 2.5 percent of the wholesale 
value or about $2 per person annually in 
the metropolitan area of New York City.’’ 
The market study also indicated that 
“Savings and benefits are comparable in 
other cities where studies have been made 
and improved facilities constructed.’’ 

We in Chicago, of course, visualize the 
same results for our city and with the 
research study now past the halfway 
mark we were deeply interested and were 
relying on in its completion and the find¬ 
ings put into effect. 

These markets are not concentrated in 
my district but directly affect my con¬ 
stituency as well as the other members 
from Chicago and the State of Illinois. 
As the only Chicagoan on the Appro¬ 
priations Committee, I am pleased to 
present our position. Under other and 
earlier times and circumstances we would 
have had the assistance, guidance and 
great help of our lately departed dean, 
Tom O’Brien, a good friend of so many 
of this body, whose memory will remain 
fresh with us for a long time. 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINNEGAN. I yield to the gen¬ 
tleman from Illinois. 

(Mr. KLUCZYNSKI asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend his 
remarks ) 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
commend my colleague from Illinois for 
the splendid statement which he has 
made. I also wish to commend the 
chairman of this fine committee for the 
splendid job which has been done, the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Whit¬ 

ten] and the other members of that 
committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I am happy to find that 
we of an entire urban area of the great 
city of Chicago will participate in this 
bill. Seldom can the large cities show a 
direct benefit from legislation mainly de¬ 
voted to improving the lot of the farmer 
and agriculture in general. 

With all other members of the Illinois 
delegation from this side of the aisle 
I want to congratulate the subcommittee 
chairman, the gentleman from Missis¬ 
sippi [Mr. Whitten], and the other com¬ 
mittee members for their thorough and 
complete hearings which led ultimately 
to their acknowledgment of our need for 
the irreplacable aid of the Transporta¬ 
tion and Facilities Research Division 
whose survey of our wholesale food mar¬ 
kets mean so much to us. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINNEGAN. I yield to the gen¬ 
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to associate myself with the 
remarks of the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. Finnegan], I believe he has done 
a great service for the city of Chicago in 
being able to retain this very important 
installation. I do hope that it will be 
accepted by the full Committee on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair¬ 
man, I rise in support of this appropria¬ 

tion bill which provides funds for the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture for fiscal year 
1965. I wish to commend the members 
of the committee for the excellent job 
they did in reporting a bill which en¬ 
ables the Department to carry on their 
work for the benefit of our citizens. 
However, I am most pleased at the com¬ 
mittee’s decision to provide the neces¬ 
sary funds to enable the Transportation 
and Facilities Research Division of the 
Department of Agriculture to continue 
their excellent program to improve mar¬ 
keting facilities for food. It is a sound 
decision which will benefit all of our 
citizens. 

We in the Chicago metropolitan area 
are especially pleased with the restora¬ 
tion of necessary funds to continue a 
study of wholesale food handling facili¬ 
ties in Chicago, which was initiated in 
January of 1963. When you consider 
that $3.2 billion worth of food is han¬ 
dled by approximately 750 wholesalers 
in our city, the need for improving food 
handling, processing, packaging, storage, 
and transportation of products to the 
consumer should never be ignored. 

The city of Chicago, under the great 
leadership of our fine mayor, Richard 
J. Daley, has been on an accelerated 
move toward modernization. The vast 
improvements made in the structural 
appearance of our city, our living con¬ 
ditions, and the growth of our economy 
has enabled Chicago to take its rightful 
place as one of the world’s greatest 
cities. This progress, however, is in its 
infancy for there are many other areas 
which require updating, so that we can 
continue our progress to benefit not only 
the Midwest but the Nation as a whole. 

Food handling is a most important 
area and Chicago’s city officials and 
wholesale operators recognized the need 
for improvement in the complex func¬ 
tions of this industry. It was 1959 that 
a prestudy of our problem began. The 
urgent need for a detailed study of the 
existing conditions and recommenda¬ 
tions for improvement was established. 
In January of 1963, the Department of 
Agriculture approved this study for a 3- 
year period. The funds allocated today 
will enable this study to be completed, 
which directly benefits 7 million people 
in the Chicago area and two counties in 
Indiana. But more important it also ben¬ 
efits the people from Maine to Califor¬ 
nia and from Minnesota to Florida, 
where similar projects are underway. 
This research can result in saving near¬ 
ly $1 billion per year in food marketing 
costs, and the Nation’s farmers and 
consumers will be the benefactors. This 
is the kind of objective legislating that 
we need. It shows that we, in this 
House, are alert to our Nation’s needs 
and we are providing for the progress to 
make our Nation move forward. I urge 
that we approve this bill as reported by 
the House Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Chair¬ 
man, I rise in support of H.R. 11202, the 
Agricultural Appropriation Act of 1965, 
and especially concerning the Transpor¬ 
tation and Facilities Research Division, 
which relates to the marketing research 
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study of the wholesale markets in the 
city of Chicago. 

The inclusion of this study would al¬ 
low continued research on market facil¬ 
ity planning and wholesale and retail op¬ 
erations for the South Water Produce. 
Market in the city of Chicago. 

As a former member of the city coun¬ 
cil of Chicago for 24 years, and a mem¬ 
ber of the executive committee of the 
Chicago Planning Commission for 12 
years, I am thoroughly cognizant of the 
major problems confronting the South 
Water Produce Market. A study of this 
character would be very beneficial to the 
planning of the future operation of this 
great market. 

The elimination of the Transportation 
and Facilities Research Division would 
have left no other agency, either gov¬ 
ernmental or private, that is capable of 
providing a service of this character. 

The future of the South Water Street 
Market is very important not only to pro¬ 
ducers but also to the consumers of the 
city of Chicago. It is important that this 
study be completed for the survival of the 
market services to the city of Chicago. 

Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Chair¬ 
man, I join with my colleagues from 
Chicago in expression of appreciation to 
the great subcommittee of the Commit¬ 
tee on Appropriations and its able and 
distinguished chairman, Mr. Whitten. 
The termination of the marketing re¬ 
search study of the wholesale and retail 
markets of Chicago for lack of money 
would have been nothing short of a na¬ 
tional tragedy with frightful repercus¬ 
sions. I have always supported farm 
legislation because although mine is en¬ 
tirely an urban district, its economy is 
bound to be adversely affected when the 
going on the farm is bad, and beneficially 
affected when the agricultural economy 
is good. I am happy that in the bill now 
before us is proof positive that the mu¬ 
tuality of interest of the urban districts 
and the agricultural districts is receiving 
a larger measure of acceptance than has 
been the case in the past. It is good for 
the cities, good for the farms, and good 
for our country. It is in line with the 
thinking and the planning of President 
Johnson and Mayor Daley, working to¬ 
gether for a greater, a finer, a richer, and 
happy America, a land from which pov¬ 
erty will have been driven and In which 
dissention and misunderstanding be¬ 
tween Americans who live in towns and 
Americans who live on farms forever will 
have been banned. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINNEGAN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. MICHEL. I too want to thank the 
gentleman for bringing this to the atten¬ 
tion of the members of the Committee 
and making it a part of the legislative 
history. Certainly the budget did re¬ 
flect a cut of $862,000 here and the com¬ 
mittee went along and restored $662,000 
of that, specifically for the three areas 
of market facilities studies, work meth¬ 
ods and equipment, and transportation 
and packaging. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is a well- 
known fact that this is a popular pro¬ 
gram. The members support it. I am 

glad to see that the gentleman brought 
it out here on the floor of the House this 
afternoon. I certainly support it and 
point back again to my original remarks 
and say again that some of the programs 
contained in this agricultural bill in 
large measure are going to urban cen¬ 
ters and city dwellers. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I too 
wish to thank the gentleman for his 
statement and to agree that this work 
has proved very efficient in many areas. 

Our subcommittee last year was glad 
to initiate this program, as the gentle¬ 
man will recall, at the request of the 
delegation from Chicago. I want to say 
again the support that American agri¬ 
culture has had by his delegation has 
helped because, after all, we are all in 
this thing together and prosperity can¬ 
not be for one section without the other. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen¬ 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Clancy]. 

(Mr. CLANCY asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to H.R. 11202 which would 
appropriate more than $5 billion for op¬ 
erations of the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture in the coming fiscal year. 

Now, I am not by any means an agri¬ 
cultural expert, but it does not take any 
specialized training in the field to recog¬ 
nize that 30 years of excessive production 
control and other Government interven¬ 
tion in agriculture, plus the expenditure 
of billions of dollars of taxpayers’ money, 
have not solved the farmer’s problems. 

I am particularly disturbed by the in¬ 
creased appropriation for the Rural Elec¬ 
trification Administration contained in 
this bill. After branching out in direc¬ 
tions only remotely related to its orig¬ 
inal statutory authorization, the REA has 
substantially fulfilled the purpose for 
which it was created during the depths 
of the depression. 

When the agency was created, 25 per¬ 
cent of our Nation’s population lived on 
farms. Today, only 8 percent of the 
population lives on farms, and the total 
number of farms has declined by 50 per¬ 
cent. Yet, instead of diminishing cor¬ 
respondingly, REA’s activities have ex¬ 
panded. We have reached the point 
where REA-financed systems now consti¬ 
tute a tax-supported and tax-exempt 
power complex, in direct competition 
with private utilities. 

In reality, the rural electrification pro¬ 
gram is not today an agricultural pro¬ 
gram at all. Instead, the REA’s pro¬ 
gram is oriented primarily toward the 
rural nonfarm sector and toward sub¬ 
urban areas, both residential and indusT 
trial, within metropolitan complexes. 

Despite long-term loans in excess of 
$4.6 billion at the artificial interest rate 
of 2 percent and numerous other special 
subsidies and advantages, REA borrow¬ 
ers are not yet earning a return adequate 
to repay the Treasury the full cost of its 
own borrowings or to assume a propor¬ 
tionate share of local, State, and Federal 
taxes. It is important not to overlook 
the fact that the cost of the REA pro¬ 
gram includes tax and interest revenues 

lost, in addition to the total dollars di¬ 
rectly appropriated. 

You will recall that last year when 
we were considering appropriations for 
the Agriculture Department an amend¬ 
ment was offered by my good friend, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Becker] 

to cut the funds requested for REA. 
In opposition to his amendment a 
spokesman for the committee urged 
us to stand by the committee by sup¬ 
porting the full amount requested and 
give the committee and administration 
an opportunity to work out the objec¬ 
tions that had been raised to the opera¬ 
tions of the REA. 

The amendment was rejected; more 
than 11 months have elapsed, and the 
abuses resulting from REA’s competitive 
practices are still rife. 

Because the purpose for which the 
agency was created has largely been ful¬ 
filled—inasmuch as 98 percent of all 
U.S. farms receive central station electric 
service—and because its current activ¬ 
ities are in direct conflict to our basic 
free enterprise system, I think this pro¬ 
gram, which is so often shrouded in 
secrecy, should be phased out. Then the 
taxpayers will no longer have to sub¬ 
sidize REA’s invasion of private indus¬ 
try, private power, private financing, 
and free enterprise. 

I have received a petition signed by 
many of my constitutents, expressing 
their opposition to this continued direct 
competition with free enterprise and, as 
they so correctly point out in their peti¬ 
tion, every Government agency that is in 
direct competition with any free enter¬ 
prise, and that does not have to pay 
taxes, is a burden on every taxpayer in 
our country. 

I would also like to express my con¬ 
cern over the competition resulting from 
the numerous inducements provided by 
the Federal Government to encourage 
American producers to expand their 
oversea activities, which together with 
the failure of our Government to ade¬ 
quately curtail imports, is threatening 
the livelihood of American farmers. 
These imports are a contributing factor 
to the tremendous surpluses we have 
amassed and must be curtailed before 
any further damage is done to our 
domestic industry. 

The illegal handling of commodities 
shipped abroad under Government- 
financed programs, as illustrated by the 
diversion last year of American grain 
to East Germany, is another develop¬ 
ment that has deeply concerned me. I 
am hopeful that the steps being taken 
to prevent such diversions and similar 
manipulations in the future will be 
successful. 

The sum requested in this bill could 
be drastically cut if we would gradually 
return control of the Nation’s farms to 
the farmers who own them. 

A farm policy that treats farmers big 
and small, rich and poor, as if they had 
the same problems and the same require¬ 
ments for Government assistance is not 
based on a realistic appraisal of the sit¬ 
uation. A support price that is high 
enough to cover the production costs of 
a small-scale, inefficient farmer provides 
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a rich opportunity for risk-free profit 
for the large scale, efficient farmer who 
spends much less on production costs 
and can, as a result make money by 
growing a crop that nobody needs. 

The basic issue in the field of agricul¬ 
ture is the issue faced in many other 
fields. What is going to be the role and 
responsibility of the Federal Govern¬ 
ment? Is it going to take over control 
and management of our farms and regu¬ 
late farm prices with more and more 
Federal bureaucracy? Or will we move 
in the direction of reducing the role of 
Government in agriculture and allow the 
market system to determine the value of 
commodities and returns to our farmers? 

The longer an adjustment is post¬ 
poned, the more difficult it will be to ex¬ 
tricate agriculture from its present diffi¬ 
culties. We must begin the transition to 
greater reliance on the market and less 
reliance on restraint, regulation, and 
manipulation. We can begin now by 
voting against appropriations proposed 
at the level in this bill. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Mc- 
Fall]. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to compliment the subcommittee for 
adding funds for expanded research in 
diseases affecting agricultural crops, 
which continue to take a heavy toll on 
the sugarbeet crops in the various areas 
of my State of California today. This 
is particularly true in the case of the 
yellow viruses and nematodes. Depend¬ 
ing upon local conditions, those acres 
affected suffer severe losses in produc¬ 
tion. 

We are aware of and thankful for the 
research on these matters which is "now 
in progress at our research station at 
Salinas, Calif., as well as several proj¬ 
ects now being carried on at the Uni¬ 
versity of California. Local interests 
are contributing what limited funds they 
have available to these activities. 

We believe that speedier solutions will 
come only as a result of expanded re¬ 
search on these and related problems, 
both in the USDA and the University of 
California, with due regard to keeping 
duplicatioh of work at a minimum and 
to the ultimate objective of developing 
resistant seed varieties. 

I know the chairman has discussed 
this matter previously in answer to a 
question from another Member, but I 
should like to ask the chairman if he 
believes there will be sufficient funds to 
provide for this research? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I think there is a 
sufficient amount of funds for that re¬ 
search. May I say, as I tried to point 
out in my earlier opening statement, 
that a manpower ceiling has been im¬ 
posed. They will not be permitted to 
have the manpower, but it may be in 
order for the Department to contract 
some of this work. 

I would suggest to the gentleman, as 
I know he has, to take this matter up 
with the Department because they are 
the ones to pass on the qualifications and 
the number of people who do this kind 
of work. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mis¬ 
souri [Mr. Hall]. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I appre¬ 
ciate the gentleman yielding to me. I 
am concerned about the alleged budget¬ 
saving cut in this appropriation bill that 
mostly applies to the conservation prac¬ 
tices, to the extension services, to the 
soil and water conservation districts, and 
the watershed planning areas of the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture. I think these 
are good practices. They are, and do 
encourage conservation of our God- 
given resources for posterity. 

It is well known it requires $25,000 per 
district to staff a new district. It would 
require $200,000 additional funds in the 
1965 Appropriation Act to provide a 
technical staff for the new districts be¬ 
ing organized in Missouri alone. If such 
funds are not provided, these new dis¬ 
tricts will either be without technical 
assistance or technical assistance will 
have to be withdrawn from the existing 
60 districts in Missouri to assign to the 
8 new districts. 

I would assume generally, Mr. Chair¬ 
man, the same thing applies to the agri¬ 
cultural conservation practices and par¬ 
ticularly to the extension agents on 
whom we have come to rely through the 
University of Missouri, the Department 
of Agriculture, and its counterpart at 
the Federal level in the various counties. 

Then I am also concerned about the 
funds to continue the full complement 
of watershed planning technicians as¬ 
signed in this State. 

From watershed funds appropriated 
for the fiscal year 1964, $82,000 is al¬ 
lotted to Missouri to provide for a water¬ 
shed planning staff. This staff consists 
of a six-man team including a party 
leader, a hydraulic engineer, a planning 
engineer, a geologist, an economist, and 
an aid. 

In the 1965 budget estimates there is a 
provision for a 20-percent reduction in 
funds for watershed planning. This 
would result in a $16,000 reduction in 
funds for watershed planning in Mis¬ 
souri. These matching funds are hard 
to come by. It would require reducing 
one, or maybe two, of these highly 
trained and experienced watershed plan¬ 
ning technicians. 

This is one of our most important 
efforts. There is great need for stability 
and planning. We must not vacillate 
and unduly “put upon” the States. 

Applications for watershed planning 
assistance have been received from 44 
local sponsoring organizations in Mis¬ 
souri of which many are from the 
Seventh District in southwest Missouri 
generally known as the Ozarks with its 
many rocks and rills that has real prob¬ 
lems of soil and water retention. 

Watershed planning has been ap¬ 
proved for 13 of these organizations and 
8 of their work plans have been approved 
for operations. The remaining 31 water¬ 
shed sponsors are waiting for planning 
assistance. Goodness knows, we are do¬ 
ing everything possible to help ourselves. 
There is an urgent need to continue the 
present watershed planning staff in Mis¬ 
souri as a bare minimum, and I am sure 
in many other States. 

Mr. Chairman, because soil and water 
conservation is a vital issue in southwest 
Missouri we are particularly interested in 
the Soil Conservation Service and any¬ 
thing that affects it. 

Missouri is the only State in which 
soil and water conservation districts do 
not cover at least half of the counties. 
But this is changing rapidly, and my dis¬ 
trict, the Seventh Congressional Dis¬ 
trict—in the vanguard of this forward 
step—is a good example of what is hap¬ 
pening. As of now we have seven soil 
and water conservation districts. On 
July 1 of this year two more will be orga¬ 
nized and a third is scheduled before the 
end of the year. Meanwhile, organiza¬ 
tional activities are underway in three 
more counties. When these are com¬ 
pleted about two-thirds of the Seventh 
District will be covered. 

We are interested in the Soil Conserva¬ 
tion Service because in water for irriga¬ 
tion, in the improvement of pastures, 
ranges and grasses, and in improvement 
of timber, all of which constitute basics 
in our economic condition, it is the spe¬ 
cialists of the Soil Conservation Service 
on whom we depend for technical guid¬ 
ance. 

In one county last year the farmers, 
through their soil conservation district, 
completed construction of water im¬ 
poundment structures on four lakes of 
8 acres each. They needed this water 
storage to irrigate their farms. Without 
the technical assistance of the Soil Con¬ 
servation Service this would have been a 
costly project, and quite probably un¬ 
accomplished. 

Woodlands development in our section 
of the country is a tremendous asset in 
commercial use and esthetic enhance¬ 
ment of our great Ozark highlands. 
Here again, Soil Convervation Service 
conservationists and woodland special¬ 
ists provided technical information that 
aided residents of the area to make de¬ 
cisions vital to their welfare. 

I should like to underscore the fact 
that the workload in existing districts is 
increasing. In fact, a backlog is steadily 
building up. Now we are creating new 
workloads in districts that are organiz¬ 
ing this year in my congressional dis¬ 
trict. All this adds up to a great need 
for more technical assistance from the 
Soil Conservation Service. 

The National Association of Soil and 
Water Conservation District recom¬ 
mends an increase in the Soil Conserva¬ 
tion Service appropriation for conserva¬ 
tion operations in the sum of $10 million 
to meet present needs. I wholeheartedly 
support this recommendation, Mr. 
Chairman, and I likewise support the 
Association’s recommendation for $7 
million additional for watershed plan¬ 
ning and operations. 

These increases will help us keep pace 
with the technical assistance required in 
our growing number of districts and 
watershed projects, and the demands in 
my area for help in pond construction, 
pasture improvement and other activ¬ 
ities in which we definitely need more 
Soil Conservation Service technical help. 
There was such a demand recently for 
pasture development that the Soil Con¬ 
servation Service had to assign a range 
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specialist to assist district cooperators 
in my area. 

I hope the bill is favorably recom¬ 
mended and that the committee will 
urge the Department of Agriculture to 
follow along and emphasize these four 
principal lines of: First, extension serv¬ 
ices; second, agricultural conservation 
practices; third, soil and water conser¬ 
vation; fourth, watershed development 
and practices. 

(Mr. HALL asked and was given per¬ 
mission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, con¬ 
tained in the Department of Agriculture 
1965 appropriation bill are funds for va¬ 
rious programs so vitally necessary to 
both the agriculture industry and the 
American consumer, including such pro¬ 
grams as research, disease and pest con¬ 
trol, extension, marketing services, 
sundry inspection services, and other as¬ 
sistance programs. One is certainly de¬ 
serving of utmost attention of Congress; 
namely, the Soil Conservation Service. 
This agency performs an invaluable and 
essential service to many, including 
those engaged in agriculture. Help 
from the Soil Conservation Service has 
enabled a great many farmers to apply 
conservation practices that they other¬ 
wise would have found difficult to do. 
Sound soil and water conservation prac¬ 
tices are fundamental to keeping our 
streams flowing clear throughout the 
year. Unless technical assistance and 
cost-sharing programs to soil conserva¬ 
tion and watershed protection districts 
are continued, our future water supplies 
and land-use planning are in jeopardy. 

The Soil Conservation Service is a 
major participant in our steadily mov¬ 
ing ahead with the work to protect and 
improve farmland and watersheds. 
There are a great many very important 
values involved in the nationwide effort 
as thousands and thousands of farmers 
voluntarily work together toward the 
constructive purpose of improved use of 
land and water resources in America and 
for a better system of land and water 
management. 

Of special interest to me is title I pro¬ 
visions of $207,454,000 for the Soil Con¬ 
servation Service, of which $770,000 is 
set aside for the formulation of new soil 
and water conservation districts. Local 
conditions resulted in a delay in orga¬ 
nizing districts in Missouri. The com¬ 
mittee’s consideration is recommending 
funds in this respect is indeed far¬ 
sightedness and will enhance agricul¬ 
tural activity and the economy. The 
State of Missouri is now moving ahead 
very rapidly in organizing soil and water 
conservation districts toward the goal of 
having the entire State organized. Plans 
are being made on a wide scale to use 
the resources of participation in the pro¬ 
gram to combat the economic depression 
in some area development counties. By 
means of the soil and water conserva¬ 
tion programs farmers and landowners 
are determined to keep their soil and 
water resources productive. Only 
through conservation accomplishments 
can this objective be attained. Con¬ 
servation and development of natural re¬ 
sources is beneficial to the overall econ¬ 

omy—the community, county, State, and 
the Nation as a whole. 

The Soil Conservation Sendee has 
made many advances in its 29 years of 
existence, but much remains to be done. 
I extoll the value and need for water¬ 
shed, soil and flood prevention programs 
in the Nation and especially in my dis¬ 
trict in Missouri, and, therefore, urge 
the passage of H.R. 11202, the 1965 agri¬ 
cultural appropriations bill. 

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to recommend to every Member of the 
House the committee report which ac¬ 
companies H.R. 11202, presently before 
us for consideration. The chairman of 
the subcommittee, the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. Whitten], the ranking 
minority member, the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. Horan], and each of 
the other members of the subcommittee, 
are most deserving of every compliment 
and recognition in having produced one 
of the best committee reports that I have 
had occasion to review and study since 
coming to Congress. The report and bill 
are noteworthy, not only because of the 
extent to which agricultural needs are 
provided for by appropriation, but just 
as significantly, for the explicit informa¬ 
tive analogy that the report sets forth 
concerning the many varied phases of 
agricultural problems today. 

There have been many times during 
the course of this Nation’s history when 
agriculture has been deserving, and in a 
position where it was in need of the most 
diligent and constructive attention of 
the Congress. A like and equally urgent 
situation now faces our national econ¬ 
omy, together with consumers and pro¬ 
ducers of food and fiber. 

Most of the pertinent and salient parts 
of the bill and the report have already 
been called to the attention of the House. 
It becomes my purpose to briefly en¬ 
deavor to place some additional emphasis 
on a few of the points that are, in my 
judgment, particularly significant. 

In order to discuss them with realistic 
understanding, it is well for us to make 
note of and further expand on the para¬ 
graph on page 9 of the report, entitled 
“American Agriculture—A Long-Range 
Consumer Concern.” 

The statistics indicate that farm pop¬ 
ulation is decreasing, while the invest¬ 
ment required per farm is increasing, 
and at the same time the farmer’s share 
of the consumer’s dollar is rapidly de¬ 
creasing, together with his net income. 
This has created greatly reduced income 
potential for farm operators that in 1963 
reverted back to 1939 levels with indica¬ 
tions of further declines in 1964. Such 
economic decline for the people who pro¬ 
duce our society’s most essential com¬ 
modities of food and fiber at a time when 
every other segment of this Nation’s 
economy is enjoying a substantial eco¬ 
nomic increase and period of prosperity 
stands before us today as a major threat 
to the future economic well-being of the 
entire Nation. 

This is well stated on page 12 of the 
report in the second paragraph, which 
concludes with the reminder that every 
major business recession in this country 
has been preceded by the loss of income 
and purchasing power at the farm level. 
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The item in the report entitled “The 
Consumer’s Stake in Agriculture Is In¬ 
creasing,” sets forth the most desirable 
and envied position of the consumer in 
America today when compared with the 
rest of the world, in that the food per 
capita expenditures in the United States 
are the lowest in the world when related 
to consumer income. The predicted 
population increases, to reach 340 mil¬ 
lion by the year 2000, are indicative of 
the great need for this country to con¬ 
serve its food production resources, 
maintain its efficiency, and encourage the 
even further development of individual 
productive know-how that is so prevalent 
throughout our agricultural community. 

Let me reemphasize the paragraph on 
page 13 of the report which states that 
“unless our present system of agricul¬ 
ture can survive, it is conceivable that 
the time could some when a significant 
portion of the 92 percent of nonfarm 
population will again have to return to 
the soil to obtain their food supply. This 
is the situation in certain Soviet-con¬ 
trolled countries and other areas of the 
world.” 

I am sure that no one would entertain 
any desire that such experience be a part 
of our future. 

These are but a few of the very perti¬ 
nent circumstances that the report sets 
out so explicitly which emphasize the 
need for diligent study of this report by 
all Government officials as we attempt to 
cope with and ponder the solution to ex¬ 
isting problems. 

I want to specifically direct attention 
to the item on page 15 of the report, en¬ 
titled “Urgent Need for Control of Exces¬ 
sive Agricultural Imports,” for it has be¬ 
come increasingly evident that a major 
portion of the problem that confronts us 
today has been aggravated and encour¬ 
aged by the imports of unneeded agricul¬ 
tural products that are already in sur¬ 
plus. I can enthusiastically support and 
consider it essential that the suggested 
special investigation of cattle imports be 
instigated at once. I have already rec¬ 
ommended to the Departments of Agri¬ 
culture and State, the Tariff Commission, 
and the Geneva negotiators that a com¬ 
prehensive investigation be made of our 
entire policy as it relates to the distribu¬ 
tion and exchange of agricultural prod¬ 
ucts in international trade. The recent 
experience with beef imports and its ef¬ 
fect on the American market which has 
caused farmers throughout the Nation to 
suffer great income declines and losses in 
the last 2 or 3 years is surely a very con¬ 
vincing case in point. 

Not only have farmers suffered dire 
consequences, but it is now proving to be 
a very expensive situation for Govern¬ 
ment in requiring the purchase of large 
quantities of beef and meat products in 
very feeble and unsuccessful attempts to 
bolster the market. It seems almost in¬ 
conceivable that such a situation could be 
permitted to develop, in view of existing 
law which reflects the wisdom of the 
Congress in establishing the necessary 
safeguards against these hazards when it 
enacted section 22 of the Agricultural Act 
in August of 1935. 
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Again I quote from the report: 
It is impossible to maintain a balance be¬ 

tween supply and demand through buying 
up of surplusses, using section 32 funds or 
otherwise, when unlimited amounts can 
enter this country from abroad in direct 
competition with American production. 

It is even more surprising and difficult 
to understand some of the present activ¬ 
ities of our Government under these cir¬ 
cumstances which even further amplify 
the problem, and which, in my judg¬ 
ment, amount to a complete disregard 
for the future well-being of the American 
farmer and the American consumer. 

I call to your special attention the fact 
that oversea production is encouraged 
by the United States under the AID pro¬ 
gram, which is set forth very clearly and 
distinctly on page 17 of the report. The 
fact that through the AID program we 
provide as much as 50 percent of the 
traveling expenses in order to explore 
the feasibility of private investments 
abroad, some of which have been the 
production of beef cattle, and then pro¬ 
vide loans with which to set them up in 
business, with further investment guar¬ 
antees, certainly indicates unfair com¬ 
petitive advantages that are not avail¬ 
able to the American producers. In 
addition, tax advantages have been sug¬ 
gested. 

But even this is not the greatest folly 
presently being promoted which can have 
no other result than further hardship, 
more government restrictions, and ex¬ 
pense to the taxpayer, that has very re¬ 
cently been recommended to the Con¬ 
gress. I refer to the legislation sent to 
the Congress, supposedly designed to 
alleviate economic problems in Appala¬ 
chia. One of the recommendations re¬ 
lates directly to agriculture and proposes 
that an accelerated pasture improvement 
and development program be instigated, 
involving 9*4 million acres of land, at a 
cost of $22 million for fiscal 1965, with 
comparable or even expanded expendi¬ 
tures for the next 5 years. 

Having reviewed the problems that 
now confront the beef industry, it defies 
imagination to visualize how anyone 
closely associated with existing condi¬ 
tions could possibly make the following 
statement, which appears in the report 
of the President’s Commission: 

Its development and use for beef produc¬ 
tion over the next few years would help to 
meet the Nation’s rising demand for beef. 
Sufficient potential pastureland and a grow¬ 
ing local market (the region presently im¬ 
ports beef) are available to sustain a sub¬ 
stantial and profitable expansion of the cow- 
calf industry throughout the Nation * * *. 
We believe that the potential in beef is so 
outstanding that the major original effort 
in agriculture should be concentrated there. 

Such a statement, following the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture’s recent an¬ 
nouncement that a purchase program 
was necessary in order to attempt to bol¬ 
ster beef prices, and with thousands of 
complaints from all over the Nation re¬ 
lating to the present dire circumstances 
of the beef production industry, repre¬ 
sents the very height of irresponsible 
recommendations. It is no wonder that 
farmers are becoming concerned about 

“What is Government going to do to 
us?” 

The complete lack of regard for the 
American farmer and these conditions is 
further emphasized by a letter addressed 
to the Honorable Franklin D. Roosevelt, 
Jr., Chairman of the Appalachian Re¬ 
gional Commission, which reads as fol¬ 
lows: 
Hon. Franklin D. Roosevelt, Jr. 
Chairman, President’s Appalachian Regional 

Commission. 
Dear Mr. Roosevelt: We, the undersigned 

members of the Cabinet and heads of Fed¬ 
eral agencies, have reviewed the report of the 
President’s Appalachian Regional Commis¬ 
sion of which you are Chairman. As you 
know, our respective departments and agen¬ 
cies have participated in the preparation of 
the report. Each of us has been represented 
on the Commission itself, and our staffs have 
provided technical support in the drafting 
effort. 

We want to express our support for the ac¬ 
tion program outlined in the report. We 
shared the concern of the late President John 
F. Kennedy when he called for an action 
program to restore the economic vitality of 
Appalachia. We join with President Lyndon 
B. Johnson in his decision to employ, to the 
maximum extent possible, the resources of 
the Federal Government in a concerted effort 
to assist the people of Appalachia. 

If the joint Federal-State program called 
for in the report can be fully implemented, 
the basis will have been provided for a sound 
economic development program in the Ap¬ 
palachian region. We know we speak for 
all the Federal Government when we pledge 
our full participation in that program and 
its implementation. 

Sincerely yours, 

This letter is signed by six members of 
the President’s Cabinet; namely, Cele- 
brezze, Health, Education, and Welfare; 
Dillon, Treasury; McNamara, Defense; 
Udall, Interior; Hodges, Commerce; 
and Freeman, Agriculture. In addition, 
it is signed by Wagner, Chairman of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority; and Sea- 
borg, Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, as well as Foley, Admin¬ 
istrator of Small Business; Webb, Ad¬ 
ministrator of Aeronautics and Space 
Administration; and Batt, Administra¬ 
tor of the Area Redevelopment Adminis¬ 
tration. 

I would recommend that each of these 
very prominent Government officials di¬ 
rect their attention to this committee 
report and a number of statistical re¬ 
ports recently published by the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture, which identify the 
seriousness of the entire agricultural 
problem, more specifically, beef imports. 

The failures of ARA and APW pro¬ 
grams are also prominent on the scene 
of agriculture, in that they, first of all, 
have failed to improve conditions in Ap¬ 
palachia, so that recommendations are 
now necessary that can only provide fur¬ 
ther hardships for farm families and 
communities who have made such a great 
contribution to the best fed nation in the 
world. They have built sugarbeet proc¬ 
essing plants in new, unproven areas at 
Government expense, necessitating a re¬ 
fusal to permit other proven farm areas 
to even make use of the beet-producing 
possibilities that we know exist, at no 
cost to the taxpayer. 
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These actions are comparable to the 
production of crops on irrigated lands 
which have aggravated surpluses and de¬ 
pressed farm prices. These projects 
have been financed by Government dol¬ 
lars, without interest, to the detriment 
of agricultural areas and farmers who 
have had sufficient productive capacities 
at no Government expense. This has 
created the need for more restrictions 
and production limitations to be placed 
on innocent farmers in other sections of 
the country. 

While these are but a few of the many 
undesirable circumstances that confront 
the future of agriculture, I have pointed 
them out because they identify the ex¬ 
tent to which these problems are actual¬ 
ly Government-oriented, with seeming¬ 
ly little hope of improvement. 

These problems are the right and just 
concern of every American citizen, 
whether he considers himself as a pro¬ 
ducer, consumer, or taxpayer. They rep¬ 
resent problems that this House ought 
to be seriously concerned with today, as 
we are called upon to approve a com¬ 
mendable appropriation bill; for while 
this bill shows a reduction in present ex¬ 
penditures, which, by the way, cannot 
fully be ascertained until such time as 
experience with newly enacted programs 
has been documented, they alert us to 
the fact that greatly increased expendi¬ 
tures are almost certain to be the needs 
of tomorrow. 

Government programs which now de¬ 
mand huge expenditures impose on farm 
people undesirable restrictions and regu¬ 
lations, and have all been enacted at 
times when farm income persisted at 
levels that were lower than and out of 
proportion with the rest of the Nation’s 
economy. Therefore, if these conditions 
are permitted to prevail, it becomes 
easily predictable that further Govern¬ 
ment control and expenditures are ob¬ 
viously realities of the future. The final 
result could be a Government strait- 
jacket for farmers that would complete¬ 
ly ruin his freedom and productive in¬ 
genuity. 

So often, we hear and are reminded 
that the American farmer is the cause of 
these needed Government programs. We 
have just seen typical examples of how 
these problems have become acute by 
factors over which the American farmer 
had absolutely no control, and are rather 
the results of a complete failure on the 
part of Government to follow the direc¬ 
tives of Congress or to recognize their 
responsibility to the American farmer 
and this Nation’s economic well-being. 
Unless Congress takes the proper steps 
to correct these conditions, it will quite 
obviously become necessary to substan¬ 
tially increase undesirable appropria¬ 
tions in future years. As we have seen 
by this analysis, many of today’s prob¬ 
lems can be corrected by Government 
actions that would require no added ex¬ 
penditures, and, in reality, provide an 
opportunity to reduce the costs, and so 
be a great contribution toward a bal¬ 
anced budget. 

It is, therefore, imperative that every 
Member of Congress and respective com- 
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mittees direct the same diligent atten¬ 
tion and analysis that has been so ex- 
plicity registered by the Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Agriculture. They 
have truly rendered a great service to the 
entire Nation, if we now take heed of the 
analysis and warnings that they have set 
before us. The American farmer has 
earned and is justly deserving of at least 
this minimum consideration for an en¬ 
viable record over the years. 

Mr. LIBONATI. Mr. Chairman, the 
appropriation for the Department of 
Agriculture and related agencies for 1965 
as reported in H.R. 11202 total $5,182,- 
665,000, an amount less than the 1964 
appropriation in the sum of $1,059,632,- 
215. 

One of the important items is an ap¬ 
propriation of $1,500,000 for a study re¬ 
search of tobacco at the University of 
Kentucky Tobacco Research Labora¬ 
tory—adjacent to the Medical Research 
Center. The purpose of the study is to 
remove such ingredients that are detri¬ 
mental to public health of the user. 

Another item for additional research is 
the pesticide residue problem including 
insecticides together with the effects of 
sprays, and so forth, used in agricul¬ 
tural production. The effect upon fish 
of certain agricultural pesticides as well 
as the chemical insolubility of certain 
substances comprising the pesticide for¬ 
mula resulting in stream pollution will 
be studied. An appropriation of $1*4 
million has been recommended in the 
bill. The use of fertilizers, insecticides 
and pesticides insures higher quality 
foods and an abundance of crop return. 
Otherwise the production of food crops 
would decline—an the ravages of insects 
and pests if unabated would result in a 
shortage of essential foods. A strong 
agricultural economy insures a strong 
national economy. Industry and agri¬ 
culture are dependent on one another 
to maintain the financial stability of the 
Nation. 

The committee is to be congratulated 
in its refusal to follow the recommenda¬ 
tion of the Bureau of the Budget to elim¬ 
inate marketing, research which has been 
of controlling importance to the interest 
of the consumers. These stations lo¬ 
cated at Chicago, Boston, Philadelphia, 
New York, Pittsburgh, Detroit and many 
other cities conduct marketing studies to 
improve marketing facilities an activity 
extremely valuable to the consumers of 
the Nation. The appropriation of $662,- 
000 to protect the consumer by slicing 
an equivalent amount from the appro¬ 
priation for the Agency for International 
Development, whose purpose is to train 
our competitors in technical assistance, 
and so forth, in world agricultural mar¬ 
kets. 

The general activities in its various di¬ 
visions and classifications receive $1,393,- 
687,000, the credit agencies $55,885,000; 
corporations, including Public Law 480 
and other assistance programs, $3,733,- 
093,000 and Farm Credit Administration 
$2,876,000. 

It is with a deep sense of appreciation 
that we commend Chairman Jamie L. 
Whitten and the work of his committee 
in giving special emphasis to consumer 
interest and the problems that confront 

industry and agriculture necessitating 
wide and broad programs of research in 
order to arrive at a basic solution. H.R. 
11202 represents a fine contribution to 
strengthening the agricultural economy 
and the national economy and secures 
for the consumer a real protection of 
their interests both in food quality and 
cost levels. It constitutes much to the 
stability of farm interests at every level 
and continues our interest in interna¬ 
tional world markets and competitive 
problems. As an important legislative 
act it stands alone as a masterful treat¬ 
ment of a most sensitive area of our na¬ 
tional activity which controls the very 
life of our total economy. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, this seems 
an appropriate day to remind ourselves 
that agriculture is still the basic indus¬ 
try of the United States, and that it is 
basically a healthy industry, despite all 
of the problems that usually occupy our 
time when we discuss it. 

For this reason, I was delighted to 
find an optimistic and forward-looking 
article about Ohio’s agriculture in the 
current issue of the Central Economic 
Letter, a publication of the Central Na¬ 
tional Bank of Cleveland. 

The article is the work of Dr. Roy M. 
Kottman, dean of the College of Agri¬ 
culture at Ohio State University, direc¬ 
tor of the Ohio State Agricultural 
Experiment Station and of the Ohio 
State Extension Service, and an out¬ 
standing leader in his field. 

I include Dr. Kottman’s article with 
my remarks, as follows: 
Ohio’s Surprising Agriculture—A Growth 

Industry 

(By Roy M. Kottman, dean, College of Agri¬ 
culture and Home Economics, the Ohio 
State University) 

Ohio is one of the richest agricultural areas 
in the entire world, and its future never 
looked brighter. In fact, agriculture in Ohio 
is one of the State’s most significant growth 
industries. This comes as a startling new 
fact to even many citizens of Ohio. 

Just as startling to many is the renewed 
realization that agriculture today is one of 
the basic industries. For this industry in¬ 
cludes not only the farm products themselves 
but also the wide variety of processing, manu¬ 
facturing, and distribution activities that 
grow out of this farm production. 

What is often lost sight of is the fact that 
farming, like any other creator of new wealth, 
produces $3 to $5 of related economic activity 
“along Main Street” for every $1 of new 
wealth produced on the farms themselves. 

Ohio’s agriculture is now operating at an 
alltime peak. Compared with the level of 
even 20 years ago, the State’s farmers are now 
producing: three-fourths of a billion more 
pounds of milk each year; 140 million more 
pounds of beef; more than twice as much 
corn; $100 million worth more of soybeans; 
a million more bushels of wheat (on a half¬ 
million fewer acres). 

In total, Ohio now has 140,000 farms and 
more than a billion dollars of cash receipts 
each year. Just as importantly, there are 
125,000 business concerns in Ohio tliat are in 
some way related to agriculture. So taken 
altogether, the State of Ohio now has an 
agricultural industry of $5 billion annually. 

Much of this $5 billion industry is con¬ 
tained in off-the-farm activity—the feed 
mill and the laboratory connected with it, 
the industrial plants that manufacture farm 
machinery and equipment, the laboratories 
of our universities, and the agricultural ex¬ 
periment stations, and so on. 

But Ohio is one of the top States in actual 
farm production. For example, it ranks sixth 
in corn, sheep, and hog production; seventh 
in soybeans, oats, and milk; and ninth in 
wheat production. We’re also second in the 
production of tomatoes, third in maple prod¬ 
ucts, fourth in red clover seed and honey, and 
fifth in popcorn, and eighth in turkey out¬ 
put. 

This farm production in Ohio today di¬ 
rectly involves 140,000 farmers. The num¬ 
ber of off-farm agricultural business estab¬ 
lishments in Ohio comes to 125,000. To¬ 
gether, they account for about 20 percent 
of the total employment in Ohio * * * 750,- 
000 of the 3,900,000 persons employed in the 
State. 

One should bear in mind one further fact: 
new wealth on our farms leads to more eco¬ 
nomic growth in the farm communities. For 
instance, $3,000 to $5,000 in additional busi¬ 
ness accrues from the introduction of any of 
the following: 

Four cows (10,000-pound producers); 10 
brood sows; 21 calf-producing beef cows; 50 
fed steers; 72 sheep, or 600 laying hens. 

Of course, the reverse is also true. When¬ 
ever a community loses these increments of 
producttion it loses $3,000 to $5,000 in busi¬ 
ness. 

As for the future of agriculture in Ohio, 
it’s extremely important that we move 
strongly ahead with agricultural research and 
education. The most pressing reason for 
this is the population explosion now occur¬ 
ring in Ohio, the entire United States, and 
the world. Ohio probably will have a popu¬ 
lation of about 12 million by 1970 and per¬ 
haps as much as 15 million by 1980. Fore¬ 
casts indicate that by 1980 this country will 
have a population of about 240 million peo¬ 
ple, as contrasted with the 190 million we 
have now. Worldwide, the current popula¬ 
tion of 3.1 billion will swell to 6.3 billion by 
the year 2000 * * * an addition every 3 
years of the current total population of the 
United States. 

Now, what do these population figures 
mean for Ohio in terms of food require¬ 
ments alone? Let’s consider only the addi¬ 
tional food that will be consumed in Ohio in 
1980 by the additional people who will be 
living in the State by that year * * * those 
people who are not living there now. Using 
present rates of per capita consumption, let’s 
consider first the potential in the poultry 
industry only. 

Ohio now has about 12 million laying 
hens and they produce about 210 million 
dozen eggs annually. Ohioans now consume 
about 280 million dozen eggs each year. The 
additional eggs that will be needed in Ohio 
to take care of additions to the population by 
1980 total out to 135 million dozen eggs. 

If we in Ohio produce this additional 135 
million dozen eggs, we will use about 15 
million bushels of corn to feed the additional 
8 million laying hens that will be required. 
This will mean $43 million in new wealth for 
Ohio’s economy each year. 

What about turkeys? We produce about 
3.8 million last year. The additional re¬ 
quirement needed to feed Ohio’s population 
in 1980 is about 2.5 million more birds. This 
will mean another 2.5 million bushels of corn. 
And, in all, Ohio will receive at least $12 mil¬ 
lion in new wealth. 

Ohio had about 13.5 million broilers on 
feed (on an annual basis) in 1963. We are 
currently shipping into Ohio about 225 
million pounds of broiler meat annually. If 
we were to produce the broiler meat needed 
by the addition to our 1980 population, we 
would have supplied a market for 170 million 
pounds of broiler meat and made possible 
the production in Ohio of 47 million broilers 
each year * * * generating $25 million of 
new wealth and using nearly 4.5 million 
bushels of corn. 

All of the above developments, will of 
course create many new Jobs * * * for feed 
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manufacturers, the processing Industry, util¬ 
ities, building material firms, equipment 
manufacturers. Insurance companies, and 
so on. The point Is that somebody, some¬ 
where, somehow Is going to provide all those 
additional broilers, turkeys, eggs, and the 
like. We can have this new business for 
Ohio—for Ohio’s people. 

Corn, milk, and beef production, important 
aspects of Ohio’s agriculture, will see un¬ 
paralleled growth potential. 

Thus, Ohio agriculture has an unparalleled 
opportunity ahead of it. But, are we going 
to have the know-how to compete for this 
market? Are we going to make the invest¬ 
ment now that will insure our being com¬ 
petitive in the future? If we all work to¬ 
gether * * * business and industry, Gov¬ 
ernment and education * • * we can gen¬ 
erate new wealth to the tune of hundreds of 
millions of dollars in Ohio during these next 
20 years. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to associate myself with the re¬ 
marks of the distinguished chairman of 
the subcommittee, the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. Whitten], in opposition 
to the Pilcher amendment calling for an 
additional appropriation of more than 
$1 million for a peanut research labora¬ 
tory. 

Mr. Whitten and his Agricultural Ap¬ 
propriations Subcommittee have gone 
into this problem carefully. They know 
the facts.- They say the request has not 
been justified. With this conclusion, I 
must agree. I have a great affection for 
every member of the Georgia delegation, 
including our distinguished and able 
colleague, the gentleman from Geor¬ 
gia [Mr. Forrester], I am terribly 
sorry he is sick. I do hope he will soon 
be back with us. He is a great Congress¬ 
man. 

However, I cannot support the Pilcher 
amendment, as much as I would like to 
help our good friend, the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Forrester], who has 
fought so hard for so long for a research 
laboratory at Dawson, Ga. District loy¬ 
alty is a great thing. If I believed, as he 
does, that this additional research facil¬ 
ity was needed, and if his district were 
mine, I would probably be doing the same 
thing—even while sick in bed. 

I represent a congressional district 
which grows more than half of the pea¬ 
nuts—Virginia type—grown in my home 
State of North Carolina. My peanut 
people are as opposed to this amend¬ 
ment, as are those from the district of 
my able colleague from Virginia [Mr. 
Abbitt], Two of the ^largest peanut- 
producing areas in the Nation are op¬ 
posed to this appropriation. They say 
it is unnecessary, that it would be an 
unwise, even a wasteful, expenditure— 
that the funds, if needed to any extent, 
should go to improve research already 
being carried on neutral grounds in New 
Orleans. 

The North Carolina Peanut Growers 
Association, composed of all peanut 
growers in my State, have on several oc¬ 
casions expressed opposition to this pro¬ 
posal. I know of no change in their 
position. 

More persuasive, however, at this time 
than any other arguments, is the fact 
that the President, through the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture and the Budget Bu¬ 
reau, has not requested the funds sought 

by the Pilcher amendment. In fact, he 
has not requested the more than $400,000 
included in this bill for shelling research. 

After our President has enunciated a 
“Thrift and Frugality” policy which en¬ 
courage the elimination of all but essen¬ 
tials, and since he has not requested 
these funds, and when the Appropria¬ 
tions Committee has likewise concluded 
that they are not needed—how can I, a 
noncommittee member conclude other¬ 
wise? 

I, therefore, urge the committee to de¬ 
feat the amendment of the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. Pilcher] in the in¬ 
terest of the taxpayers of America. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of the amendment of¬ 
fered by the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. Findley], which would delete funds 
for the Department of Agriculture Mar¬ 
ket News Service. I am satisfied that 
this is one area in which the Federal 
Government would do well to stay clear 
of. Certainly the existence of a leased 
wire service financed by taxpayers carry¬ 
ing news written, edited, and distributed 
by the Department of Agriculture is 
enough on its face to raise grave misgiv¬ 
ings about its desirability since it clearly 
presents a very real possibility for news 
managed in accordance with the views of 
particular officials of the Federal Gov¬ 
ernment. It is not without reason that 
programs of the U.S. Information Agency 
are not permitted to be heard and shown 
within this country. The reason is sim¬ 
ple. It is feared, and properly so, that 
without this prohibition the possibility 
would exist for the American public to be 
propagandized by its Government. The 
issue at stake here is basically the same 
for there is no reason to assume that the 
same possibility does not exist in the case 
of the USDA News Service. The extent 
to which the Government has intervened 
in the agricultural life of the Nation it¬ 
self suggests the need to keep the news 
sources available in this area completely 
free from interference. Consequently I 
wish to associate myself with the views 
of those who stand here today in opposi¬ 
tion to this Government news service 
and in support of the amendment to 
delete it from the budget of the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, conser¬ 
vationists will welcome the inclusion in 
the agriculture appropriation bill of the 
proviso that no portion of the funds for 
the agricultural conservation program 
may be utilized to provide financial or 
technical assistance for drainage on wet 
lands now designated as “wetland types 
3, 4, and 5” in U.S. Department of the In¬ 
terior, Fish and Wildlife Service Cir¬ 
cular 39, “Wet Lands of the United 
States, 1956.” 

Until 2 years ago, the Department of 
Agriculture was busy subsidizing farm¬ 
ers to drain millions of acres of wetlands, 
much of which had a high value as a 
waterfowl habitat. Meanwhile, our 
continental population of ducks and 
geese was constantly dwindling, as their 
resting and nesting grounds disappeared. 
The ability of the Department of Agri¬ 
culture to blot up wetlands considerably 
exceeded that of the Department of the 

Interior to purchase a supply of the re¬ 
maining wetlands for waterfowl refuges. 

Since the addition of the quoted pro¬ 
viso to the Agriculture Appropriations 
Act 2 years ago, subsidized raids on our 
wetlands have sharply decreased. I in¬ 
clude the report to me of February 17, 
1964, of Acting Director A. V. Tunison of 
the Department of the Interior, Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Bureau of Sport Fish¬ 
eries and Wildlife, setting forth the ac¬ 
complishments : 

February 17, 1964. 
Hon. Henry S. Reuss, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Reuss: This letter provides a 

statement of our current views concerning 
the proviso included in the Agricultural Ap¬ 
propriation Acts for fiscal years 1963 and 1964, 
which prevented Federal cost-sharing and 
technical assistance under the 1962 and 1963 
agricultural conservation programs for 
drainage of wetlands classified as types 3, 
4, and 5 in our Circular 39, “Wetlands of the 
United States.” 

The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wild¬ 
life favored inclusion of this proviso in the 
1963 and 1964 Agricultural Appropriation 
Acts, and would favor a similar proviso in 
future annual appropriation acts as a prac¬ 
tical means of helping to preserve wetlands 
valuable as wildlife habitat. 

Wetlands of types 3, 4, and 5 are important 
habitat types for upland game and fur ani¬ 
mals as well as being of primary importance 
to waterfowl. Collectively they amount to 
nearly 9 million acres or roughly 10 percent 
of the remaining natural wetlands in the 48 
contiguous States. 

Responsibility within the Department of 
Agriculture for determination of wetlands 
to be affected by the proviso under the 1963 
program was assigned to the Soil Conserva¬ 
tion Service. In preparation for this aspect 
of the 1963 program that Service provided its 
field personnel with guidelines to aid them 
in identifying wetland types. Irl some in¬ 
stances, when requested to do so, the Bu¬ 
reau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife assisted 
the Soil Conservation Service fieldmen in the 
development of these guidelines. Admin¬ 
istration of the proviso at field level-, inso¬ 
far as we know, was carried out by the coun¬ 
ty ASC committees in most States without 
undue objection from local farmers. The 
1964 agricultural conservation program is 
currently getting underway in similar fash¬ 
ion. Restrictive provisions for drainage eli¬ 
gibility in State and county program dock¬ 
ets have reduced the number of cases to be 
considered under the proviso. 

In the prairie pothole States of Minnesota 
and the Dakotas we believe that the proviso 
has had special usefulness in supplementing 
the program of drainage referral inspections 
being carried out under provisions of Public 
Law 87-732. The provisions of that law, as 
you know, authorize inspection of drainage 
referrals in all counties in the three pothole 
States. In practice, the Bureau has been 
forced by limitations of time, funds and 
manpower to concentrate its inspections and 
acquisition activities in the 89 counties of 
primary interest from the standpoint of pre¬ 
serving valuable waterfowl habitat. Thus, 
although only liimted inspection in other 
counties has been feasible, the valuable types 
3, 4, and 5 wet lands they contain have been 
protected at least temporarily from drainage 
with Federal assistance. A similar beneficial 
effect is anticipated under the 1964 agri¬ 
cultural conservation program. 

Finally, *it is our belief that the proviso 
has been and will continue to be of substan¬ 
tial benefit in encouraging preservation of 
privately owned wet lands in the three pot¬ 
hole States and throughout the country. As 
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pointed out on page 12 of our Circular No. 
140, “Your Stake in Wet lands,” “Efforts of 
conservation agencies to purcliase and man¬ 
age wet lands cannot alone do the Job of pre¬ 
serving them: most wet lands must remain in 
private ownership as a trust. The Bureau of 
Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, in programs cor 

ordinated with other wildlife agencies, seeks 
to preserve by public ownership or control 
a nucleus of some of the best remaining wet 
lands. It also seeks to encourage preserva¬ 
tion of those wetlands still in private owner¬ 
ship.” 

At this time, therefore, there is good reason 
to believe that the results of the proviso in 
preserving wetlands have been in keeping 
with the objectives of the Bureau of Sport 
Fisheries and Wildlife. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. V. Tunison, 

Acting Director. 

Mr. Chairman, the proviso, by defini¬ 
tion, does not cover wetlands types 1 and 
2, which are the smaller wet spots rather 
than the larger wet lands. While Public 
Lawv87-732, also passed in 1962, attempts 
to deny subsidies for these types of wet¬ 
lands in the so-called prairie pothole 
regions of Minnesota, North Dakota, and 
South Dakota, its effectiveness in North 
and South Dakota has so far been blocked 
by the refusal of the Governors of those 
States to allow the wetlands purchase 
program of the Pish and Wildlife Serv¬ 
ice to operate. I hope that efforts now 
being made to implement Public Law 
87-732 will be successful. Meanwhile, 
we can be grateful that the agriculture 
appropriation bill once again outlaws 
subsidies for types 3, 4, and 5. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Chairman, 
the language in the committee report 
on H.R. 11202 relating to Department of 
Agriculture’s work for AID has caused 
some confusion and much concern. 

Last week I had a member of my staff 
prepare a memorandum to clarify some 
of the ambiguities in the report as well 
as to state concisely the report’s effect, 
the nature of the work which USDA per¬ 
forms for AID, and the position of both 
the Department and the agency on the 
committee’s suggestion that this work be 
terminated. 

I would like to include this memoran¬ 
dum at this point in my remarks for the 
benefit of those members who have not 
had the opportunity to explore this as¬ 
pect of the report in detail. 
USDA and Related Agencies Appropriations 

Bill; Provisions in the Committee's Re¬ 

port Directing USDA To Terminate Im¬ 

portant Work Done for AID and Recom¬ 

mending a Corresponding Reduction in 

the AID Appropriation 

A. THE COMMITTEE’S RECOMMENDATIONS 

USDA does certain work for AID on a 
reimbursed basis; funds are appropriated to 
AID for technical assistance items, and AID 
transfers some portion of these to USDA to 
cover the work done. Manpower allotments 
are assigned to USDA from the AID man¬ 
power ceiling to meet USDA’s added re¬ 
quirements. 

The committee recommends that $8,871,000 
be added to the USDA budget for domestic 
programs not asked for by the administra¬ 
tion. It further suggests that this restora¬ 
tion be “financed” by a corresponding re¬ 
duction in the work done for AID. The fol¬ 
lowing summarizes the committee’s action 
in this respect. 

Page 3, paragraphs 2 and 3: “The Depart¬ 
ment is directed to provide a budget balan¬ 

cing offset to these restored items by elimi¬ 
nating an equivalent amount of work for 
the Agency for International Development, 
for which a transfer of nearly $12 million is 
proposed for fiscal year 1965. 

“In the opinion of the committee, it is 
far better to use taxpayers money to improve 
American agriculture and protect the Amer¬ 
ican consumer than to providejtraining and 
technical assistance to our competiors in 
world agricultural markets through the 
Agency for International Development.” 

Page 5, paragraph 5: “Discontinuance of 
Agency for International Development as 
the work done by transfer of funds from the 
previously directed will make 448 man-years 
of employment ceiling available to cover the 
428 man-years required to cover the activ¬ 
ities restored for fiscal year 1965 as discussed 
above. Most of this is for research, soil con¬ 
servation operations, marketing research, 
and statistical reporting service as outlined 
above.” 

B. COMMITTEE FINDING 

1. That work done for AID by USDA re¬ 
duces USDA resources for domestic pro¬ 
grams. 

2. That work done for AID by USDA puts 
recipient countries in competition with U.S. 
producers in United States and world 
markets. 

3. That even if the recipient countries do 
not compete seriously with U.S. producers in 
United States and world markets, anything 
which tends to make them more self-suffi¬ 
cient also reduces U.S. export markets in 
those countries. 

4. That assuming economic development 
and self-sufficiency are good long-run aims, 
AID-USDA assistance still provides an in¬ 
centive for U.S. capital to enter recipient 
countries, finance export crop production, 
and export commodities back to the Up¬ 
market to the detriment of U.S. producers. 

C. THE EFFECT OF THE COMMITTEE’S 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. $8,871,000 is added directly to the bill. 
The nature of the items restored is set out 
on page 3 of the report. 

2. The committee suggests a correspond¬ 
ing reduction in the 1965 AID appropriation. 
The Foreign Operations subcommittee has 
not given final consideration to the AID 
items which the present report suggests be 
deleted. 

3. The report states the committee’s under¬ 
standing that termination of work for AID 
will leave the Department with 448 man- 
years of employment ceiling to cover the 
restored domestic items. This understand¬ 
ing is not universally shared; it is the ad¬ 
ministration's opinion that these man-years 
would revert to AID. 

4. The Agriculture Subcommittee staff has 
Interpreted the report to mean that USDA is 
directed to eliminate work for AID, even if 
AID has funds for the work and engages 
USDA to do it. This directive would be in¬ 
consistent with part III, chapter 2, section 
621 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended, which requires the administrator 
to utilize USDA services under the circum¬ 
stances present here. 

D. THE NATURE OF THE WORK FOR AID WHICH 

THE REPORT RECOMMENDS BE ELIMINATED 

1. About two-thirds of the funds in ques¬ 
tion go to support training in this country of 
foreign agricultural personnel. The remain¬ 
ing one-third supports technical assistance 
by USDA in AID-recipient countries. 

Roughly one-half of the total amount ap¬ 
propriated is for foreign trainee subsistence 
payments. Thus, only the remaining one- 
half of the total amount in any way repre¬ 
sents the cost of USDA employee services. 

2. Manual orders and other directives gov¬ 
erning both work abroad and training in this 
country are explicit in disfavoring assist¬ 
ance which would generate competition 
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with American agriculture in United States 
and oversea markets. 

3. The thrust of the work done for AID 
is to develop diversified and stable agricul¬ 
tural economies in recipient countries. 
Stability and rising annual income in these 
countries has been demonstrably accom¬ 
panied by a corresponding rise in both capi¬ 
tal formation and imports of agricultural 
commodities from the United States. 

E. OPINION OF THE AFFECTED AGENCIES 

1. AID feels the work is essential and it 
would have to seek comparable services out¬ 
side the Department unless absolutely re¬ 
stricted from doing so. But it doubts that 
many of USDA’s services can be procured 
elsewhere and estimates that those which 
can be will cost far more if procured in this 
way. 

2. USDA indicates that this work does not 
unduly interfere with its domestic programs. 
All work done for AID is attributable to 
funds and man-years units allocated from 
the AID accounts. 

Mr. Chairman, in its report on H.R. 
11202 the Appropriations Committee 
makes a wide-ranging probe into many 
of the key issues in agriculture today. 
I think, the committee is to be com¬ 
mended for its continuing deep concern 
over the mounting disadvantages faced 
by the American fanner. And I was 
glad to see the committee stress a point 
which cannot be made too often—that 
the well being of the American farmer 
is the keystone of a healthy American 
industrial economy. 

However, I cannot agree with the sug¬ 
gestion in the committee’s report that 
the Department of Agriculture terminate 
the vital and fruitful work it does on a 
reimbursed basis for the Agency for In¬ 
ternational Development. This sugges¬ 
tion was made on the strength of an 
analysis of the world food resources 
which is quite plainly at variance with 
the realities of worldwide trends in pop¬ 
ulation and agriculture; it would almost 
certainly be detrimental to the interests 
of U.S. agriculture if put into effect. 

The committee’s reports says: 
In the opinion of the committee, it is far 

better to use taxpayers money to improve 
American agriculture and protect the Amer¬ 
ican consumer than to provide training and 
technical assistance to our competitors in 
world agricultural markets through the 
Agency for International Development. 

In saying this the committee assumes 
that technical assistance to developing 
agricultural countries is bound to result 
in a threat to the American farmer— 
either through loss of traditional mar¬ 
kets to the developing country or loss of 
markets in the developing countries 
themselves as they become more self- 
sufficient. 

What the committee fails to account 
for, or even mention, is the cruel and 
ominous fact that for the foreseeable 
future there will be a growing world defi¬ 
cit of the basic U.S. export commodities. 
This deficit—these unmet nutritional 
needs—will provide an ever-growing 
market for the agricultural output of 
the Northern Hemisphere. But these ex¬ 
ports alone, even when coupled by exten¬ 
sive concessional grants under Public 
Law 480 and similar programs, will hot 
solve the problem. Exports must be 
combined with and preceeded by growing 
crop yields in the developing countries 
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themselves, because commercial exports 
can increase only where there is foreign 
exchange to pay for them. Foreign ex¬ 
change will not be accumulated unless 
there is a sufficient degree of economic 
development to stimulate its accumula¬ 
tion. 

In virtually all of the countries receiv¬ 
ing assistance under the program the 
committee seeks to end, economic devel¬ 
opment depends largely on intensifica¬ 
tion of agricultural output. Without 
this, nutritional needs will not be met 
and the capacity to engage in trade for 
American foodstuffs will not exist. 

The USDA-AID technical assistance 
program is a modest effort in the direc¬ 
tion of economic development, but it is 
a critical one. Without it we can only 
expect to see an even wider gap between 
the food supply and food needs of the 
Southern Hemisphere. 

If we foster that gap, we will reap a 
bitter harvest of human misery with 
severe and dangerous consequences for 
the free world. We will not see, as the 
committee hopes, a meaningful growth 
of U.S. commercial exports to those 
countries. Without the degree of eco¬ 
nomic self-sufficiency which is necessary 
to sustain an adequate level of commer¬ 
cial trade, these countries will be more 
than ever dependent on concessional 
shipments from the Northern Hemi¬ 
sphere. American agriculture will, in 
turn, have to rely on massive Govern¬ 
ment purchases of these commodities, 
and the great potential of Public Law 
480 as a stimulant to the development 
of oversea cash markets will have been 
wasted. 

The prospect of a growing world food 
deficit is not pleasant. Still, it must be 
restated at this point because the com¬ 
mittee’s report takes no notice of what 
is one of the disturbing trends in the 
world today—a reality which makes the 
proposed termination of the USDA-AID 
technical assistance a dangerous and in¬ 
explicable course to follow. 

The facts are these: In 1850 the world 
population was doubling at the rate of 
once every 80 years. By 1930 it was dou¬ 
bling once every 45 years. By 1975 it is 
estimated that this rate will close to once 
every 35 years, so that between 1975 and 
2010 the world population will rise from 
4 to 8 billion. 

We can speculate that unseen factors 
will arrest this rate of growth somewhat. 
We can safely assume that new sources 
of nutrition will be fully developed to 
accommodate some portion of the 
mounting needs. Still, it is clear from 
what we now know that the need for 
conventional foods is going to be enor¬ 
mous for as long as we predict. 

North American agriculture will meet 
much of that growing demand, but it 
will not meet it all. Even today our 
capacity to meet the present world food 
needs is strikingly inadequate. 

Taken together, the United States and 
Canada have a projected wheat surplus 
over domestic needs of about 20 million 
metric tons in 1966. If this entire sur¬ 
plus is distributed and consumed where 

it is most needed, there will still be a 
world wheat deficit of 34.1 million metric 
tons in 1966, measured by FAO regional 
nutrition standards. 

A comparable situation exists in the 
world requirements of nutrients provided 
by nonfat dry milk. The diet-deficient 
regions are expected to be short by al¬ 
most 2 million metric tons in 1966. The 
rest of the world will have a correspond¬ 
ing surplus of only 473,000 metric tons, 
leaving a net deficit of about 1.5 million 
metric tons. 

These statistics, taken from Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture publications, are 
only illustrative of the world food short¬ 
age problem. It cannot be met by Amer¬ 
ican agriculture alone. It cannot be 
even approached by American agricul¬ 
ture in a world of underdeveloped, un¬ 
stable, and dependent agricultural econ¬ 
omies. Yet, the committee’s suggestion 
would court this situation, and thereby 
defeat its own design of protecting and 
fostering markets for the American 
farmer. I trust the committee will not 
incorporate this suggestion into its re¬ 
port on the AID appropriation bill, and 
that the Department of Agriculture will 
not feel constrained to deny its unique 
services to the Agency when they are 
sought again for fiscal year 1965. 

One final comment is in order on the 
effect of the committee’s suggestion that 
the Department’s work for AID be ter¬ 
minated. A reading of the Foreign As¬ 
sistance Act of 1961, the 1963 amend¬ 
ments to it, and the accompanying 
debate make it quite clear that this lan¬ 
guage in the committee report is in di¬ 
rect conflict with a prior act of Congress. 

The relevant provision is section 621 of 
the 1961 act, as amended most recently 
in 1963. That section reads in part: 

In providing technical assistance under 
this Act, the head of any such agency or such 
officer shall utilize, to the fullest extent 
practicable, goods and professional and other 
services from private enterprise on a con¬ 

tract basis. In such fields as education, 
health, housing, or agriculture, the facili¬ 
ties and resources of other Federal agencies 
shall be utilized when such facilities are 
particularly or uniquely suitable for techni¬ 
cal assistance, are not competitive with pri¬ 
vate enterprise, and can be made available 
without interfering unduly with domestic 
programs. 

The Senate debate on the 1963 amend¬ 
ment to this section is unusually precise 
in spelling out just what the section 
means. I think any Member reading 
this debate would have to reach the con¬ 
clusion that the AID Administrator is 
bound to seek the services of the Depart¬ 
ment for the work in question here. The 
only thing which would relieve him of 
this obligation would be a finding that 
the AID-related program would unduly 
interfere with the Department’s domes¬ 
tic programs. 

I have explored the possibility of a con¬ 
flict between the Department’s domestic 
manpower needs and the work done for 
AID, and I think it is fair to say that no 
appreciable conflict exists. The accom¬ 
panying chart shows that the number of 
man-years attributable to professional 
employees is just under one-half that al¬ 
located for AID-related work. Although 
the professional manpower involved is 
not negligible, much of this involvement 
is on a short-term or part-time basis, 
both in the United States and abroad. 
It is the position of the Department that 
this commitment does not unduly inter¬ 
fere with domestic programs, and I would 
suggest that this judgment of the situ¬ 
ation is the governing determination. If 
that judgment is made, the requirement 
of section 621 stands, and the Adminis¬ 
trator is obliged to rely on the Depart¬ 
ment’s resources. A directive to the De¬ 
partment to deny these resources would 
be no less inconsistent with the For¬ 
eign Assistance Act than a comparable 
instruction to the Administrator not to 
seek them. 

Fiscal year 1965 estimated man-years of AID funded personnel under USD A responsibility 
{Administrative, technical consultation and support, training, and special projects) 

Service Total 

U.S. based 

Professional Clerical and 
secretarial 

Based overseas 

U.S. 
professionals 

Local em¬ 
ployees— 
subpro¬ 
fessional 

laborers, and 
clerical 

Agricultural research..---- 
Extension_ 
Farmer cooperative_ 
Soil conservation_ 
Economic research_ 
Statistical reporting...-- 
Agricultural marketing_ 
Foreign agricultural..-- 
International agricultural development— 
Rural Electrification Administration_ 
Farmers Home Administration_ 
Forest__-.. 
Other (information, library, management) 

Total.... 

215 
17 
2 

25 
43 
10 

2 
17 
77 
2 

12 
16 
10 

32 
6 
1 
8 

10 
6 
1 

111 

2 
16 

448 120 106 92 130 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to insert 
into the Record at this point a letter I 

received today from Mr. James Patton, 
president of the National Farmer’s Un¬ 

ion, and an editorial appearing in the 
Des Moines Daily Register on May 13. 
I think they indicate that there is strong 
and intelligent support for the vital work 
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the Department does in connection with 
the Agency for International Develop¬ 
ment’s technical assistance programs. 

National Farmer’s Union, 

May 19, 1964. 

Hon. Robert W. Kastenmeier, 

U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Congressman Kastenmeier: Farmers 
Union has taken the position that the 
Agency for International Development 
should he encouraged to draw upon the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture and its 
affiliated institutions to help these countries 
develop their agricultural capabilities to 
better meet the food requirements of their 
peoples. 

Report No. 1387 on agricultural appro¬ 
priations causes us concern in this respect. 

As you and every citizen knows, vast pop¬ 
ulations in the less developed countries suf¬ 
fer daily from malnutrition and starvation. 
In many countries, more than half of the 
people experience this suffering, which in¬ 
creases susceptibility to disease, shortens 
life, thwarts human desire, and blunts the 
will of the people to do things for themselves. 

The problem stems from ancient farming 
methods, poor seed, insufficient power, 
limited equipment and little farm know¬ 
how. These conditions result from a lack 
of education in rural areas plus agricultural 
production for export only with little or no 
attention to developing local marketing 
facilities, supplying rural credit, or agricul¬ 
tural research support. Without these basic 
needs, agriculture in these countries holds 
little promise for improvement. The problem 
is so broad and so basic that it can no longer 
be ignored by the world’s developed nations. 
The United States cannot and, so far, has 
not turned a deaf ear to these urgent needs 
of less developed countries because we rec¬ 
ognize that these situations, combined with 
exploding populations, breed disorder and 
discontent. 

The Agency for International Development 
has been tackling the problem with the 
limited technical resources it could muster 
for the past several years. It has met with 
limited success. Until very recently it has 
not been authorized to draw upon the broad 
technical resources of the United States. 
In agriculture, scientific and technical 
knowledge is concentrated in a limited 
group consisting of the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, the land-grant colleges, farm 
organizations, certain private foundations 
and business organizations. 

Farmers Union is pleased with the com¬ 
mittee’s interest in expanding domestic 
agricultural programs. But to carry out 
such expansion at the expense of our foreign 
assitance is both shortsighted and illogical. 

I respectfully solicit your assistance in 
defeating the obvious intent of those sec¬ 
tions of the recent report No. 1387 on agri¬ 
cultural appropriations which would dis¬ 
courage the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
from assiting other nations of the free world 
improve and develop their agriculture. 

Sincerely, 
James G. Patton. 

An Absurd Farm Policy 

The U.S. House Appropriations Committee 
cut $406 million from President Johnson’s 
budget for the Department of Agriculture, 
which already was reduced $1 billion below a 
year ago because of lower price support ex¬ 
penditures. This looks good on the surface. 
But the committee’s cuts are largely in for¬ 
eign aid and are directly in conflict with the 
national interest as well as the special inter¬ 
est of farmers. 

The committee slashed $365 million from 
the budget request for Public Law 480, which 
is the food for peace program of selling sur¬ 
plus farm products on concessional terms to 

poor countries and providing food donations 
to relieve famine. 

It also directed the Agriculture Department 
to reduce its work for the Agency for Inter¬ 
national Development (AID) by $9 million. 
This cut was ordered to “provide a budget 
balancing offset” to $9 million the committee 
added to appropriations for agricultural re¬ 
search and extension work in this country. 

The committee said, “It is far better to use 
taxpayers’ money to improve American agri¬ 
culture and protect the American consumer 
than to provide training and technical as¬ 
sistance to our competitors in world agricul¬ 
tural markets through the Agency for Inter¬ 
national Development.” 

The committee went on to say that no 
USDA funds should be used to “promote or 
assist in promoting oversea production of any 
agricultural commodity for export” which is 
affected by U.S. price supports or other ac¬ 
tivity by the Federal Government. 

It would be difficult to write a statement 
more heedless of the basic foreign policy of 
the United States, or one that was blinder to 
the true interest of American farmers. It 
sounds like something that might have been 
written in the early 1900’s—before the world 
wars, before the Communist revolutions, be¬ 
fore the anticolonial revolution and at a 
time when U.S. farm research and educa¬ 
tional activity was just getting started. 

Can these members of the House Appropri- 
tions Committee believe it is in the national 
interest and the farmer’s interest to reduce 
the use of American food surpluses as as¬ 
sistance to developing countries, while at the 
same time pouring fuel on the fire of Ameri¬ 
can agricultural increases? 

This is what their action adds up to. They 
are pumping more new technology into sur¬ 
plus-producing U.S. agriculture and cutting 
down on the supply of this to the countries 
with primitive agriculture. 

If the United States is to help the under¬ 
developed countries improve their levels of 
living and establish self-sustaining, progres¬ 
sive economic systems, it must help them 
improve agriculture. And this usually means 
helping poor countries produce more wheat, 
corn, rice, or other products which are under 
U.S. price support. 

The need for more food in the world is so 
great that these countries can greatly in¬ 
crease their production without hurting the 
commercial export markets of the United 
States. The reason countries like India and 
Pakistan do not import more food is not that 
they are producing too much or that they get 
handout food from the United States. It is 
that they don’t have the purchasing power to 
buy more. 

The United States wants such countries to 
become more productive so they can main¬ 
tain stable governments—and so they can 
become better markets for U.S. goods, includ¬ 
ing farm products. 

The House Appropriations Committee 
might well argue that the Food for Peace 
program and the foreign technical assistance 
program should be entirely outside the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture. It might well say 
that these should not come under the agri¬ 
culture budget. But it did not say this, it 
cut into these programs in the USDA budget 
without suggesting a replacement. 

One of the worst misallocations of re¬ 
sources in this country is the overemphasis 
on agricultural research and development. 
Scientific brainpower, one of our scarcest 
resources, is being used wastefully in the 
Department of Agriculture and the land 
grant agricultural colleges. Much of it could 
be more useful to the Nation in helping 
countries such as India develop faster. 

This is not a question of eliminating 
agricultural education in the United States. 
It is a question of how much is advisable, 
considering the other possible uses of the 
brains. It is a question of how much public 
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mouey should go for this purpose when 
private business has been stepping up its in¬ 
vestments in agricultural research and 
development. 

Yet each Congress continues to increase 
Federal outlays for domestic agricultural ex¬ 
pansion while at the same time passing laws 
to reduce production and support prices. 

This utter folly has been compounded to 
the point of absurdity by the House Appro¬ 
priations Committee action. 

The Democrats cannot blame the Re¬ 
publicans this time for a bonehead play, for 
the administration party has absolute con¬ 
trol of the House of Representatives and the 
committees. 

Mr. OLSON of Minnesota. Mr. Chair¬ 
man, the program proposed by the ad¬ 
ministration for foreign agricultural as¬ 
sistance does not interfere with our 
domestic agricultural programs but 
rather aids domestic agriculture. 

Recent studies indicate that improv¬ 
ing the economies of a nation through 
economic assistance makes it a better 
customer for our exports. It has been 
shown that for every increase in dollar 
income, about half of it goes for the 
purchase of food and fiber. 

Since 1954, agricultural exports to 
low-income countries has increased 4.9 
percent a year. This does not include 
transactions under Public Law 480 pro¬ 
grams. 

The rising populations and levels of 
consumption in the new countries are 
creating a food gap. This gap between 
food production and food needs must be 
closed. It can be closed by increasing 
the new nations’ capacity to produce 
food and by increasing their ability to 
import from us. 

Our wealth of information and agri¬ 
cultural know-how can contribute sig¬ 
nificantly to both these developments. 
We have tremendous resources which 
can be utilized in this respect. 

Actually a very small part of the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture’s activities are 
devoted to foreign assistance work fi¬ 
nanced by the Agency for International 
Development. 

Almost half of the payments to the 
Department by AID represents payments 
to foreign trainees who study here in the 
United States. This represents a very 
small portion of the manpower of the 
Department of Agriculture. Thus, the 
elimination fo this work would not sig¬ 
nificantly increase the work the Depart¬ 
ment could do on domestic programs. 

The International Agricultural De¬ 
velopment Service—IADS—of USDA 
provides a comprehensive approach to 
our efforts in foreign agricultural de¬ 
velopment. This Service accounts for 
only 76 man-years of the Department’s 
total and is entirely financed by AID. 

IADS is now developing procedures to 
provide a more comprehensive approach 
to agricultural development in foreign 
countries. 

General activities in which the De¬ 
partment takes part include: 

First. Reorganization of functions 
within the ministry of agriculture. 

Second. Establishment of supervised 
credit programs for small farmers. 

Third. Development and moderniza¬ 
tion of internal marketing systems. 
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Fourth. Development of purchasing 
and marketing cooperatives. 

Fifth. Diversification to help meet do¬ 
mestic food requirements. 

Sixth. Planning agricultural programs 
to facilitate economic development. 

By coordinating the use of the Depart¬ 
ment’s manpower and resources, IADS 
insures that only those projects are un¬ 
dertaken which are needed to comple¬ 
ment and supplement the work of AID, 
the land-grant colleges, and other public 
and private organizations. 

I believe the Department should con¬ 
tinue to share our knowledge of agri¬ 
culture with the friendly nations of the 
world. Such work as fighting insects and 
disease, fighting forest fires, establishing 
research facilities, setting up agricultur¬ 
al credit, and training agricultural ex¬ 
tension workers contributes greatly to 
the development of these countries and 
does nothing to adversely affect Ameri¬ 
can agriculture. 

It might be useful to illustrate some of 
the work being done by USDA and AID in 
the developing countries. In Latin 
America, for example, several programs 
are underway or being planned. 

PARAGUAY 

An agreement is being negotiated with 
USAID/Paraguay under which the De¬ 
partment would provide six specialists— 
two on internal agricultural marketing, 
one on farm credit, one on farmer coop¬ 
eratives, one on land tenure problems, 
and one on forest utilization. These new 
efforts will contribute significantly to 
Paraguay’s 5-year agricultural program. 

EL SALVADOR 

Three USDA technicians are currently 
providing advice and assistance in El 
Salvador under an AID agreement. They 
are concentrating their efforts on intern¬ 
al agricultural marketing, land tenure 
improvement, diversification, and intern¬ 
al food production research and agricul¬ 
tural extension. These new endeavors 
will help give El Salvador a better bal¬ 
anced agricultural program. 

NICARAGUA 

Much forest land in Nicaragua is avail¬ 
able for settlement. A USDA/land- 
grant college team, just returned from 
assessing Nicaragua’s agriculture, has 
recommended that the Department send 
an agricultural economist, an agrono¬ 
mist and a land use economist to assist 
with the transformation of this land to 
family size holdings. The technicians 
would assist with development of land 
use patterns, agricultural planning and 
the reorientation of agricultural produc¬ 
tion from export to domestic food crops. 

BRAZIL 

The Department is now negotiating 
an agreement with USAID/Brazil to pro¬ 
vide technical assistance in the fields of 
internal agricultural marketing, coop¬ 
eratives, agricultural economics and 
supervised agricultural credit—fields 
that have received relatively little atten¬ 
tion in the past. AID has asked for 13 
technicians to carry out this work. 

GUATEMALA 

An agricultural marketing team of 
four USDA and one AID specialists has 
been in Guatemala for the past 3 months 

assisting the Guatemalan Government in 
the development of an internal market¬ 
ing system, local marketing facilities and 
a statistical reporting service. 

COLOMBIA 

As a result of an earlier survey, the 
Department is now recruiting three of 
its supervised credit specialists to assist 
Colombian officials develop a new credit 
program for small farmers. A more gen¬ 
eral agreement is being negotiated with 
AID for the Department to provide 8 
or 10 specialists in fields of marketing 
cooperatives and land use and land 
settlement planning. 

Requests for technical assistance, in 
certain cases, may be provided by only 
one USDA agency. The Agricultural 
Research Service, for example, fre¬ 
quently is asked to conduct specific kinds 
of research in less developed areas of the 
world. Such ARS projects now under¬ 
way include the control of the tsetse 
fly in Africa, locust control in the Near 
East and Africa, improvement of grain 
legumes in Near East/south Asia coun¬ 
tries, and the elimination of foot and 
mouth disease in South America. The 
Economic Research Service is investi¬ 
gating factors that change agricultural 
production in developing countries. 
And the Soil Conservation Service is es¬ 
tablishing a combination research-dem¬ 
onstration station in Algeria to promote 
soil and water conservation. Of the 13 
AID projects now being conducted by 
USDA agencies, 10 are in ARS, 2 are 
conducted by SCS, and the other by 
ERS. 

In addition to departmental and 
agency projects, individual USDA spe¬ 
cialists are frequently requested by AID 
for specific work. At the present time, 
18 USDA technicians are provided such 
emergency services abroad for AID as 
advising on pine beetle eradication in 
Honduras, coffee leaf hopper control in 
Costa Rica, and selection of rural elec¬ 
trification equipment for Tunisia. Spe¬ 
cialists for these details were provided 
by the Economic Research Service, Fed¬ 
eral Extension Service, Farmer Coopera¬ 
tive Service, Farmers Home Administra¬ 
tion, Forest Service, Agricultural Re¬ 
search Service, and Soil Conservation 
Service. 

The Department of Agriculture be¬ 
lieves it is advantageous to be a part of 
the agricultural development programs 
in the new nations. In this way they 
can help develop operations that are of 
mutual benefit to U.S. agriculture and 
the recipient country. This is why the 
International Agricultural Development 
Service of USDA was created. This or¬ 
ganization is in a position to protect the 
interests of American agriculture. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, the com¬ 
mittee report links our foreign aid pro¬ 
gram with the problem of agricultural 
imports into this country, such as beef, 
which are competing with American 
agricultural products. I believe this is 
an unwarranted assumption. The for¬ 
eign aid program does not finance agri¬ 
cultural production abroad which is com¬ 
petitive with American agriculture. On 
the contrary, the foreign aid program is 
specifically prohibited by the Foreign Aid 
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Act from lending money to productive 
enterprises which will compete with U.S. 
enterprise on the U.S. market. 

Section 620(d) of the Foreign Assist¬ 
ance Act of 1961 prohibits loans to pro¬ 
ductive enterprises which will compete 
with U.S. enterprises in the U.S. market 
unless the country agrees to limit the 
enterprise exports to the United States 
to 20 percent of the annual production 
of the facility for the life of the loan. 
Manual Order No. 1016.1 of the Agency 
for International Development, which 
implements this provision in the statute, 
states as follows: 

In the event a positive finding is made 
that an aided enterprise will compete with 
U.S. enterprise, an agreement to establish 
procedures to prevent exportation for use 
or consumption in the U.S. market of more 
than 20 percent of the annual production 
of the aided enterprise during the life of 
the loan must be reached. This agreement 
may be incorporated in the loan agreement 
or take the form of a separate agreement. 

Under the terms of this manual order, 
AID does not loan money for agricul¬ 
tural production enterprises in other 
countries unless the terms of the statute 
are adhered to. This is positive assur¬ 
ance that the foreign aid program in its 
loan activities does not encourage agri¬ 
cultural production in other countries 
which will compete in the U.S. market 
with U.S. agricultural production. 

The same is true with respect to train¬ 
ing and technical assistance provided by 
the Agency for International Develop¬ 
ment in the field of agriculture. Here, 
too, emphasis is placed on agricultural 
production which is noncompetitive with 
American agriculture in world markets. 
In the case of key American exports, 
such as wheat, cotton, and tobacco, AID 
missions are specifically prohibited un¬ 
der the terms of Manual Order No. 
1016.2 from giving assistance to other 
countries for the production of such 
commodities. It is the responsibility of 
each AID mission proposing a project for 
assistance to increase food production to 
insure that this assistance will be used 
for domestic consumption, in these cases, 
and to deny aid where such assistance 
would lead to increasing exports. 

The committee report is also critical 
of the private enterprise activities of 
AID in the field of agriculture. This is 
somewhat surprising, in view of the 
great support for the private enterprise 
activities of the foreign aid program 
manifested by Congress over the years. 
The facts are that there is no connection 
between AID private enterprise activities 
and the concern shown over increasing 
exports of meat from other countries. 
In fact, the committee hearings them¬ 
selves clearly reveal the facts of the 
issue: On page 700 of part III of the 
Appropriations Committee hearings on 
the Department of Agriculture appropri¬ 
ations for 1965 there appears a state¬ 
ment about foreign beef exports. This 
statement reveals that in 1963, 66 per¬ 
cent of all beef and veal imports into the 
United States by product weight were 
from Australia and New Zealand with 
which we have no foreign aid programs 
whatsoever and no investment guaran¬ 
tees whatsoever. Of the others, Mexico, 
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which actually dropped 34 percent In Its 
1963 exports from the 1957-59 average, 
does not have an agreement with the 
United States for investment guarantees. 
This means that there are no guarantees 
available for U.S. businessmen in Mexico 
of any kind, including agricultural 
production. 

In Argentina, which had 7.7 percent of 
the 63 total of beef and veal exports to 
the United States, there is an investment 
guarantee program, but no investment 
guarantees have been issued for livestock 
production. 

In the case of our private enterprise 
program, in fact, just as with our loan 
program, AID is very careful not to guar¬ 
antee investments for enterprise which 
would compete with U.S. agriculture, ei¬ 
ther in the United States or in world 
markets. 

The hearings of the committee also 
contain a particularly significant state¬ 
ment on foreign economic growth and 
U.S. agricultural trade which I com¬ 
mend to the attention of everyone inter¬ 
ested in this critical subject. What this 
statement shows very clearly is that 
American foreign aid in the field of agri¬ 
culture is playing a vital role in not only 
developing other countries, but in mak¬ 
ing them better customers for American 
farm products. Traditionally the best 
export markets for agricultural produc¬ 
tion have been the highly developed 
countries. Japan is a good example of 
the way in which less-developed coun¬ 
tries, as they develop, can become better 
customers for American farm products. 
Japan is now one of our biggest dollar 
markets for agricultural goods. 

As the statement in the hearings says: 
Looking to the future, the commercial 

share of U.S. total agricultural exports to the 
low income countries can be expected to in¬ 
crease further with economic growth. 

I think it is clear from these and other 
facts that it would be shortsighted to 
cut the foreign aid program, or to crip¬ 
ple its work in the field of agriculture. 
Our agricultural exports are dependent 
upon economic growth in other coun¬ 
tries, and this can be stimulated only 
by assisting them to agriculture produc¬ 
tion sufficient to feed their increasing 
populations, as well as to gain export 
earnings through products noncompeti¬ 
tive with U.S. agriculture in the world 
market. The farmers of America have 
just as much at stake in the foreign aid 
program, and in the agricultural train¬ 
ing and technical assistance and loans 
made available through the foreign aid 
program as does the American factory 
worker. Because just as economic 
growth stimulates American manufac¬ 
tured goods, so does it stimulate Ameri¬ 
can farm exports. Congress has shown 
great wisdom in enacting trade legisla¬ 
tion which has resulted in the gradual 
liberalization of restrictions on trade 
throughout the world. 

This liberalization of trade in the field 
of agriculture, together with increased 
emphasis on the exports of U.S. agri¬ 
cultural production, is the key to a more 
abundant future for the American 
farmer. 

Of course, the committee has not writ¬ 
ten its views on these points into the 
law before us. I have no disagreement 
with the bill as it is now written. As it 
is not incorporated into law, it should 
not be considered as a bar to further 
cooperation between the Department 
and AID. 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
join in the committee’s concern over the 
farmers’ declining share In America’s 
prosperity. Many of the committee’s 
comments on this problem are interest¬ 
ing, provocative, and instructive. 

But also I share the concern expressed 
by other Members over the suggestion in 
the committee report that the Depart¬ 
ment terminate its work for AID. This 
is not a major program in terms of its 
cost, but it is a vital cog in our efforts to 
extend and maintain the perimeter of the 
free world. It is also an essential ele¬ 
ment in any farsighted plan designed to 
foster and expand our markets abroad. 

The committee’s conclusion that our 
export markets can be assured only by 
clamping down on economic development 
overseas runs counter to everything we 
have learned during the postwar “revolu¬ 
tion of rising expectations.’’ This is 
amply and clearly demonstrated in a 
speech made by John Schnittker, a De¬ 
partment of Agriculture economist, be¬ 
fore the American Feed Manufacturers 
Association in Chicago on May 12. Be¬ 
cause it bears so directly on the assump¬ 
tions made in the committee’s report, I 
am inserting it in the Record at this 
point: 
World Trade: A Challenge to the Feed 

Industry 

(Address by John A. Schnittker, staff 
economist, before American Feed Manu¬ 
facturers Association, Inc., Chicago, Ill., 
May 12, 1964) 

You have asked me to discuss world trade 
and the challenge it presents to feed in¬ 
dustry management. 

Let me begin by pointing out that the 
challenge is very real, and that it stems in 
large part from the fact that we live in an 
era of collapsed time. I mean by this that 
changes which in other eras occurred over 
the span of a generation or more now take 
place In a year or two, and that changes of a 
magnitude that formerly perhaps took a cen¬ 
tury to effect, now occur in a decade or less. 
When Capt. Charles Yeager broke the sound 
harrier in his X-l rocket-powered research 
plane in 1947, it was a momentous achieve¬ 
ment. Never before had any human flown at 
a speed of 750 miles per hour. But 2 weeks 
ago Maj. Bob Rushworth piloted an X-15 
rocket ship to a speed of 3,903 miles per 
hour—about 5 times the speed of sound. 
And even this is slow compared with the 
astronauts who travel through space at 18,- 
000 miles an hour—nearly 25 times the speed 
of sound. 

The harnessing of nuclear energy, medical 
breakthroughs of the highest importance, the 
development of the computer, these and a 
dozen other spectacular advances have all 
been compressed into less than one genera¬ 
tion, and the pace of change, the pace of 
achievement, constantly increases. 

Great changes are also taking place in 
agriculture—changes which in their ultimate 
effect on human achievement, happiness, 
health, and well-being may be of even larger 
significance than those I have Just men¬ 
tioned. 

The productivity of the American farm¬ 
worker has more than doubled since 1950. 
Think what this means. The advance in 
agricultural productivity per man-hour since 
1950 has been greater than all the advances 
achieved in all the previous history of this 
country since it was first settled—more 
progress in productivity in a little over a dec¬ 
ade than in the preceding 2(4 centuries. No 
wonder we call it an agricultural technolog¬ 
ical explosion. 

The same technological agricultural ex¬ 
plosion that we have had in this country 
is now breaking loose in Europe and may 
soon break out in other parts of the world. 
What this is going to mean in terms of future 
farm prices, in terms of future level of liv¬ 
ing, and in terms of future trade policies con¬ 
stitutes part of the challenge to your in¬ 
dustry, and it is part of the problem the 
negotiators face at Geneva. 

In assessing the challenge before us we 
need to begin by looking briefly at some 
of the broad changes that have come about 
in grain production and trade during this 
generation. 

World output of grain—I’m talking now 
about all grains—increased 47 percent from 
1934-38 to 1960-61. In North America and 
Oceania, total grain production more than 
doubled. 

The increase has been greater in the de¬ 
veloped regions of the world and slower in 
the less-developed regions—greater in the 
free world (59 percent) than in the Com¬ 
munist bloc (29 percent). 

On a per capita basis the situation has 
been even more divergent. Per capita out¬ 
put of grain increased by 44 percent in 
North America, by 19 percent in Western 
Europe, and by 8 percent in Africa. But it 
actually declined by 2 percent in Asia, and 
by 16 percent in Latin America. 

This is extremely important because it re¬ 
veals North America—and especially the 
United States—as more and more the grain 
basket of the world. 

Since the dawn of history people have de¬ 
pended primarily on grain for their life’s 
sustenance—and they do today—and they 
will tomorrow. 

Worldwide, the direct consumption of 
grains provides more than 50 percent of 
man’s supply of calories—and, of course, in¬ 
direct consumption of grain in the form of 
meat, milk, and eggs accounts for a large 
part of the remaining calories. In countries 
like Communist China, the share of food 
energy derived from the consumption of 
grain products, roots, and tubers reaches as 
high as 80 percent. Even in the United 
States where we eat so much meat, milk, 
eggs, fruits, and vegetables, about one-fourth 
of the food energy is still derived directly 
from grains, roots, and tubers. 

The food economy, in short, is truly a 
grain economy, and it will continue to be a 
grain economy as far into the future as we 
are now able to see. The decline of direct 
consumption of grain in favor of indirect 
consumption through meat, milk, and eggs 
actually increases the demand for grain. 
Thus, the expansion of the world's grain 
economy is guaranteed by the very process 
of economic growth. 

This is evidenced by our own recent feed 
grain history. 

A short 7 years ago—back in the 1956-57 
fiscal year—the United States exported 6.4 
million metric tons of feed grains, or about 
one-third of the world total. This current 
year we are exporting two and one-half times 
as much—15.5 million metric tons—well over 
50 percent of the world total. 

Back in 1956-57, the total value of our 
feed grain exports was $367 million. The 
total value of this year’s exports is estimated 
at $808 million—over twice as much. 
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But what is even more significant is what 
has happened to commercial exports, or ex¬ 
ports for dollars. In 1956-57, only $140 mil¬ 
lion worth—or 38 percent of our feed grain 
exports were for dollars. This year we are 
exporting $689 million worth, 85 percent of 
our xotal feed grain exports, for dollars. 

Obviously something drastic has happened. 
Why have feed grains now become our second 
farm export, exceeded only by wheat and 
flour. And why is it that, whereas 7 years 
ago we were exporting commercially less than 
$400,000 worth of feed grains every day, we 
are now exporting nearly $2 million worth 
plus another $300,000 worth under Govern¬ 
ment assistance programs—everyday, 7 days 
a week, 365 days a year? 

These are good questions. They are good 
questions because in the answers you will 
find your response to the basic challenge 
to your industry which we are considering 
here this morning. 

What is it, in short, that is different be¬ 
tween the situation that existed 7 years ago 
and the existing situation now? Two things 
stand out. 

1. The economic development of the al¬ 
ready developed countries—or to put it 
another way, the booming prosperity of the 
countries of Western Europe and of Japan. 

2. Vigorous and effective market develop¬ 
ment efforts to promote feed grains—efforts 
carried out with industry-government 
cooperation. 

Economic growth has stimulated demand 
for livestock products—and this, in turn, has 
increased demand for feed. Since the in¬ 
creased demand could not be met entirely 
by domestic production, would trade in feed 
spurted. This is the sequence of events in 
broad outline. 

That economic development is accom¬ 
panied by an improvement in per capita 
diet—more of the proteins contained in meat 
and other livestock products—is plainly 
evident. Look at the countries of the world 
according to their stage of economic de¬ 
velopment. You will find the demand for 
feed grains greatest by far in the most de¬ 
veloped country, the United States, followed 
by other strongly developed countries, such 
as Western Europe and Japan, and followed 
at a distance by countries on the verge of 
takeoff into large-scale development. On 
the other hand, countries which still have 
only primitive economics have very limited 
demand for feed grains and almost none at 
all for feed grain imports. 

Here is clearly demonstrated the opera¬ 
tion of economic cause and effect. First, 
economic growth gives foreign consumers the 
income to buy a better diet. This is trans¬ 
lated into a direct demand for meat, milk, 
poultry, and eggs. This stimulates an ex¬ 
pansion of herds and flocks. Bigger herds 
and flocks require more grain, and the mar¬ 
ket expands for both homegrown and im¬ 
ported feeds. 

The trend toward protein foods in foreign 
developed countries has by no means run 
its course. We see this when we compare 
United States and Common Market consump¬ 
tion rates. In 1961, per capita consumption 
of red meats and poultry in the United 
States totaled 199 pounds. In the Common 
Market, however, the per capita figure was 
only 113 pounds. Just to catch up with cur¬ 
rent U.S. consumption rates. Common Mar¬ 
ket consumers would need to eat about 86 
more pounds of meat and poultry. But here’s 
the "hooker”—U.S. consumption rates also 
continue to move upward. So "catching 
up,” on a longtime basis could mean an 
Increase of substantially more than 86 
pounds for Common Market consumers. 

But what about the less-developed coun¬ 
tries? Would they be bigger consumers of 
animal proteins and better customers for 
feed grains, if they could only "graduate” 

upward? Of course they would. With eco¬ 
nomic growth, they would be better custom¬ 
ers for many things. They would be more 
effective members of the world community. 

Let us mark this down as an axiom: Eco¬ 
nomic growth is the way to a nation’s ability 
to trade. Over the past two decades, im¬ 
ports of agricultural and other goods have 
shot up fastest in countries with the most 
rapid rate of industrial and general eco¬ 
nomic growth. A recent study by the De¬ 
partment indicates that for every 10-percent 
increase in a country’s income per person, 
imports are likely to increase 10.6 percent. 

In other words, world trade expands at a 
slightly faster rate than world income. 

But world trade in farm commodities 
tends to rise more rapidly with increases in 
income than total trade, which includes in¬ 
dustrial goods. A 10-percent increase in 
income is likely to result in a 14-percent 
increase in imports of farm commodities. 

Farm products commercially imported, 
those bought for dollars, go up fastest of all. 
For every 10-percent increase in a country’s 
income per person, U.S. commercial ship¬ 
ments of farm products, under certain con¬ 
ditions, are likely to rise about 16.5 percent. 

Mind you, I’m talking about rate of in¬ 
crease not actual dollar expansion. Obvi¬ 
ously a person who has $10 more total in¬ 
come will not spend an additional $10.60 or 
$14 or $16.50 in trade. We’re talking about 
a percentage increase. 

This makes good economic sense. When 
income rises people who are not totally sat¬ 
isfied with their diets are likely to spend a 
large part of the increase on food—more 
food and better food. Recent studies of food 
purchases in India have shown that if the 
average family income is raised $1, more than 
50 cents of it is spent for food and fiber. 

The United States as a nation and you as 
members and representatives of an exporting 
industry have a stake in the economic suc¬ 
cess of other nations. Our economic growth 
as a nation and the foreign trade of your 
industry will be accelerated by economic de¬ 
velopment abroad. 

Poverty, hunger, and disease are as old as 
man himself. But we all know that a new 
idea is sweeping the world today—a bright 
new hope and a vision of a better life. 

We know that people everywhere want for 
themselves the same things that you and I 
want and that most of us already have—• 
food for strength and vigor, medicine and 
medical care to restore the sick to health, 
preventive measures to wipe out disease, jobs 
that will give them not only survival but 
dignity, education for their children to pre¬ 
pare them for a useful future—in short, a 
decent life measured by 20th-century 
standards. 

We have a very real stake in helping the 
world’s people achieve this decent life. We 
have a moral responsibility—but in addition 
we have an economic self-interest. 

Let me illustrate. In the less-developed 
countries of Africa, per capita income in 
1959-60 was estimated to be only $107. How 
much farm products can we sell commercially 
to a person in Africa with an annual income 
of $107? We know the answer. In 1959-60 
it was 16 cents’ worth. 

In the less-developed countries of Asia, 
where per capita income was $110, our com¬ 
mercial sales of farm products that year 
were 20 cents per person. 

Now look at the developed nations. In 
Japan, per capita income was estimated at 
$315. We sold commercially $4.19 worth of 
farm products per person. 

In the Common Market countries of 
Europe (France, Italy, West Germany, the 
Netherlands, Belgium, and Luxembourg), per 
capita income was $783 and our commercial 
sales of farm products were $5.41. 

In the European free trade area (the 
United Kingdom, the Scandinavian coun¬ 
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tries, Austria, Portugal, and Switzerland), 
income was $973—commercial sales $6.94. 

In Canada, per capita income was $1,589— 
dollar sales of farm products per person, 
$23.13. 

Not only do we sell much more to nations 
with higher incomes, the proportion of sales 
is also far greater. 

In Japan, where income was about 3 
times as large as in Africa, commercial sales 
of farm products were about 25 times as 
great. 

In the Common Market countries, where 
income was about 7 times as large, sales 
were almost 35 times as great. 

In the European free trade area, where 
income was about 9 times as great, sales 
of farm products were almost 45 times as 
large. 

And in Canada, where per capita income 
was 15 times that of the less-developed coun¬ 
tries of Africa, commercial sales of farm 
products per person were almost 150 times 
as great. 

What could indicate more clearly our stake 
in world economic growth? There are large 
potential markets for our farm products in 
the emerging countries of Latin America, 
Asia, and Africa. But first we must help 
these countries grow. 

This is why the United States has been, 
and is, providing loans and grants of dollars, 
technical assistance, food-for-peace ship¬ 
ments, Peace Corps operations, and support 
for the FAO, the United Nations, the Alliance 
for Progress, the Colombo plan, and other 
international approaches. Other econonii- 
ically developed countries are also providing 
assistance, though none on the scale of the 
United States. 

And this is why President Johnson has 
been appealing to all groups of the American 
people to back up our national effort to 
guide the revolution of rising expectations 
that is going on in the world into peaceful 
and effective channels. 

While economic development appears to 
have been the most important factor in the 
doubling of world feed grain exports in less 
than a decade, it does not in itself explain 
the rise in the U.S. share of these exports. 
We all know from experience that demand 
for a product can exist—and the product 
can be available—but that sales can still 
be disappointing. 

Another factor was present and played 
an important role in raising the U.S. share 
of world feed grain exports from one-third a 
few years ago to well over one-half today. 
That factor was market development. 

Extra sales effort has been supplied by the 
cooperative work of the U.S. Feed Grains 
Council and the Department of Agriculture. 
It is an effective partnership. 

The council is working With enthusiasm 
and intelligence through its offices in Rome, 
Rotterdam, London, Madrid, Hamburg, 
Athens, Bogota, and Tokyo. All the known 
techniques of market development are being 
employed: Feeding trials and demonstra¬ 
tions, technical assistance on feed and feed¬ 
ing including translation and dissemination 
of printed material, market surveys and 
other marketing assistance, portable feed¬ 
ing exhibits, promotions at trade fairs and 
trade centers, exchanges of industry and gov¬ 
ernment officials, sponsoring of seminars, 
and in selected countries direct consumer 
promotion of livestock products. 

As you know, we have given considerable 
attention to the Italian dollar market in feed 
grain promotion. It is interesting to note 
that feed grain sales to Italy in fiscal 1963— 
over a million tons—were five times as large 
as they had been just 2 years earlier. 

There is a similar story in Japan where 
U.S. exports have risen from 738,000 metric 
tons in 1958-59 to 1.4 million metric tons 
in 1962-63. 

No. 100 •17 
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in for more poul- 

production. Consequently 

formula feeds is expanding 

These are the highlights of the challenge 
to feed industry management and govern¬ 
ment in foreign trade, as I see them. I 
nave no doubt about our ability to meet the 
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The Japanese are going 

try and hog 
the demand for ^ J 
rapidly This is favorable to U.S. feed gram 
exports. Almost all the feed grains used in 
mixed feeds in Japan are imported. The 
total production of formula feeds in Japan 
last year is estimated at 5.8 million metric 
tons—Up more than a million tons from 
1962 This year mixed feed production is 
estimated at 6'/2 million metric tons and 
it could easily reach 7 million. 

The U.S. agricultural market development 
program is making important contributions 
to exports, not only of feed grains but also 
of a wide variety of other products. More 
than 40 trade and agricultural organizations 
are cooperating with the Department of 
Agriculture in this important work, putting 
in many millions of dollars annually to aug¬ 
ment public funds and supplying the tech¬ 
niques, skills, and experience represented in 
supervisory personnel. 

As you have no doubt sensed, we take an 
optimistic view of the future feed grains 
picture. Nations are emerging. Standards 
of living are rising. Nations already devel¬ 
oped are climbing to new heights. 

Economic development abroad and vigor¬ 
ous market development projects look like a 
winning combination. Our present projec¬ 
tions indicate that U.S. exports of feed 
grains may rise from 15.5 million tons this 
year to 18.5 million tons in 1967-68. 

Looking, farther ahead, however, we see 
some new factors in the picture. One is the 
time element I mentioned earlier. Western 
Europe is our biggest and best market for 
feed grains. But Western Europe is on the 
brink of a technological agricultural ex¬ 
plosion similar to ours of the past 25 years. 

As the Common Market countries continue 
to surge ahead economically, their need and 
demand for feed grains is bound to rise. But 
who will meet the demand? This is one of 
the questions being debated at Geneva 
where the Kennedy round of negotiations 
under the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade opened just 8 days ago. Over 70 na¬ 
tions—nations that account for most of the 
products that move in world trade—are tak¬ 
ing part. The objective, as you know, is to 
increase opportunities for trade on a mu¬ 
tually beneficial basis. To do this will not 
be easy. 

The farmers of the Common Market grain 
producing countries see in the increasing 
demand for feed grains and other crops an 
opportunity for prosperity if they reduce the 
inflow of competitive feed grain imports. 
Such farmers are pressing for high domestic 
grain prices with variable import levies 
which would keep the cost of imported 
grains always above their domestic prices. 

We, on the other hand, believe it not only 
in our interest but in the best interests of 
the Common Market as a whole that a rea¬ 
sonable access to the EEC feed grain market 
should be provided to exporting nations and 
that this access should grow as the market 
expands. We contend that trade barriers 
need to come down and that foreign govern¬ 
ments need to let our products come in on 
an equitable basis. 

I use the word “need” with deliberate in¬ 
tent. The truth is, we have such a highly 
efficient agriculture that Europe, as an in¬ 
dustrial area, will have to think carefully 
about the effects of passing up our more 
efficiently produced and lower priced sup¬ 
plies. Food costs help determine the level 
of wages, the level of wages helps to deter¬ 
mine the cost of a manufactured product, 
the cost of a manufactured product deter¬ 
mines one's ability to sell it competitively 
in the world market. And inflation is al¬ 
ready a serious problem in the European 
competitive situation. This is the economic 
sequence that confronts Europe. It repre¬ 
sents an important part of our bargaining 
strength in the world marketplace. 

challenge. 
I believe that where markets are active 

and we have access to such markets, real 
sales opportunities exist. 

I believe that an expanded and aggressive 
oversea development program for feed grains, 
conducted in cooperation with producer and 
trade groups and stressing sales promotion, 
quality, marketing services, and production 
at competitive prices cannot fail to be ef¬ 
fective. 

I believe the economic development of the 
world in the next decade or two will be 
utterly astounding, and that it will produce 
progress hitherto undreamed of. 

I believe, in short, that we in the United 
States along with the free world in general 
are going to take full advantage of the era 
of collapsed time to bring about an age of 
plenty—worldwide. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, 
while I join those Members who question 
the committee’s recommendation con¬ 
cerning the Department’s technical as¬ 
sistance responsibilities, I would like to 
comment briefly on a related part of the 
report. 

On page 3, but principally on page 17, 
the committee states its opinion that 
AID programs to stimulate American in¬ 
vestment in recipient countries are 
working to the detriment of U.S. agri¬ 
culture. 

It is my understanding that the 
Agency for International Development 
is kept aware of the problems faced by 
the American farmer and has accord¬ 
ingly tailored its assistance programs to 
prevent any unfavorable impact on our 
producers of agricultural commodities. 
Evidence of this concern is apparent in 
the policies and procedures followed in 
administering the incentives programs 
to promote private investment in the 
less developed nations. 

First. Cooley loans: First, let us ex¬ 
amine the Cooley loan program. Under 
this program, up to 25 percent of the 
foreign currencies received by the U.S. 
Government for sales of surplus agricul¬ 
tural commodities may be lent to private 
businessmen for investments in less de¬ 
veloped countries. 

Cooley loans may not be made for 
production of any commodities which 
would be marketed in competition with 
U.S. agricultural commodities. AID 
thus would turn down a loan to a firm 
which wished to grow rice in Thailand 
and sell it on the world market in com¬ 
petition with American-grown rice. 

At the same time, Cooley loans may be 
made to foreign businessmen, if and only 
if, their investment will be used to ex¬ 
pand the market for U.S. agricultural 
products. Recently, a $150,000 local cur¬ 
rency loan was made to establish the 
Shinhan Flour Mill in Korea. This in¬ 
vestment will actually benefit the Amer¬ 
ican farmer since the company plans to 
purchase U.S. wheat for its flour. 

Second. Dollar loans: AID may also 
make dollar loans to U.S. investors in the 
less developed nations, but the project 
involved must not compete with U.S. 
enterprises. No dollar loans have been 
made for private investments in agricul¬ 
tural projects. 

Third. Investment surveys: This pro- 
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gram authorizes the Agency to under¬ 
write 50 percent of a businessman’s cost 
of surveying an investment opportunity. 
If he decides not to go forward with the 
investment because the survey indicated 
it was unpromising, AID will reimburse 
him up to one-half the expenses incurred 
for the survey. 

No investment survey grants have been 
issued for projects involving agricultural 
commodities in surplus in the United 
States, unless the product involved was 
intended purely for local consumption in 
the host country. Hence investment sur¬ 
vey grants could be authorized for ba¬ 
nanas and tapioca, which are not in sur¬ 
plus in the United States. Likewise, a 
survey for livestock development in a less 
developed country to produce beef for 
local consumption would be acceptable, 
because the meat would not compete with 
American beef on the world market. On 
the other hand, an application for a sur¬ 
vey grant involving the production of raw 
cotton and its sale on the world market 
would be denied. 

Fourth. Extended risk guarantees: 
AID may guarantee up to 75 percent of a 
loan investment or 50 percent of an 
equity investment for high priority proj¬ 
ects. No extended risk guarantees have 
been issued for any agricultural projects. 

Fifth. Specific risk guarantees: Under 
this program, an investor may secure 
guarantees against the risks of incon¬ 
vertibility of currency, expropriation, 
and war, revolution or insurrection. In 
general, it has been the policy of the In¬ 
vestment Guaranty Division to deny ap¬ 
plications where the investment would 
lead to a substantial increase in exports 
of a surplus agricultural commodity, such 
as rice and wheat. Investments which 
will increase the production of certain 
commodities, such as raw cotton, may 
be denied guarantees even though the 
investor does not plan to export the 
product. 

In cases where it is not clear whether 
a particular investment in agriculture 
should be encouraged, the Office of De¬ 
velopment Finance and Private Enter¬ 
prise, which administers these programs, 
carefully investigates the effect of the 
proposed investment on the American 
agricultural community. The advice of 
both agricultural experts within AID and 
officials within the Agricultural Depart¬ 
ment is sought prior to offering assist¬ 
ance for any such investments. 

The private enterprise phase of the 
foreign aid program is hence designed 
not only to avoid any adverse impact on 
the American farmer, but in fact, to as¬ 
sist him. First, the programs do not 
encourage any increase in production of 
surplus agricultural products to be used 
in competition on the world market. 
Secondly, the farmer benefits by the in¬ 
creased demand for his goods through 
the sale of surplus commodities under 
the food-for-peace program. Moreover, 

(local currencies derived from these sales 
are lent to foreign businessmen only if 
their investment will increase the sales 
of U.S. agricultural products. 

And, finally, the entire foreign aid pro¬ 
gram will ultimately benefit the Ameri¬ 
can farmer. As the less developed world 
is industrialized through public loans and 
private investments, the earning power 
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of millions of people will be increased to 
the point where they can afford the foods 
necessary for proper nutrition—the milk, 
the wheat and the vegetables. At that 
time, an immense new market will have 
been created for sales of American agri¬ 
cultural products. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of the time re¬ 
maining on this side. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of the time remaining 
on this side. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
following sums are appropriated, out of any 
money In the Treasury not otherwise appro¬ 
priated, for the Department of Agriculture 
and related agencies for the fiscal year end¬ 
ing June 30, 1965, and for other purposes; 
namely- 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

(Mr. FINDLEY asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
asked for this time because the time 
allotted to the minority was consumed 
before I could be recognized. 

Last August 1 the U.S. Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture inaugurated what 
the Department called the New Market 
News Service, a substantial departure 
from the procedure of many years in the 
AMS for the dissemination of crop in¬ 
formation. 

I have in my hand a roll of paper 
which is a typical day’s budget as car¬ 
ried on the leased wire network which 
for several years has served the AMS 
service of the U.S. Department of Agri¬ 
culture. Last August 1, under an action 
initiated by the Department of Agri¬ 
culture, private firms and associations 
were permitted, through a contract with 
the A.T. & T., to make a wire direct inter¬ 
connection with the Government-leased 
wire network which carries this vast 
flow of statistical and crop information. 
This was a significant step, in my judg¬ 
ment, and I speak as a country news¬ 
paper publisher who tries to keep alert 
to threats to press freedom implicit in 
developments of this kind. 

To me it was an ominous development 
because it enabled Government em¬ 
ployees to control the flow of news all 
the way from the news sources right to 
the person or private organization re¬ 
ceiving this material over a wire news 
network. At no point does a private 
news reporter make an entry. It is Gov¬ 
ernment controlled all the way. 

Last April 1, which was several months 
prior to the inauguration of the new 
Market News Service, the Department of 
Agriculture established a new wire news 
relationship with another department of 
Government. Under it USDA supplies 
over the Weather Bureau leased wire 
long-distance network—which is Gov¬ 
ernment paid for in its entirety and 
which originates at Memphis, Tenn.— 
digests of farm news, crop information, 
and statistical reports, This news serv¬ 

ice is fed by Government employees di¬ 
rectly into the Government-leased 
Weather Bureau networks. 

This to me is an even more ominous 
development that the step taken August 
1 to permit direct interconnection by 
privately leased wires with the AMS serv¬ 
ice, because under the Weather Bureau 
setup in the delta area, which has its 
center in Memphis, Government-con¬ 
trolled material does directly to the news 
desks of 72 radio stations, television sta¬ 
tions, and newspapers. This material 
comes off the teletypewriter machines, 
right in front of the microphones of the 
station or the linotypes of the news¬ 
papers, news material which has not 
been subject to the scrutiny of a private 
reporter at any point. The private re¬ 
porting system is entirely circumvented 
by the development of this new wire 
news apparatus. If is limited in scope, 
of course, but it is a significant ominous 
step—perhaps the first in a series. 

So far as I can determine, there is no 
legislative authority for either of these 
developments. 

So far as I can determine, there was 
never a public hearing conducted by any 
committee on either side of the Capitol 
in this regard, or in regard to the new 
Market News Service. 

The service begun last August 1 was 
established on the basis of a survey of 
parties the Department believed might 
be interested in this expanded service; 
and Secretary Freeman reported that 
the response was overwhelmingly in 
favor of the establishment of this news 
service. I have a complete file of every 
letter which came back to the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture in response to this 
survey. I have examined them all. Of 
the 114 replies which came in, only 8, as 
of April 2 of this year, had actually 
signed up to buy the service. That is 
hardly an overwhelming endorsement of 
the proposal. In their direct replies to 
the survey only 21 clearly endorsed the 
new Market News Service. This was less 
than 20 percent of those responding— 
hardly “overwhelming approval.” 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I can appreciate the attitude of the 
gentleman from Illinois with Regard to 
the feelings which some people seem to 
have about the news services. But I wish 
to say, from experience on our commit¬ 
tee, I do not know anything as to which 
I have had more people appeal to me, in 
the many years I have been on the com¬ 
mittee, than the Marketing News Service. 

It is a marketing news service. That 
Marketing New Service is made available 
to and is used by 1,200 daily newspapers, 
1,600 radio stations, and 170 television 
stations. 

In regard to the particular instance 
which the gentleman points out, I wish 
to say there are about nine other sec¬ 
tions of the country where, at the in¬ 
stance of the committee some years ago, 
we had provided the weather service in 
cooperation with a marketing news serv¬ 
ice, and the Congress urged that con¬ 
sideration be given, in order to keep down 
duplication of information which the 
Government obtained for the use of all 

people, to making it available, so that it 
could be used by the other service with¬ 
out duplication. 

Certainly, if there were ever any indi¬ 
cation of news management or misuse 
of the authority, I believe the committee 
would be the first to put a stop to it. 

Fear has been expressed about what 
somebody might do in the future. This 
is a very small operation, indeed, com¬ 
pared to what is operated by the Defense 
Department. I happen to serve on that 
subcommittee. The Defense Department 
communications system spends annually 
$2.7 billion. 

The General Services Administration 
spends something like $9.5 million for a 
Government civilian network. The 
newspapers in my area, I am thankful to 
say, every one of them in my district, 
have always supported me and I hope it 
will continue. However, I can see where 
if the Government spends all of this 
money for this information, it is much 
more sound for it to go direct than for it 
to be editorialized or to be changed or 
even straightened out by somebody who 
might be in between. I may be in error 
about it, but I certainly think the gentle¬ 
man will agree with me that if we are 
going to spend as much money in getting 
this information as we do, because it is so 
vital to the consumer and producer alike, 
that we should make it available to 
everybody who wishes to pay the price. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Yes. I am glad to 
yield. 

Mr. FINDLEY. You made reference 
to the wire apparatus network operated 
by the Defense Department. Does the 
gentleman know of any opportunity that 
private organizations have to make a 
direct interconnection with the wire ap¬ 
paratus operated by the Department of 
Defense? 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say again I 
do not know that it could happen in any 
other case. I have read where the gen¬ 
tleman feared at sometime in the future 
the Government might use the Market¬ 
ing News Service to propagandize the 
American people. What I was going to 
say is, and we would certainly be opposed 
to any such misuse, but if there is any 
danger of the U.S. Government doing 
anything like that, they would not use 
a little two-bit network like this when 
they have a $2.7 billion Defense network. 
That is the point I make. 

Mr. FINDLEY. If the gentleman will 
yield further, in the past year, we have 
seen these two very significant steps oc¬ 
cur. My point is that step by step we 
may develop a massive apparatus which 
is a welcome and tempting tool for news 
management. If the gentleman will re¬ 
call the period just before the wheat ref¬ 
erendum of last year a Department of 
Agriculture official named Ray Fitzgerald 
sent a memorandum to all of the State 
ASC organization personnel in which he 
urged that they act aggressively—he used 
that very word—in order to get radio and 
television stations to use the material be¬ 
ing issued by the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture with regard to the wheat referen¬ 
dum. This shows the abuse that can 
occur. If a man like that were to sit on 
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top of the Department and have access 
to this tempting tool for news manage¬ 
ment, then I fear for the worst. It could 
indeed be a threat to our freedom of the 
press which we prize so highly. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I would agree with 
the gentleman that we would be opposed 
to any misuse in the Department. I cer¬ 
tainly go along with that. But I would 
hate to see something done in trying to 
reach a particular aim of that kind, al¬ 
though I join with the gentleman in try¬ 
ing to reach that type of an end, when 
it is a very badly needed service by the 
American farmers and producers, at a 
time when we are investing billions of 
dollars in crops. This service is used by 
daily newspapers numbering in the hun¬ 
dreds, 600 radio stations and 170 tele¬ 
vision stations. I think they would be 
the ones affected if you cut out the serv¬ 
ice to all these people. However, I would 
be glad to join in trying to stop any mis¬ 
use now or in the future. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expired. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

I hate to find myself in opposition to 
my good friend from Illinois, and I am 
sure that the two of us are seeking the 
same end, because the gentleman is very 
fair. If I could refer him to several 
pages in the hearings, pages‘182 and 183, 
I asked Mr. Smith a question. I said: 

Would the members of this committee 
ever have to fear that the Department would 
use this Market News Service for any other 
purpose other than this strict reporting of 
prices, volume, possibly weather? 

Mr. Smith. I think I can give you that 

full assurance, sir. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. FINDLEY. I would call the gen¬ 

tleman’s attention to the bulletin in¬ 
dexed as AMS 510, headed “A New Mar¬ 
ket News Service,” issued by the Agri¬ 
cultural Marketing Service, in July 1963. 
On the last inside page, describing the 
type of information which might be car¬ 
ried on this new Market News Service 
with direct interconnection with private 
wires, it says: 

In addition, all circuits carry a variety of 
additional marl®ting information—as it is 

available—on crop and livestock production, 
storage holdings, meat production, and vari¬ 
ous USDA news releases of importance to 
marketers. 

That is a big enough hole to drive any 
kind of news release through, in my 
judgment. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I will 
say to the gentleman that I had not read 
that bulletin. I would certainly have 
some concern if that were the policy to 
be implemented. In the hearings I said 
to Mr. Smith: 

Mr. Michel. I would expect, and I am sure 

the members of this committee would like¬ 

wise, that if there is to be a change from that 

policy, we would receive advance notice that 

you were contemplating something other 

than the items mentioned, because it is only 

with this kind of assurance that we can In 

turn assure our colleagues—■ 

In this case, you and the rest of the 
Members of the House— 

that the Market News Service will be con¬ 
fined to its original intent and purpose, and 
will not be misused. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield. 
Mr. FINDLEY. First of all, to correct 

the Record. I am not proposing nor have 
I proposed that the AMS Marketing 
Services be curtailed except to back up to 
the situation that obtained and services 
provided prior to April last year. This 
would end the direct interconnection 
with the Weather Bureau Network and 
the direct interconnections of privately 
leased wires with the Government-leased 
AMS wire system. There is compara¬ 
tively little interest in this new Market 
News Service, compared with the con¬ 
cern which has been expressed by news¬ 
paper publishers around the country. 
We should at least have public hearings. 
Public hearings have never been held. 
This proposal has never been before a 
legislative committee to my knowledge. 
In the interest of fairplay and to jeal¬ 
ously guard this precious thing called 
press freedom, we ought to call a halt to 
this expansion of the Government wire 
news apparatus at least until we have 
an opportunity for full public hearings. 

The gentleman from Mississippi spoke 
of the support which he has received for 
this, but the support is not clear in any 
correspondence that the AMS re¬ 
ceived, and it is not clear in any cor¬ 
respondence that I have received. I have 
diligently tried to get the facts. In view 
of the almost infinitesimal interest in an 
enlargement of the wire service activities 
of the Department why do not we call a 
halt to it and give the public and the 
Congress the benefit of public hearings? 

Mr. MICHEL. I know that the gentle¬ 
man has done a considerable amount of 
work in this area, probably much more 
than members of the subcommittee have 
had the opportunity to do. I commend 
liim for his diligence in trying to see 
that the right thing is done. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the Chair¬ 
man. 

Mr. WHITTEN. The complaints that 
I have had come from two sources. 
There are two private organizations 
which have subscribed to this service and 
they hate to see other persons provided 
the service because for years they have 
taken it, editorialized it and sold it for 
a profit. 

Those two publications have com¬ 
plained to me. I have found that they 
have pending a lawsuit, and in view of 
the fact that they have a pending law¬ 
suit, the committee bypassed this matter. 

They would like to get it themselves 
and then sell it. I do not know why we 
should spend $6 million to get this in¬ 
formation and not make it available to 
all users. That is the reason I would 
oppose any restriction at this point. 
That issue is pending in the court and 
the courts will do whatever they think 
is right. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

(Mr. HALL asked and was given per¬ 

mission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to continue this colloquy with an¬ 
other incident, leaving the question of 
policy, use for politics, and/or need for 
censorship; with only the remark that 
the new system, using the weather net¬ 
work, or leased Federal wires direct from 
stockyards has put quite a few private 
employees formerly of the Market News 
Reporting Service and newspapers out 
of business. 

But, I would like to ask the distin¬ 
guished chairman of the subcommittee, 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
Whitten], if in addition to the com¬ 
plaints he has had from people who 
profited by assembling this and edi¬ 
torializing it; if indeed it has not worked 
a hardship on some of the stockyards 
from which the very material is 
gathered? For example, I have had a 
complaint wherein there used to be as¬ 
sembled this material in one of the prin¬ 
cipal cities of my district and our stock- 
yards and commission companies where 
they furnished it at their own expense 
simply to the Statewide—it happened to 
be the capital of our State, Jefferson 
City—where it was assembled; and then 
I believe went on to Chicago and finally 
to Washington, D.C., to the central mar¬ 
keting service. 

Under this new network they were cut 
out of that. Another principal city hav¬ 
ing perhaps a slightly larger stockyard 
and group of commission houses—in fact, 
in many areas it is among the top 10 of 
the Nation and represents obviously an 
important source of sales and market 
area—was given this right without the 
intervening reporter service and the di¬ 
rect wires back and forth to the capital 
city, which resulted in a competitive sav¬ 
ings of over $350 to $500 a month to the 
one group of stockyards and commission 
houses in the same district, as compared 
with the other. 

Has the chairman of the subcommittee 
had any complaints like that and, if so, 
is that a fact? 

Mr. WHITTEN. If the gentleman will 
yield, I have had no such complaints. 
All the complaints which I have received 
have come from my colleagues here who 
want us to do something to get more 
marketing news disseminated. I can 
say honestly to the gentleman from Mis¬ 
souri that except the two complaints to 
which I have made reference, I have 
had no other. 

Mr. HALL. Let me make it clear to the 
chairman at this point that neither one 
of these stockyards or group of commis¬ 
sion houses wants to do away with the 
marketing service. Indeed, as the gen¬ 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. Findley] said, 
they would be perfectly happy to have it 
go back to the originally paid leased wire 
daily reporting service, but they do not 
want one of them to have an advantage 
over the other. 

Mr. WHITTEN. If the gentleman will 
yield further, that could be true. But 
may I say to the gentleman that the 
Department of Agriculture is not paying 
for any of this service to subscribers. 
The subscriber has to pay himself. 
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But formerly a few people enjoyed a 
bonanza on this because they controlled 
it. Under the new approach anyone who 
wants to can use it. May I say further to 
the gentleman that I have a list of the 
new subscribers from all over the United 
States. These people are located in such 
areas as Kansas City, Chicago, St. Louis, 
and many other areas. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, as I tried 
in the beginning, let me make it crystal 
clear now that this is not the subscriber 
to the service, but the ones that reported 
to the Statehouse or the State Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture, that are being given 
the advantage by use of the free wire 
service, over the other one who also has 
to report it in order to get his sales on 
the market or to be considered across the 
length and breadth of the land. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, may I say 
that I have had no such complaints. 
The only complaints that I have received 
are the two which I have previously men¬ 
tioned, those few organizations who have 
been editorializing and selling the infor¬ 
mation. All of the other complaints that 
I have had are complaints to the effect 
that they want us to get more informa¬ 
tion and to locate such facilities in their 
district and requesting us to not let the 
Department of Agriculture and the Bu¬ 
reau of the Budget cut these services out. 
I have had no other complaints. 

Mr. HALL. Under the basis that they 
do not want to eliminate anything and 
that they are not the subscribers, i would 
like to document this and supply it to 
the distinguished chairman of the com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I certainly would like 
to have it. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the requisite number 
of words. 

(Mr. CHAMBERLAIN asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I, too, am interested in 
the colloquy we have had here, and I 
would like to associate myself with the 
remarks heretofore made by the gentle¬ 
man from Illinois. 

It is my understanding he proposes to 
offer an amendment at the appropriate 
time, and I yield to him in order that he 
may explain the amendment which he 
proposes to offer. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment which I shall offer at the ap¬ 
propriate time would withhold any funds 
for the assembly and transmission of 
any information by AMS over wires 
which are subject to direct interconnec¬ 
tion by privately leased wires or supplied 
to Government-leased wires which di¬ 
rectly serve newspapers, radio, and tele¬ 
vision stations. That will be the content 
of the amendment I shall offer. 

The gentleman from Mississippi, in 
making reference to who was leasing the 
wires, may have overlooked the facts 
about weather service wires. They go 
right to radio and television stations, and 
the long-distance tolls are paid for by 
the taxpayers. They are leased on a 24- 

hour basis, and there is considerable idle 
time. The existence of idle time is used 
as the excuse for preparing farm news to 
feed into this news network. 

That is where the danger lies. If we 
can justify the use of idle wire time for 
the Department of Agriculture news, why 
not use some of the idle time for news 
from the White House, or from the De¬ 
fense Department, and every other news 
source in Washington? We may see the 
day come when the private news-gather¬ 
ing services, which are vital here on 
Capitol Hill, will wither away—unable 
to compete with a Government-con¬ 
trolled news network. 

Concern has been expressed by the 
Ridder publishers. They have a deep 
self-interest because the new market 
news service is apt to force one of their 
news services called PAM out of busi¬ 
ness. Their concern is shared by hun¬ 
dreds of newspaper publishers through¬ 
out the country. The American News¬ 
paper Publishers Association has gone 
on record in opposition to this new 
market news service. 

So you have a wide degree of criticism 
of this wire news apparatus. It is only 
in the interest of fair play to the public, 
to the free press and to the Congress that 
we halt this wire news apparatus until 
we have the opportunity for public hear¬ 
ings. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Chairman, 
I want to commend the gentleman from 
Illinois for his leadership diligence in 
bringing this important matter to the 
attention of the House. I shall support 
his amendment, and urge my colleagues 
to give it most careful consideration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Research: For research and- demonstra¬ 

tions on the production and utilization of 
agricultural products; agricultural market¬ 
ing and distribution, not otherwise provided 
for; home economics or nutrition and con¬ 
sumer use of agricultural associated prod¬ 
ucts; and related research and services; and 
for acquisition of land by donation, ex¬ 
change, or purchase at a nominal cost not 
to exceed $100, $97,656,000: Provided, That 
the limitations contained herein shall not 
apply to replacement of buildings needed to 
carry out the Act of April 24, 1948 (21 U.S.C. 
113(a)); 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PILCHER 

Mr. PILCHER. Mr. Chairman, I of¬ 
fer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Pilcher: Page 

3, line 12, strike out “$97,656,000” and insert 
‘‘$99,256,000, of which $1,600,000, to remain 
available until expended, for the construc¬ 
tion of a National Peanut Research Facility 
at Dawson, Ga., and the acquisition of land 
therefor by donation”. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I re¬ 
serve a point of order against the 
amendment. 

(Mr. PILCHER, at his request, was al¬ 
lowed to proceed for 5 'additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. PILCHER. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is for the purpose of pro¬ 
viding the sum of $1,600,000 for a quality 
peanut research laboratory to be located 
at Dawson, Ga., in the district now 
served by Congressman Tic Forrester. 

I am sorry to say, as many of you al¬ 
ready know, that Congressman For¬ 

rester is now in St. Joseph’s Hospital, 
Atlanta, Ga., where he recently was 
operated on and is in a very serious 
condition. This is the only appropria¬ 
tion that Congressman Forrester has 
ever asked for during the 14 years he has 
served in the Congress. 

In order to throw a smokescreen and 
confuse the membership, the committee, 
as you will see by the report, has put 
in $450,000 for a research laboratory 
at Dawson, Ga., but says that it cannot 
be used for quality research. We do not 
want this. It is not worth anything. 

The laboratory we are asking for is for 
the purpose of improving quality, and 
was recommended by every segment of 
the peanut industry as the most im¬ 
portant need of the peanut industry. It 
was recommended by all of the peanut 
areas, the shellers, the peanut butter 
processors, the farmers, and particularly 
by every one of its present opponents. I 
pause here to give any of the opponents 
full opportunity to dispute my statement 
that they unreservedly recommended 
this laboratory. 

In 1961, with every portion of the pea¬ 
nut industry and after many meetings 
of that industry working with the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, these people, 
with the approval of the Department of 
Agriculture, appeared before the Senate 
Subcommittee on Appropriations for 
Agriculture, as shown on pages 286-299 
thereof, and submitted in detail complete 
plans for the quality peanut research 
laboratory, giving a description of the 
buildings, machinery, and so forth, esti¬ 
mating the cost at $1,600,000 and asking 
for an appropriation for planning and 
architects fees, and saying that the lands 
must be without cost to the Government 
and that water, electricity, sewage, and 
so forth, must be furnished from other 
than Federal sources. The sum of $130,- 

■000 was appropriated in 1961 for 1962, 
for the sole purpose of making plans for 
this quality peanut research laboratory. 
Some of the opponents say they did not 
know it was to be a quality research lab¬ 
oratory. Certainly, they must have for¬ 
gotten. Certainly they would not have 
thrown away $130,000 in 1962 and an¬ 
other $130,000 in 1963 for something they 
knew not what. The hearings just re¬ 
ferred to so fully describe this laboratory 
until any member of the committee or 
any petitioner could not have failed to 
know it was to be a quality laboratory, 
and represented as the most important 
need in the industry. At least, $260,000 
has already been spent, and the Subcom¬ 
mittee on Appropriations for Agriculture 
provided that money. 

Of course, the Secretary of Agriculture 
completely endorsed this proposal, hav¬ 
ing worked with the petitioners, includ¬ 
ing the opponents, and made all the plans 
for it. The administration is for it and 
has always been for it, and this sum has 
been in the budget on two occasions. 

The first opposition that ever appeared 
to this quality research laboratory oc¬ 
curred when the Secretary of Agriculture 
said he was going to put the laboratory 
where the peanuts were, and that Daw¬ 
son was in the heart of the Peanut Belt. 
Of course, that statement is completely 
true. 
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The southeastern peanut area com¬ 
posed of Alabama, Florida, Georgia, and 
South Carolina, produces at least half 
of the peanuts in the United Stales, and 
that area has more peanut farmers than 
all the rest of the peanut areas com¬ 
bined. The southeastern area also 
raises all types of peanuts. Virginia 
and North Carolina compose another 
peanut area, but both of those States do 
not grow as many peanuts as do the 
Second and Third Districts of the State 
of Georgia. 

Texas, Oklahoma, and New Mexico 
comprise the southwestern peanut area. 
After the Secretary picked Dawson as 
the site, Virginia, North Carolina, and 
Texas, although all the industry in those 
States were begging for a quality lab¬ 
oratory theretofore, objected to the lab¬ 
oratory at Dawson. Oklahoma and New 
Mexico do not object. 

Texas has its oil depletion allowances; 
North Carolina has its factories, while 
our area has peanuts. 

Virginia has had a peanut laboratory 
at Holland for a long time, and the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture says it would 
remain in Virginia. We have never 
said that Virginia mistreated our peanut 
growers, and Virginia knows that the 
Federal Government would not mistreat 
Virginia peanut growers, although the 
laboratory be located in Georgia. I can¬ 
not understand people asking for Fed¬ 
eral money for laboratories suggesting 
that the Federal Government might not 
treat them right. In this same bill there 
is $1,500,000 for a tobacco research lab¬ 
oratory in the tobacco growing area of 
Kentucky. 

North Carolina, Virginia, and Texas 
are the only ones opposing the adminis¬ 
tration, the Secretary of Agriculture, and 
Dawson, and they have gone to the ridic¬ 
ulous position of arguing that a peanut 
laboratory should be in a neutral terri¬ 
tory, and this peanut research should be 
conducted at New Orleans. I charge that 
these States contending this now knew 
that New Orleans had its laboratory 
when they were begging for a quality 
peanut laboratory. All of the people re¬ 
questing this laboratory are profes¬ 
sionals. They knew the score then and 
they know it now. There is far more 
reason for taking a tobacco laboratory to 
the neutral city of Niagara Falls than it 
is to take a peanut laboratory to New 
Orleans. What the Louisiana Congress¬ 
men vote for the laboratory to be located 
at Dawson you will see that they 
have not fallen for this foolish neutral 
territory argument. 

It is a little amazing to hear the gentle¬ 
man from Mississippi [Mr. Whitten], 

say this research should be done in neu¬ 
tral territory. Ask him what kind of 
laboratory it was that he got for Mis¬ 
sissippi before Christmas last year. The 
boll weevil laboratory just happens to be 
located in Mississippi instead of Maine, 
and the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
Whitten], is to be congratulated on tak¬ 
ing it to his State. 

The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
Whitten], has expressed some surprise 
about the selection of sites for labora¬ 
tories, and suggests that maybe Senator 
Russell was instrumental in selecting 

Dawson. On p§ge 723 of the hearings of 
the Subcommittee on Appropriations for 
Agriculture, House of Representatives 
during the year 1963, the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. Whitten], said; “I had 
the privilege on the floor of designating 
Mississippi State College as the location” 
for the boll weevil laboratory. 

Georgia is quite a cotton State also, 
but we have no kick on Mississippi having 

<so many cotton laboratories, and we do 
not think that those Mississippi labora¬ 
tories have mistreated Georgia, and we 
do not think the Federal Government will 
let them do it, either. 

It is worthy of note to consider that the 
Senate has approved this appropriation 
twice, with every Texas, Virginia, and 
North Carolina Senator voting for it. 
The opposition in those States has not 
been able to convince the Senators that 
they were mistreated, misled or that 
Dawson was not the proper location for 
this peanut laboratory. Georgia is glad 
that those Senators stand with them for 
this peanut laboratory, because Georgia 
Senators and Congressmen have stood 
for Texas, Virginia, and North Carolina 
many, many times, and the Senators 
realize that they simply cannot afford to 
support the one-way street theory. 

Senator Young told these opponents— 
see page 1278, Hearings before Subcom¬ 
mittee of Committee on Appropriations, 
U.S. Senate, 88th Congress, first session— 
that the need for this laboratory at Daw¬ 
son was established with the support of 
the Department of Agriculture some 3 
years ago; that a lot of money has been 
spent to place it at Dawson and it seemed 
to him that there is only one question 
before Congress now, either put it at 
Dawson or lose it entirely. He said that 
years ago, quality research laboratories 
for wheat had been established in wheat- 
producing areas. 

See the same Senate hearings on page 
311 where Mr. Herrmann, representing 
the Department of Agriculture, said that 
Dawson had furnished the lands for the 
building at the cost of $12,000; had con¬ 
structed a sewage disposal plant at the 
cost of $225,000; and had also provided 
intermission lines. 

On pages 312 and 313, see where Mr. 
Smith with the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture said that the Department never had 
any intention of conducting research 
predominently on one particular kind 
of peanut, and would not give preferen¬ 
tial treatment to any one type that the 
Department selected the site—Dawson— 
that is centrally located from a produc¬ 
tion and geographical point of view; that 
the laboratory should be located in a 
peanut producing area and there are 
many reasons for that opinion. 

The southeastern peanut area is ask¬ 
ing for simple justice. Everyone knows 
that this "neutral theory advocated for 
Georgia has never been accepted by 
the opposition for themselves, and that 
they never will; and the tobacco research 
that they want in the tobacco belt elo¬ 
quently demonstrates what I have said. 

My colleagues, there is no surgeon nor 
any medicine that would do the Con¬ 
gressman at St. Joseph’s Hospital in At¬ 
lanta, Ga., as much good as the passage 
of this amendment. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, the 
committee would have no objection if 
the gentleman from Georgia wishes to 
correct his amendment. In our opinion 
the words ‘‘to remain available until ex¬ 
pended” make the amendment subject 
to a point of order. If the gentleman 
should wish to ask unanimous consent 
to modify his amendment, the committee 
would have no objection to the unani¬ 
mous-consent request. 

Mr. PILCHER. I do not understand. 
I am not a lawyer. I hope I will not get 
in a trap. I will let my able colleague 
from Georgia who is a lawyer handle 
that part of it. 

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amendment 
offered by my colleague from Georgia 
[Mr. Pilcher] may be modified by strik¬ 
ing the words “to remain available until 
expended.” 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not object, except to the amendment. I 
do not object to the modification. 

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Chairman, re¬ 
serving the right to object, the point is, 
of course, that nothing is being agreed 
to here with respect to the substance of 
the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair under¬ 
stands the pending unanimous-consent 
request is to modify the pending amend¬ 
ment by striking out these words. 

Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Flynt]? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re¬ 

port the modified amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Pilcher: On. 

page 3, line 12, strike out $97,656,000 and In¬ 
sert $99,256,000, of which $1,600,000 for the 
construction of a national peanut research 
facility at Dawson, Georgia, and the acquisi¬ 
tion of land therefor by donation. 

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, if there is any merit in 
this amendment it is in the fact it is be¬ 
ing offered in the name of our beloved 
colleague from Georgia [Mr. Forrester]. 

If this is the way to legislate on a matter 
involving approximately $10 million in 
taxpayers money, then this proposal has 
merit. Of course this is not the proper 
way to justify an expenditure of this 
nature. Mr. Chairman, this proposed 
project is absolutely unconscionable. 
This laboratory will duplicate what is al¬ 
ready being done in New Orleans, La. 
It is true that not enough research in 
this field is being done but I think it can 
be shown this is not the answer. There 
is $450,000 in this appropriation for 
shelling research which actually 
amounts, as I understand it, to erecting 
a building in Dawson, Ga., to house fa¬ 
cilities already there. It is rather an 
amazing thing to look at the figures. In 
fiscal year 1963 the sum of $342,000 was 
appropriated, and I assume spent, for 
peanut laboratories and peanut research. 
The Southwest, composing the States of 
Oklahoma, New Mexico, Louisiana, and 
Texas, received—how much out of this 
$342,000? Seven hundred dollars. The 
Southeast, particularly Georgia, received 
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$241,000 for peanut research. Now they 
come in and want another $1.6 million. 
For what? For duplication of what is 
being done, but more importantly for 
quality research which furthers the com¬ 
petitive advantage of the Southeast pea¬ 
nut growing area over the Southwest. 

In this bill there is $9.5 million for re¬ 
search at Athens, Ga. I assume part of 
that is for peanut research along with 
other activities. We are not objecting 
to that. I do not object to research in 
anything if it is justified, but this is not 
justified. It is just $1.6 million because 
our good colleague from Georgia has 
been asking for it for years. Unfortu¬ 
nately, he is not here, but I repeat that 
it is an unconscionable expenditure of a 
needless $1.6 million. Even if the eco¬ 
nomics of the initial cost were not in¬ 
volved, and there is much more involved 
than just this $1.6 million, if this 
amendment should be adopted one part 
of this Nation, a peanut-producing area, 
would be placed at a distinct disadvan¬ 
tage over the Southwest. The South¬ 
east area has enjoyed such advantages 
for at least 20 years. What they expect 
to do now is have additional research in 
this area benefiting the runner-type 
peanuts in competition with the Spanish- 
type peanuts raised in the Southwest. 
They already have numerous advan¬ 
tages. Time will not permit full ex¬ 
planation. However, many of you may 
remember debates on this issue for a 
great many years. It is real and it is 
serious for the growers and shellers of 
peanuts in the Southwest. This move 
is to further aggravate and compound 
injury already existing. 

My good friend from Georgia talks 
about what is right. Why, you talk 
about what is right and what is equita¬ 
ble. This is outrageous, and it has been 
for all of these years. They are taking 
the markets away from the Southwest 
by all the advantages under legislation 
and regulations and now they want more 
by establishing a laboratory for quality 
research, located in a favored place for 
the runner-type peanut. 

Now Mr. Chairman, they want to 
spend another $1,600,000 as an initial 
cost to make the disparity even greater. 

We talk about economy. Leaving 
everything else aside, leaving the back¬ 
ground aside, this item is not in this bill. 
We give lipservice to economy. This is 
not a great amuont compared to expend¬ 
itures with which we deal around here. 
No, it is not very great, but we can surely 
understand it—$1,600,000 of needless ex¬ 
penditures. And then, what are you go¬ 
ing to do with the other $450,000 already 
in the bill? I think that is ridiculous. 
Even this sum is not justified but I 
understand the position of the commit¬ 
tee and respect that position. I believe 
it should not be in this bill, and do not 
believe it justified. On the other hand 
I understand that the committee, in ef¬ 
forts to agree with the other body on 
the fiscal 1963 bill, more or less had to 
accept something and this was the least 
objectionable. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Burleson] 
has expired. 

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

(Mr. FLYNT asked and was given per¬ 
mission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered by 
my colleague the gentleman from Geor¬ 
gia [Mr. Pilcher]. The purpose of this 
amendment is very close to the heart of 
those of us who represent the State of 
Georgia, and particularly close to our 
hearts today because the man who would 
have offered it is for providential reasons 
confined to his bed in St. Joseph Infirm¬ 
ary in Atlanta, Ga. Of course, I refer to 
our beloved colleague, the gentleman 
from Georgia, the Honorable E. L. For¬ 
rester, who for 14 years with distinc¬ 
tion and ability has represented the 
great Third District of Georgia. 

Mr. Chairman, I support this amend¬ 
ment because it is meritorious. When 
the proposal for the National Peanut 
Quality Research Laboratory was first 
made there came before the Secretary of 
Agriculture and the Committee on Ap¬ 
propriations representatives from all 
sections of peanut production. The peo¬ 
ple from Virginia and North Carolina 
joined with us in support of the facility. 
At that time the people who grow and 
process peanuts in the Southwest re¬ 
gion—Texas, Oklahoma, and New Mexi¬ 
co joined in in expressing the need for it. 
There came friends from the area repre¬ 
sented by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. Burleson], who just preceded me 
in the well of the House and they joined 
with us from the southeastern produc¬ 
tion area. 

So far as I know no one objected to the 
Dawson Laboratory or to one just like it 
until the administration, the Secretary 
of Agriculture determined that the logi¬ 
cal place for it was in the heart of the 
peanut-producing area of the United 
States at Dawson, Ga. This is the place 
where it ought to be located. The 
amount which this amendment proposes 
to appropriate in all probability will be 
paid for in the first 5 years of the opera¬ 
tion of this National Peanut Quality Re¬ 
search Laboratory which we seek to com¬ 
plete by the adoption of this amendment 
to appropriate an additional $1,600,000 
for this purpose. 

So far as I know there has never been 
any objection raised to either the need or 
the justification for this type of labora¬ 
tory for the purpose for which it is in¬ 
tended, as the legislative history that is 
being made on this bill will establish here 
today. 

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLYNT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. BURLESON. I know the gentle¬ 
man is perfectly honest in his belief 
there was agreement" and that there 
should be a peanut research laboratory 
located somewhere, but the facts as the 
gentleman states them and as he de¬ 
scribes them are not the facts as they 
really exist. The people from the South¬ 
west upon coming to this conference to 
which he referred never agreed, No. 1, 
that there should be or would be a re¬ 
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search laboratory. They never had the 
opportunity to have a word as to where 
that laboratory would be located. 

Mr. PXiYNT. Mr. Chairman, I will say 
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Bur¬ 
leson] that I do not think there is any 
real disagreement between him and my¬ 
self on the need for this laboratory. I 
believe we are in full accord that it is 
needed and that it is justified and that 
the benefits to be derived from it and 
from its operations will help the State 
represented by the gentleman from 
Texas and will help the people of the 
United States, particularly those who 
are engaged in the production of com¬ 
mercial peanuts in 12 States. 

We are talking about agreements. Let 
me read to the gentleman an agreement 
which I thought was binding. It ap¬ 
peared in the statement of the managers 
on the part of the House on page 7 of 
Report No. 1088, which was the confer¬ 
ence report on the appropriations for 
the Department of Agriculture and Re¬ 
lated Agencies, signed by the distin¬ 
guished chairman, the gentleman from 
Mississippi, and it reads as follows: 

Amendment No. 6—Research: Eliminates 
House language providing funds for a Pea¬ 
nut Research Laboratory in Georgia. This 
item has been removed from this bill with¬ 
out prejudice. The managers on the part of 
the House agree to include an appropria¬ 
tion for this purpose in the amount of 
$600,000 in the first supplemental appropri¬ 
ation bill for the coming year or the next 
regular appropriation bill1 for the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture, whichever provides the 
first opportunity for action by Congress. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Georgia has expired. 

(Mr. FLYNT asked and was given per¬ 
mission to proceed for 1 additional min¬ 
ute.) 

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, in this 
connection I will say to the gentleman 
from Texas and to the gentleman from 
Mississippi the agreement which many of 
us felt to be a valid and a binding agree¬ 
ment was that this particular item which 
this amendment this afternoon calls for 
would be included in either this very 
appropriation bill for the Department of 
Agriculture or in the first supplemental 
appropriation bill for the coming year. 
In the language of the statement of the 
managers on the part of the House 
“whichever provides the first oppoi'tunity 
for action by the Congress.” 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment which 
has been offered by my colleague the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Pilcher], 

and which I enthusiastically support, 
provides the very opportunity referred 
to in this written statement and written 
agreement—“whichever provides the first 
opportunity for action by Congress.” 

Mr. Chairman, the first opportunity is 
this amendment and the time is now. I 
respectfully urge the adoption of this 
amendment. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman,’ I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per¬ 
mission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I support 
the “Tic” Forrester amendment which 
has been offered here today by the dis- 
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tinguished gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Pilcher]. 

The statement has just been made by 
a respected Member of the House that 
the work which is proposed for this Lab¬ 
oratory is being done in New Orleans. 

I think the facts are that only a small 
part of the resources of the Laboratory at 
New Orleans are devoted to peanut re¬ 
search. I quote from Secretary Free¬ 
man, the highest authority I think we 
can quote in the field of agriculture. 

On September 24,1962, Secretary Free¬ 
man said that the New Orleans Labora¬ 
tory used about three-fourths of its re¬ 
sources in research in new uses on cot¬ 
ton and cottonseed, with the remaining 
one-fourth concerned with rice, naval 
stores, sugar and other crops, including 
peanuts. 

Peanuts represent a very important 
crop to a very large segment of the 
South. There are many unresolved ques¬ 
tions connected with the production, pro¬ 
cessing, and marketing of peanuts, many 
unresolved questions connected with in¬ 
sect control, disease control, and storage 
quality. This should be a full-time op¬ 
eration because of the importance of the 
crop. 

There seems to be no question any¬ 
where in the industry but that an addi¬ 
tional laboratory is required. The prob¬ 
lem has been where and when. Every 
segment of the industry says they need 
it and they need it now. The question 
has become embroiled in a matter of lo¬ 
cation. It has to be resolved sometime. 
Let us get on with it, let us resolve it 
here and now. 

It has been resolved in favor of Daw¬ 
son because the Secretary of Agriculture 
has said this is the logical site. It is the 
center of the peanut industry. Over half 
of the crop is produced in the South¬ 
eastern States, and all types of peanuts 
are produced in these States. You will 
not be limited to one or two types of pea¬ 
nuts if you put this laboratory here. All 
types of peanuts are produced in the 
immediate area, and all of them can be 
researched and tested at this site in 
Dawson. 

The Senate has put the money in the 
agricultural appropriation bill for this 
purpose. The question of amount was 
not raised, the question of need was not 
raised, and the question of site was not 
raised in the Senate. There you have 
representatives in the Senate from 
other Southern States. They did not 
question the action proposed here today 
in the House; namely, to appropriate 
$1.6 million and to put this laboratory in 
Dawson, Ga. 

In keeping with anticipation of prior 
action, Dawson has expended money to 
acquire a site, they have expended money 
to provide sewerage, water, and gas serv¬ 
ice to the site. It is time to move along 
with this. 

It is fully justified if for no other 
reason—and therg are plenty of rea¬ 
sons—let us do this for Dick Forrester. 

There is one of the finest little guys 
any of us has ever known. He is sick. 
He has fought his heart out here for 
years. He has been one of the most valu¬ 
able Members of this body. He has al¬ 
ways been the champion of the Ameri¬ 

can Constitution as he read it. No one 
has ever fought harder to preserve this 
Nation. 

This is our last chance to do something 
to show the appreciation of the House of 
Representatives for the great work of a 
great American. I sincerely and ear¬ 
nestly urge that we approve the pend¬ 
ing amendment at this time. 

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, it is rare that I ever 
appear—in support of an amendment 
to an appropriation bill. I never like to 
speak unless I am sure I know all about 
the subject that I try to talk to the 
House about. 

I am concerned about this for two or 
three reasons. I know that the Secre¬ 
tary of Agriculture under an act passed 
by this Congress located this laboratory 
at Dawson, Ga. I know also that this 
is an administration proposal and that 
this is where the administration wants 
it located. I know the facts and that 
they are true as the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. Sikes] said that this is the 
center of the peanut industry. There 
are a lot of other places where peanuts 
are in grown in this country. Hereto¬ 
fore when this matter has been before 
the Congress, I have tried to be of as¬ 
sistance not only to “Tic” Forrester, 

but to my State of Alabama, because 
Alabama is great peanut country—one 
of the greatest. 

But I hope we will see to it, as the 
gentleman from Florida said, that we 
end this controversy, end it in favor of 
the place that was selected under the 
law and by the direction of the Congress, 
by the Secretary of Agriculture, and as 
the administration suggests. It would 
be in my judgment a real tribute to a 
fellow who has fought for this project; 
Let us adopt this amendment because 
it is right to do so, also as a tribute to 
“Tic” Forrester. 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINS. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. CASEY. I appreciate what the 

gentleman has said. I hope the gentle¬ 
man, and I am sure he does not want to 
create the impression that we who may 
feel that the selection of this site and 
the building of this installation is a need¬ 
less cost to the taxpayers, as I say, I hope 
and I am sure the gentleman does not 
want to create the impression and does 
not want anyone to think that we do not 
love our dear colleague, Tic Forrester. 

I am sure the gentleman did not mean 
that. - 

Mr. RAINS. No, I do not mean that 
and I think it is clear that I do not. 

Mr. CASEY. I certainly would like 
to see “Tic” honored in some way, and 
frankly I would rather see him get a gold 
medal rather-than someone that it was 
proposed for yesterday so far as that 
is concerned. / 

Mr. RAINS. I want to say in conclu¬ 
sion that the gentleman from Texas is 
absolutely right. I do not mean to cast 
reflection on anybody who may disagree 
with this—not at all. But I told “Tic” 
in days gone by that I would be for him 
and that I would stand up for him when 
the time came. I really believe there is 
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merit in this proposal and I would feel 
derelict in my duty if I did not stand up 
for him today. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, I 
hope we can consider this appropriation 
bill on the merits of the appropriations 
rather than upon the fine character of 
one of our colleagues. I agree with 
every kind word which has been uttered 
in regard to our genial colleague from 
Georgia. He is indeed a true gentle¬ 
man. I think, however, there are about 
434 other Members of the House who are 
fine folks, fine ladies and gentlemen, 
everyone of whom would like to have 
some kind of Government institution es¬ 
tablished in their district and for whom 
it would be very fine to erect such a mon¬ 
ument. I find no criticism whatsoever 
in paying our respects to our colleague, 
the gentleman from Georgia. He is in¬ 
deed a respected Member of this Hoiyse. 
Every one of us love him, but there are a 
great many others whom we love too, and 
if we are going to establish a Govern¬ 
ment institution regardless of the need 
for it in every district simply to pay 
tribute to a worthy Representative, what 
does it do to your Government? What 
does it do to your fiscal policy? 

I think the Committee on Appropria¬ 
tions has followed a sound policy. A 
good many years ago they adopted a 
policy of trying to centralize agricultural 
research and they created four great 
regional laboratories and one of them 
was dedicated to the purpose of carrying 
on research on southern crops. 

I have not noticed that peanuts was a 
crop of the Arctic regions. I have al¬ 
ways supposed it was exactly what was 
defined as the type of crop as to which 
research would be carried on in New Or¬ 
leans. There is peanut research being 
carried on in New Orleans now. That 
there is a need for more I would not dis¬ 
pute. Nor would I dispute for one mo¬ 
ment that there were Representatives 
from the Southwest, from Virginia, from 
the Carolinas and from all over the 
country who in the past agreed that we 
ought to increase our research on pea¬ 
nuts. 

But I would take issue with the impli¬ 
cation that there was ever any agree¬ 
ment that we establish a research labo¬ 
ratory anywhere other than at New 
Orleans to carry on this work. 

I would take issue with the suggestion 
that the Representatives from Texas 
and from Virginia or from the Carolinas 
all agreed that we should construct a 
new laboratory. There was no such 
agreement. There was an agreement 
that we ought to have more research 
work, but there never was any agree¬ 
ment as to where that work would be 
carried on. After there was a general 
agreement that more research work 
should be carried on, the Secretary of 
Agriculture said he would appoint a 
committee to decide where that work 
should be conducted and that he would 
appoint representatives from all of the 
peanut growing sections of the coun¬ 
try—which he did. That was 4 or 5 
years ago. 
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That committee has not met yet, to 
decide where the laboratory ought to be 
established. 

I want the gentleman from Georgia to 
listen to me, and I want him to correct 
me, if I am misstating this fact. That 
committee has not met yet. We were 
simply advised by the chairman of that 
committee, who just happens to come 
from the State of Georgia, that the lab¬ 
oratory had been located in Dawson, Ga., 
and there was no need for a meeting of 
the committee. Maybe this is where 
some of the misunderstanding started. 

Now, let me call attention to one other 
thing. 

We all would like to do something to 
perpetuate the memory of our colleague 
from Georgia. But before we do it this 
way let us review the facts as they exist 
today. Dawson, Ga., is no longer in 
the gentleman’s district. At the time 
he came around to talk to all you folks 
and at the time you all told him how you 
were going to help him, he was talking 
about what he wanted in his district. 
Since that time the Legislature of Geor¬ 
gia has redrawn the congressional dis¬ 
tricts of that State and Dawson was 
placed in the district so ably represented 
by the gentleman from Georgia, who of¬ 
fered this amendment. Let us get that 
straight. There has been a redistricting 
in the State of Georgia since most of you 
agreed to help our colleague make a 
good showing in his district. Let us not 
vote to waste $1.6 million this year, and 
a like amount for ages to come. Actu¬ 
ally it is not only that $1.6 million, but 
more than $10 million. If you will read 
the bill, you will find that the committee 
agreed to put $9.4 million in an agricul¬ 
tural research laboratory at Athens, Ga. 
That is $9.4 million for research on 
southern crops. 

What are southern crops? I believe 
the gentleman from Florida said that 
peanuts were a southern crop. I agree. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Poage (at 
the request of Mr. Abbitt) was given 
permission to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
wish to prolong this discussion. I merely 
want the membership to understand 
what they are asked to do. You are not 
now voting to put a laboratory in “Tic” 
Forrester’s district. You are asked to 
vote to spend more than $10 million in 
new laboratories in the State of Georgia. 
That is what this involves, and all of 
this would duplicate the work now being 
done or which should be done at the 
Southern Regional Laboratory. Surely 
we do not need two new laboratories to 
study the same southern crops. If we do, 
we are surely going to build lots of labo¬ 
ratories over the country. 

I know, of course, there is not a single 
Member who is supporting this amend¬ 
ment who would stand up for a rollcail, 
because they do not want to be on record 
as voting for this kind of duplication. 

Neither do my friends on the other 
side. They do not want to be on record 
in favor of this. It is only a little more 

than $10 million of duplicating facilities 
in one State. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. The $10 million would 
light the White House for quite a while, 
would it not? 

Mr. POAGE. I believe it would light it 
for a long time. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. PICKLE. Do you think the work 

of the Southern Utilization Laboratory 
in New Orleans is being done well? Is it 
a good laboratory and doing effective 
work? 

Mr. POAGE. Do I think the laboratory 
at New Orleans is a good one? 

Mr. PICKLE. And doing a satisfactory 
job in research on peanuts? 

Mr. POAGE. It is not doing an ade¬ 
quate job, because it has never been pro¬ 
vided enough money, but if you would 
provide it the money, the operating 
money, you would not have to provide 
any more money for the construction of 
new facilities, money that you are going 
to have to appropriate if you adopt this 
amendment. You could save approxi¬ 
mately $10 million and let the New Or¬ 
leans laboratory do exactly the same 
work which it is proposed to have done in 
the two new Georgia laboratories. 

Mr. PICKLE. Then, the gentleman 
from Georgia might accept an amend¬ 
ment to cut this money in half or even 
less and let the research be done at New 
Orleans where it is now being carried 
on? Would that be a feasible amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr. POAGE. I am afraid the gen¬ 
tleman from Georgia would not accept 
it. I get the feeling that the gentleman 
from Georgia wants to see Government 
dollars spent in his State. I fear that it 
would be unrealistic to expect the gen¬ 
tleman from Georgia to see the national 
implications as clearly as we see them. 
I am sure that the gentleman from Geor¬ 
gia cannot see the evil and the waste 
which you and I see in connection with 
this needless duplication of effort. I am 
sure that the gentleman from Georgia 
cannot understand as we do, the injus¬ 
tice of developing a peanut in competi¬ 
tion with the peanuts of Virginia and 
the Carolinias and in the Southwest at 
Government expense. I am sure that 
the gentleman from Georgia cannot see 
the vice, which is so clear to us, in mak¬ 
ing unneeded expenditures of Federal 
money to do honor to a colleague. 

Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I support this amend¬ 
ment, and at the outset of my statement 
let me say that I shall stand to request 
a record vote on this bill, and if a record 
vote is taken, I shall vote for it and I 
shall not be ashamed to defend that 
position to any of my own constituency 
or to any segment of America. 

Now, statements have been made here 
that this appropriation has not been 
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justified. As I have studied the record 
and listened to the arguments both pro 
and con, it appears to me that some jus¬ 
tification was made somewhere on at 
least two different occasions for on two 
separate occasions this amount of money 
has appeared in the budget for this pur¬ 
pose. Moreover, it appears further that 
it has been justified because all segments 
of the peanut industry have at one time 
or another and in some fashion appeared 
in favor of a quality research laboratory. 
Not until the Secretary of Agriculture, 
with whatever authority he had to do it, 
announced that it would be placed in the 
heart of the peanut industry at Dawson, 
Ga., was there any division or any dis- 
sention or any disagreement about the 
establishment of the laboratory. Now, 
I think that is sufficient justification to 
remove the alleged ridiculous position 
stated here that this would place the 
House of Representatives in if it were 
approved. Budget recommendations 
have come twice. The managers on the 
part of the House for the Subcommittee 
on Agriculture of the Appropriations 
Committee have at one time or another 
stated in writing that they would con¬ 
sider it at an appropriate time, and this, 
as my colleague from Georgia has said, 
is the appropriate time. 

- So much for the record justification. 
Let me advance another premise which 
I think to be very satisfactory justifica¬ 
tion. 

No. 1, the charge has been made that 
Dawson, Ga., is no longer in the district 
represented by the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Forrester], That charge 
is simply untrue. Dawson, Ga., and 
Terrell County, remain in the Third Dis¬ 
trict of Georgia now represented by the 
gentleman from Georgia, the Honorable 
E. L. Forrester, and will so remain until 
January 3, 1965. That district will con¬ 
tinue to be represented by one of the 
most courageous, one of the most effect- 
tive, and one of the most courteous 
Members this House has ever had. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANDRUM. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from Florida. 

Mr. SIKES. Would it not be well to 
relate the fact that this item has been 
twice justified, twice budgeted, and twice 
has been voted by the Senate in its 
entirety? 

Mr. LANDRUM. That is exactly cor¬ 
rect, and I thank the gentleman for that 
additional statement of justification. 

Now, finally, I would say this: My dear 
friend, the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. Forrester], is deprived of the priv¬ 
ilege of representing his interests here 
today because he suffers from a physical 
condition which caused a very serious 
operation to have to be performed on 
him. He is now recuperating in St. 
Joseph’s Infirmary in Atlanta. This lab¬ 
oratory appropriation would be the 
greatest therapy he could have. He has 
disagreed with many Members of this 
House of Representatives on what he 
thought to be constitutional principles 
relating to our U.S. Constitution. In do¬ 
ing so, he has actually been as courteous 
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and as respectful of the rights of others 
as any man could possibly be. I dare say 
there has never been a more courageous 
fighter, one held in higher affection and 
esteem, than the gentleman from 
Georgia, “Tic” Forrester. I say to 
you that in addition to all of the budget 
justifications for this appropriation one 
final consideration ought to be given by 
this House, that is, in this year—the final 
year of “Tic” Forrester’s service in this 
Congress—terminated for reasons of ill 
health, he should have the vote of this 
House in putting into this bill money 
for the district which he represents and 
which he has represented so ably over the 
last 14 years and which he will represent, 
despite the charges made here earlier, 
until January 3 of next year. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the committee 
will approve this amendment. 

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much 
the opportunity to say just a few words 
on this important matter. I just hope 
that the membership will pass on this 
amendment on its merits, not because of 
sentiment or to try to erect a monument 
to one of our colleagues. I am sure that 
is not necessary. Our colleague is be¬ 
loved by all of us. I respect him. Very 
seldom have I disagreed with his philos¬ 
ophy. But I do think this is not the 
proper time nor the place to honor him. 
This laboratory item originated in the 
other body several years ago. It was not 
even requested on this side, but through 
the efforts of some people over there— 
and we all realize who is the chairman 
of the appropriate subcommittee over 
there that handles agricultural mat¬ 
ters—it was inserted on that side. It 
came back over here and many of us 
vigorously opposed the appropriation 
and it was defeated. The same was true 
last year. The Department did not re¬ 
quest this item this year, as I understand 
it. 

Mr. Chairman, I say that the amend¬ 
ment that has been offered by my friend, 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Pilcher], which asks you to add $1,600,- 
000, is just a starter. Those of you who 
are interested in economy in Govern¬ 
ment and in trying to cut out unneces¬ 
sary spending I hope will listen for just 
a few minutes. This is just a starter. 
The $1,600,000 will be required for a 
building. It will take over $400,000 in 
equipment that they already have in 
New Orleans and it will require an ap¬ 
propriation of $700,000 annually—and 
this is in the hearings—to carry on the 
work that is contemplated. So when we 
provide or authorize this laboratory we 
are just starting a huge avalanche of 
needless expenditures of the taxpayers’ 
money which will eventually, instead of 
helping the peanut industry, tend to 
wreck it. Two of the three segments of 
the peanut industry are not for this 
amendment. 

The Southwest and the Virginia-Caro- 
lina areas bitterly oppose this appro¬ 
priation. The first I heard of it or heard 
of a separate laboratory was when it was 
placed in the bill in the other body. All 
that our people have asked for is that 
proper research be carried on. I am in 

favor of that. I say it can be done where 
we have the laboratory located in New 
Orleans. There are funds in this bill 
to implement and carry on that research. 
It can be done there far more eco¬ 
nomically and at considerably less cost 
and more effectively and at the same 
time not wreck certain segments of the 
peanut industry. That is what I say 
this appropriation will do. 

Mr. PILCHER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ABBITT. Yes. 
Mr. PILCHER, Have not both of the 

distinguished Senators from Virginia 
endorsed this? 

Mr. ABBITT. I can barely speak for 
myself, much less for the great and dis¬ 
tinguished Senators from Virginia. But 
if they have every endorsed it, it is 
beyond my knowledge. I am sure they 
have done what they could to defeat it, 
but they were unable to overcome that 
masterful man from Georgia, who is 
chairman of the Senate subcommittee, 
who is pretty well able to handle such 
matters of this kind over in the other 
body. 

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ABBITT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Chairman, I 
believe statements to the effect that 
agreements on the location of a peanut 
laboratory were reached among peanut 
interests in the various areas should be 
clarified. The impression is being left 
before this House that the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Repre¬ 
sentatives has heretofore included this 
item in measures they have presented 
on this floor. As a matter of fact they 
have opposed it year after year, because 
of the lack of justification of location 
and purpose, it was put in the bill in 
the other body. 

At this point I would like to compli¬ 
ment the Subcommittee on Agriculture 
for their dedication and diligence. I 
have never seen any group, and this to 
both sides of the aisle a more dedicated 
and a more scrutinizing group of men 
who would like to do those things which 
they feel are best for the country and 
best for agriculture. They have opposed 
this item year after year. We have had 
this fight up here numerous times. We 
all know that last fall when this very 
matter which is now pending was hold¬ 
ing up the annual appropriation bill, this 
committee had the lash and pressure put 
on its back to finally agree to include the 
sum of $450,000 to house a peanut shell¬ 
ing facility at Dawson, Ga. I think they 
had to yield to these pressures in order 
to get the 1964 fiscal year appropriations 
out of the committee. 

Mr. ABBITT. I thank the gentleman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Virginia has expired. 
(Mr. ABBITT asked and was given 

permission to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. ABBITT. I appreciate and asso¬ 
ciate myself with the statement just 
made by my colleague the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Burleson]. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, it was stated here 
that the Secretary of Agriculture se¬ 
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lected the site in accordance with some 
act that passed the Congress heretofore. 
That is not true. As I understand it. 
Congress has never passed any specific 
bill authorizing this Laboratory or au¬ 
thorizing the Secretary of Agriculture to 
select the site. The Secretary merely 
proceeded under the general authoriza¬ 
tion bill. No authority has ever been 
specifically granted nor has this Labora¬ 
tory been specifically approved by this 
Congress or any other Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope in the cause of 
good government and economy and for 
the protection of a great industry that 
this amendment will be voted down. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

(Mr. WHITTEN asked and was given 
permission to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
hope I may have the attention of the 
members of the committee. One of the 
most difficult tasks I believe that any of 
us has to perform is to serve on the Com¬ 
mittee on Appropriations where the re¬ 
quests are always about three times the 
amount of available funds. 

Mr. Chairman, it is unpleasant to have 
to tell one’s colleagues, “I am sorry; we 
do not have the money; we just cannot 
grant it; we have to operate under a 
budget.” 

Mr. Chairman, as I told the members 
of the committee at the outset, the ap¬ 
propriation request for the Department 
of Agriculture has been cut more this 
year by the Bureau of the Budget than 
all the rest of Government put together. 

Mr. Chairman, I have studied this 
matter. I have listened, I have worked, 
I have tried to come out with a solution 
that seemed to be fair. 

The peanut industry apparently has 
three great major sections—the Vir- 
ginia-Carolina area, the Southwestern 
area, and the Georgia area. They are 
highly competitive. They are competi¬ 
tive in price support levels, they are 
competitive in every other way. Some 
several years ago, and I am speaking 
from having studied the Record, in 
Georgia they came up with a peanut 
which up to that time had been a hog 
type of peanut, and started developing 
it into a good product. It is a good 
product. From that time on competition 
has been rather fierce between these 
three areas. As a result, they agreed 
that while it needed more research, there 
never was any agreement as to where the 
quality research was to be done. 

I do not take a back seat to any of my 
colleagues in my respect for our colleague 
from the State of Georgia. I think I 
have gone as far as anyone has in trying 
to resolve these things because of my 
interest in the project, in the program, 
and in him. 

With this competition, our committee, 
without hearings, without any official 
meeting of the committee, designated 
that quality research be done in one of 
the three, when New Orleans was already 
set up for that purpose. Last year under 
similar circumstances, counseling with 
the best friends I knew to approach, our 
committee went along with money to put 
a laboratory at Dawson, Ga. We also 
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provided funds to carry on the peanut 
quality research at New Orleans, and 
quality research is now being done at 
New Orleans. 

Last year at the request of the Speaker 
and all the leadership of the House of 
Representatives, at the request of the 
leaders of the Senate of the United States 
and the White House, your subcommittee 
yielded to $9.5 million for a laboratory 
in Georgia in order to wind up the busi¬ 
ness of this Congress. In order under 
the circumstances to do that, we agreed 
we would maintain the status quo and 
bring it back here this session with this 
$450,000. 

Do not think in this instance if you 
vote against the pending amendment you 
will vote against doing anything about 
this matter. May I say the Bureau of 
the Budget does not recommend the 
item this year. It has not recommended 
a single dime and after they got a $9.5 
million laboratory in last year’s bill the 
President has not recommended a dime. 
But our subcommittee had committed 
itself. We thought it would be unfair 
to put quality research in either one of 
these three areas when it is being done 
at New Orleans now. 

In spite of that, you have before you 
$450,000 for a laboratory at Dawson, Ga., 
which our committee has brought in here 
over the budget because of the people' 
involved, and because we think they can 
use it. I say to you if you vote this $1.6 
million there is not a basis in the world 
for doing it except your feelings, because 
they have a new $9.5 million laboratory 
which was put in Georgia last year. That 
satisfies the White House, the President, 
and everybody else, and they did not 
recommend a dollar this year. 

This committee works hard trying to 
meet the needs of this Nation as pre¬ 
sented to us by our colleagues in the 
Congress. But I say, if you needlessly 
spend $1,600,000, when this has been ade¬ 
quately provided for, you lessen our 
chances to meet the other needs that you 
have throughout the entire country. 

I hope you will stand by your commit¬ 
tee on this amendment. If you do, there 
is $450,000 which your committee put in 
the bill over the budget and without 
budget recommendation in an effort to 
try to do the right thing. I say again 
when there are three competing areas in 
this Nation, let us treat them all fairly, 
but let us continue the quality research 
that is going on in New Orleans now. 
Let us defeat this amendment: 

I assure you, I will stand by the $450,- 
000 provision which is all in the world 
that can properly be spent at this 
location. I hope you will stand by the 
committee. I do not take a back seat to 
anybody so far as my love for the in¬ 
dividual here is concerned or any Mem¬ 
ber of the Congress. We try to be fair. 
We believe we deserve your support in 
our effort to be fair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle¬ 
man from Georgia [Mr. Pilcher]. 

The question was taken; and on a di¬ 
vision (demanded by Mr. Flynt) , there 
were—ayes 73, noes 67. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair¬ 
man appointed Mr. Whitten and Mr. 
Pilcher as tellers. 

The Committee again divided, and the 
tellers reported that there were—ayes 83, 
noes 73. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows; 
Meat inspection; For carrying out the pro¬ 

visions of laws relating to Federal inspection 
of meat, and meat-food products, and the 
applicable provisions of the laws relating to 
process or renovated butter, $30,454,000; 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to discuss a mat¬ 
ter briefly referred to in a colloquy be¬ 
tween the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Chamberlain] and the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. Michel], during general 
debate relative to the cereal leaf beetle 
threat, now existing in the Middle West, 
particularly in southern Michigan, in In¬ 
diana, and in Ohio. 

Judging from that colloquy, I feel cer¬ 
tain the Committee recognizes there is 
money in the bill for necessary research 
on this problem. 

I desire to have the Record show what 
is the present status of this pest, and 
what has been done about it. 

It was identified 2 years ago in the 
southern part of Michigan; it is an insect 
about an eighth of an inch long; an in¬ 
sect which is a very prolific feeder and 
a very prolific breeder. It feeds upon the 
tender young shoots of cereal grains—of 
wheat and of oats—and even feeds upon 
corn. 

It came from Europe. We do not know 
just exactly how it got here, but, anyway, 
it is here. It is under quarantine in the 
areas where it has been identified, and 
the three States which have identified it 
are doing their best to control it. We 
spray with malathion in Michigan. The 
Legislature of Michigan has met its re¬ 
sponsibilities so far as providing money 
for control is concerned, but the House 
of Representatives should be aware of 
the fact that the control is right up to 
research. What I mean by that is that 
we cannot control it any better than we 
do because we do not’ know how to. 
Consequently, this matter of research is 
extremely important. We do not even 
know how to trap this bug. All we can 
do is go through the fields with a net and 
hope that we capture some. If we do, we 
know they are there. So the periphery 
of the infestation is not certain but is 
problematical and it may be more wide¬ 
spread than we recognize. Consequently 
this is a national problem and one with 
which the Federal Government should 
genuinely be concerned, because when 
this insect spreads into the grain areas 
of the country, it will certainly have an 
adverse effect on our grain production. 
There are many of us who suspect that 
part of the problem of grain production 
in Europe at the present time is due to 
the ravages of this pest. , 

With that in mind, I would like to ask 
the chairman of the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Whit¬ 
ten] definitely to point out in this bill 
where the money is out of which research 
money might be made available. Is it 

within the $97,656,000 found on line 12 
of page 3, Mr. Whitten? 

Mr. WHITTEN. This includes the 
major part of the research funds avail¬ 
able to the Department. However, in 
addition to that, as you will notice, we 
have provided for the transfer of $18.8 
million from section 33 funds, which is 
for the cost of production research and 
utilization research. In addition to 
that, under the big item the gentleman 
mentioned, the Department has the right 
to transfer funds up to 7 percent from 
one project to another. Throughout our 
hearings and our report we recognize 
that this pest and this problem is one of 
the major ones the Department faces, 
and we call on them to go into it. 

May I say the reason why the commit¬ 
tee has hesitated through the years to 
appropriate a set amount of dollars for 
each particular research project, which 
is what the Department would like to 
have, is that we want them to have the 
funds to the full extent that they can 
properly use them. However, let me say 
that there are ample funds in here, in 
my opinion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

(Mr. BOW asked and was given per¬ 
mission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to note that the committee has 
recommended funds for the employment 
of 100 additional meat inspectors. How¬ 
ever, I am told that nearly 200 addi¬ 
tional inspectors would be required to fill 
the present demand for inspection serv¬ 
ices and, at the rate that new plants have 
been coming into this program in the 
past, another 80 will be required before 
the year is out. 

Meat inspection is an obligation that 
the Federal Government places upon 
packers who wish to sell in interstate 
commerce, and it is a service to the con¬ 
sumer. 

I am greatly concerned about whether 
our Government is treating the packers 
fairly when it requires that the opera¬ 
tion be inspected but on the other hand 
fails to provide sufficient men in the in¬ 
spection force to do the job. 

This means that many packers, includ¬ 
ing some in my district, must ask the 
Federal meat inspector to work overtime 
and this overtime must be paid by the 
packers. 

Moreover, in many cases the cost of 
overtime for the inspectors is minor in 
comparison with the cost of slowing down 
or shutting down any part of the pack¬ 
ing operation because no inspector is on 
hand. The highly paid packinghouse 
workers must stand idly by while over¬ 
head costs mount, and this means a loss 
to the packer and to the ultimate con¬ 
sumer who must therefore pay more for 
her meat. 

I think we should examine this prob¬ 
lem carefully today and endeavor to pro¬ 
vide whatever funds are necessary to dis¬ 
charge the Government’s self-imposed 
responsibility for the inspection of meat- 
packers. 
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[Mr. CEDERBERG addressed the 
Committee. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Appendix.] 

Mr. HAGEN of California. Mr. Chair¬ 
man, I move to strike out the last word.. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the 
chairman of the subcommittee, the gen¬ 
tleman from Missisippi [Mr. Whitten], 
a question or two. I understand there 
is a sort of floating research fund in this 
bill of about $10 million; I assume it is 
the item on page 12, $9,476,000. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, may I 
say that we have not tried to treat these 
research matters item by item. As the 
gentleman can see, we have mentioned 
the various problems that have been 
called to our attention, but I would again 
point out that the supply of skilled ento¬ 
mologists and scientists who are quali¬ 
fied to do these jobs is rather limited. 
In fact, last year they could not find a 
sufficient number. Not only that, but 
the Bureau of the Budget imposed upon 
the Department a very strict manpower 
ceiling which made it almost necessary 
that we group these matters together. 
We gave some indication of the relative 
merits of them in our report, in our 
opinion, and then we called on them to 
do contracting with those who could com¬ 
plete the job. The fund the gentleman 
mentions is for that purpose. But it is 
tied down to the point where we tell 
them the things that are called to our 
attention and that we think deserve in¬ 
creased attention. 

Mr. HAGEN of California. In other 
words, this money, approximately $10 
million, will be used to contract out to 
some university or some other group? 

Mr. WHITTEN. That is, to the point 
where they can find a university or a 
private group that is qualified and to the 
point where their own manpower does 
not permit them to meet the need them¬ 
selves or their manpower will not en¬ 
able them to meet the need. 

Mr. HAGEN of California. I under¬ 
stand that in Arizona and California, for 
example, they have a problem with the 
pink bollworm. I do not see any refer¬ 
ence to that, or to another west coast 
cotton pest, in this report—and refer¬ 
ence to either of these two pests in these 
areas. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I am sorry I do not 
have that information at my fingertips, 
the amount of money that is carried for 
investigation on the pink bollworm. 
Substantial amounts are spent on that. 
We think the pink bollworm is one of 
the major pests and should have the 
attention of the Department. If it is 
not mentioned in the report I shall let 
my statement here in the Record speak 
as though it were mentioned in the 
report. 

Mr. HAGEN of California. I thank 
the gentleman. As I understand it, then, 
this approximately $10 million is used 
under a general direction to the Depart¬ 
ment as to how they are to spend it; is 
that correct? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Yes; except that we 
try to give them latitude, we try to tell 
them to put first things first and to try 
to control their activities in line with the 
availability of first-class personnel to do 
the job. 

Mr. HAGEN of California. If a prob¬ 
lem arose and the industry affected made 
a good case to the Department, they could 
proceed to give those needs favorable 
consideration and would come to the 
committee for.that purpose? 

Mr. WHITTEN. They would not have 
to come to the committee, but we have 
$1 million in the fund here just for that 
purpose. In addition, the Department 
has a 7-percent transferability and the 
committee over the years has had this 
understanding with the Department that 
if they use funds which the Congress has 
appropriated for a particular purpose for 
another purpose, they notify the commit¬ 
tee if there is any objection we might 
have. That is very infrequent. 

Mr. HAGEN of California. But there 
are adequate funds in here so that they 
would not even require submission to 
the committee; is that correct? For ex¬ 
ample, we have a problem with respect 
to the virus yellows affecting sugarbeet 
production in California and would like 
to see more funds devoted to its eradica¬ 
tion and would seek these funds for that 
purpose. 

Mr. WHITTEN. None of these items 
would require submission to the com¬ 
mittee. We are not trying to hold strings 
to this money. But if they had to use 
some unusual amount, even if they 
thought they had the authority, they 
would notify us so that we would not be 
caught unawares. 

Mr. HAGEN of California. I am glad 
to hear the gentleman say that because 
I understand that the problem of the 
pink boll worm is one example and virus 
yellows another. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I am familiar with 
the problem and I know that it is a seri¬ 
ous one. 

Mr. HAGEN of California. I notice 
there is a provision here for research on 
the boll weevil, specifically for New 
Mexico. 

Mr. WHITTEN. The boll weevil in 
that area is a new pest. We have 
learned that the Japanese beetle, and a 
half dozen others, if you can get them 
in an area before they get started, you 
will save a lot of money in the long run. 
I do not know how much luck they will 
have. This boll weevil seems to have 
jumped over Into this area, but their 
efforts seem to give some indication that 
they might get rid of them. 

Mr. HAGEN of California. I under¬ 
stand the same thing is true of this pink 
bollworm. It comes in from Mexico. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Periodically, the 
committee has gone along with the effort 
of trying to meet it where it has shown 
to be in certain areas. We have done 
that repeatedly in Louisiana and also 
perhaps across the line in Mississippi. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAGEN of California. I am glad 
to yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. MAHON. With respect to the 
money for the boll weevil program, there 
is an area which I have the privilege to 
represent located in the high plains area 
of Texas—and I am sure the gentleman 
is familiar with this area—which is at a 
considerably higher altitude than the 
surrounding area. In this high plains 
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area we have not had the boll weevil at 
all until very recently. We now have a 
small encroachment of boll weevils on the 
fringe of the area. This constitutes a 
grave threat to the whole high plains 
area, which is a tremendous cotton 
producing section. 

Let me point out that the people there 
propose to spend $1 million on the proj¬ 
ect if matching funds by the Govern¬ 
ment are provided. Farmers have asked 
the Government to match funds which 
they will provide in order to create a bar¬ 
rier and stop the encroachment of the 
weevil. 

The menace has just begun to show 
up. This in my opinion is a very impor¬ 
tant project. I want to highlight the 
fact that the local communities propose 
to put up one-half the amount of money 
and have pledged to raise $1 million for 
this purpose if the Government will pro¬ 
vide a similar fund—this would, in my 
judgment, be good from the standpoint 
of both the farmer and the Government. 
The Department of Agriculture has been 
most cooperative. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

(Mr. TAFT asked and was given per¬ 
mission to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Chairman, the ques¬ 
tion which I would like to propose at this 
time is directed to the chairman of the 
subcommittee, the gentleman from Mis¬ 
sissippi [Mr. Whitten] and relates to the 
question of the urgency of something 
being done about the cereal leaf bettle 
and whether or not the Department of 
Agriculture is actually aware that this 
pest does constitute a major threat. 

The committee report as I read it in¬ 
dicates only that this is one area that 
may be looked into. 

I would like to direct the attention of 
the members of the committee to the 
report which has been filed by the States 
of Ohio, Michigan, and Indiana, on be¬ 
half of those States, by G. S. McIntyre, 
director of the Michigan Department of 
Agriculture, in which he states as 
follows: 

The need for an immediate crash research 
program cannot be overly stressed. This 
Nation’s grain crop—and In reality its food 
supply—is realistically threatened. There is 
no hope for containment or eradication of 
this serious pest unless answers are quickly 
provided by a strong research program. It 
cannot ge kept within its present boundaries 
by methods now being used. Quarantines 
have never stopped the spread of any insect. 
They have only delayed its movement. An 
expenditure of a minimum of $200,000 for 
research at this time will save millions of 
dollars later in terms of either control meas¬ 
ures, or financial losses to the grain industry, 
or both. 

The question I have is whether or not 
in the hearings of the committee the 
Department of Agriculture indicated its 
concern with the same degree of urgency 
that this State report has indicated such 
concern? 

Mr. WHITTEN. If the gentleman 
will yield, I do not want to put words in 
the mouth of the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture. But I would say that I believe the 
Department recognizes fully the serious¬ 
ness of this problem. I know that in our 



1961+ CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 11017 
interrogation of the representatives of 
the Department in dealing with this 
problem they indicated their concern. I 
know that the debate here today has 
clearly shown that the committee is in 
accord with the views Which have been 
expressed by the gentleman from Ohio. 
I believe our hearings will also reflect 
the same thing. 

I do not think the gentleman has any 
worry with regard to it, other than the 
worry yve always have of money and re¬ 
search. Money and research constitute 
two different things. You cannot obtain 
research contracts without money. But, 
having the money, you still have the 
problem of handling it. They do need 
to handle this research in a manner 
where they can come up with something 
to do, instead of just broadcasting the 
funds. 

I believe I can assure the gentleman 
from Ohio that both the committee and 
the department recognize the serious¬ 
ness of it and that something must be 
done about it. 

Mr. TAFT. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. TAFT. I yield to the gentleman 

from Texas. 
Mr. MAHON. Would the gentleman 

advise what portion of the research pro¬ 
gram he is discussing? 

Mr. TAFT. The beetle program. 
Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. TAFT. I yield to the gentleman 

from Ohio. 
Mr. LATTA. I, too, share the concern 

of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Taft] 

concerning the infestation in Ohio of 
these beetles. It is something new. It 
has showed up in several counties in my 
district. Several counties have been 
quarantined and others are about to be 
quarantined. I think this is an area 
where the Department of Agriculture 
could move forward quickly, but I do not 
think they are asking for adequate funds 
to carry out the kind of program this 
beetle infestation necessitates at this 
time. 

Mr. TAFT. I thank the gentleman for 
his remarks. 

(Mr. TAFT asked and was given per¬ 
mission to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, we must recognize that 
agriculture has gone way beyond the 
point of merely planting, cultivating, and 
harvesting of crops. In the term “agri¬ 
culture” today we must include not sim¬ 
ply production of the crops, but the proc¬ 
essing and the distribution of the crops. 
The whole purpose of agriculture is to 
feed and clothe the people of the United 
States. It provides the food and fiber 
for our citizens. 

We have done a very fine job of study¬ 
ing the factors which are necessary to 
increase production. We have increased 
production, to such an extent in some 
circumstances we feel we have produced 
even more than we can hope to use in 
the near future. 
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We have not done so good a job in the 
distribution of agricultural products. 

Food distribution has much which still 
needs to be determined. 

We have many unanswered questions. 
We all have a vital stake in the success 
of our food distribution system, the 
wholesaler and retailer as well. 

I want to question the chairman of the 
committee as to just what the disposi¬ 
tion of the committee was with regard to 
funds which have heretofore been made 
available for research on food distribu¬ 
tion, a study of the distribution system 
of the country? It seems to me that we 
ought to continue the work. There may 
be good reasons for not doing it. If 
there are the House should understand 
them. 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the gen¬ 
tleman the Bureau of the Budget cut out 
the full $862,000 in the area of market 
research, which has to do with transpor¬ 
tation and so forth. The committee put 
back $652,000 of the amount. 

There was a division of opinion within 
the committee as to whether wholesal¬ 
ing and retailing research were really 
in the interest of the consumer and pro¬ 
ducer. It was my personal view it was 
and is. But we have a committee that 
works together, and in the interest of 
trying to get along we put back $652,- 
000. None of that was in the budget, 
it was left out. We put that amount back 
so that we might look into the matter 
further and make a study to see who gets 
the majority of the benefits. I would 
say personally this is a matter that is 
in the interest of the consumer and pro¬ 
ducer going back through the years. I 
hope that answers the gentleman’s ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr. POAGE. I agree with the gentle¬ 
man. I would hope this look into the 
facts might take place before the other 
body acts on this bill and we might hope 
to have a little more favorable consid¬ 
eration. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Certainly we should 
get all the details. 

Mr. POAGE. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like personally 

to thank the subcommittee, particularly 
my good friend, the chairman, the gen¬ 
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. Whitten] , 

for the work done in connection with 
this bill. I am gratified with its results. 

I rise, however, to propound a question 
of my good friend, suggested by the pas¬ 
sage on page 37 of the report entitled 
“Sugar Act Program.” I read the three 
paragraphs involved: 

Payment are made to domestic producers 
of sugarbeet and1 sugarcane who comply with 
certain special requirements. To finance 
these payments, a tax of 50 cents per hun¬ 
dred pounds is imposed on all beet and cane 
sugar processed in or imported into the 
United States for direct consumption. 

Parenthetically, this is another way of 
saying that the sugar program is self- 
supporting. 

Then going on and proving the paren¬ 
thetical measure, the report states: 

During the period 1938 to 1963 collections 
from this self-supporting tax of $2.1 billion 
from excise taxes and import taxes have ex¬ 
ceeded payments by $527.4 million. 

The committee recommends an appropri¬ 
ation of $86,400,000. 

The next sentence states: 
The 1964 supplemental estimate of $6,400,- 

000 contained in House Document 203, dated 
January 21, 1964, has not been included in 
the bill. 

I understand, however, and assume 
that all amounts due for a crop that has 
already been harvested will, of course, in 
due order be paid. I suggest that be¬ 
cause I represent the largest cane pro¬ 
ducing congressional district in the 
United States and I have had some com¬ 
munications to the effect that although 
the crop has been harvested as of Jan¬ 
uary 1, many months ago, some of these 
payments have not been made by the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the gen¬ 
tleman that these are outright obliga¬ 
tions and must be paid. May I say with 
these items being in this bill, the supple¬ 
mental is carried along with the bill and 
we felt that to consolidate the two, they 
would get payment just about as soon as 
if we put two separate paragraphs in. 
May I say it may be that our figures are 
a little bit tight. But when you know 
here when everybody is looking at you 
and complaining about what is being 
spent in agriculture, which is about the 
cheapest run that we have I think per¬ 
sonally, with all of these problems maybe 
we should hold a little tighter. If so, 
it is temporary because the matter has to 
be paid and, as I say, this bill will be 
passed and money under the first and 
second items for the same purpose will be 
available at the same time. 

Mr. WILLIS. May I say to the gentle¬ 
man, I opened my statement with an 
expression of appreciation for your ef¬ 
forts and I close in that same vein. I 
just wanted the record to show that in 
the total legislative process on this side 
and on the Senate side, I am satisfied 
with the gentleman’s statement that, of 
course, these payments will be made. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I appreciate the re¬ 
marks of my colleague, the gentleman 
from Louisiana, and I will also say for 
the record that the hearing that I attend 
which the gentleman arranged in con¬ 
nection with the insecticide problem 
contributed substantially in us trying 
to see just how far our committee could 
go in inviting others to join with us in 
meeting this problem. 

Mr. WILLIS. I thank the gentleman. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE 

Salaries and expenses 

For necessary expenses of the Economic 
Research Service in conducting economic 
research and service relating to agricultural 
production, marketing, and distribution, as 
authorized by the Agricultural Marketing 
Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-1627), and other 
laws, including economics of marketing; 
analyses relating to farm prices, income and 
population, and demand for farm products, 
use of resources in agriculture, adjustments, 
costs and returns in farming, and farm 
finance; and for analyses of supply and de¬ 
mand for farm products in foreign countries 
and their effect on prospects for United 
States exports, progress in economic develop¬ 
ment and its relation to sales of farm 
products, assembly and analysis of agricul¬ 
tural trade statistics and analysis of inter¬ 
national financial and monetary programs 
and policies as they affect the competitive 
position of United States farm products; 
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$9,476,000: Provided, That not less than 
$350,000 of the funds contained in this ap¬ 
propriation shall be available to continue 
to gather statistics and conduct a special 
study on the price spread between the 
farmer and consumer: Provided further, 
That this appropriation shall be available for 
employment pursuant to the second sen¬ 
tence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act 
of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed 
$75,000 shall be available for employment 
under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 
(5 U.S.C. 55a): Provided further. That not 
less than $145,000 of the funds contained in 
this appropriation shall be available for 
analysis of statistics and related facts on 
foreign production and full and complete 
information on methods used by other coun¬ 
tries to move farm commodities in world 
trade on a competitive basis. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FINDLEY 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Findley: On 

page 12, line 24, after the word “consumer” 
change the colon to a comma and insert the 
following: "except that no part of the funds 
appropriated herein may be obligated for 
this special study subsequent to the enact¬ 
ment of legislation establishing a National 
Commission on Food Marketing:”. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I re¬ 
serve a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Mississippi reserves a point of 
order. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
language immediately preceding the 
point at which my amendment would 
appear is: 

Not less than $350,000 of the funds con¬ 
tained in this appropriation shall be avail¬ 
able to continue to gather statistics and con¬ 
duct a special study on the price spread 
between the farmer and consumer: 

The study of the cost-price problems 
of farmers is a worthwhile project for the 
Federal Government to undertake, but 
the interesting development is that the 
Senate, only yesterday, passed legislation 
which would establish a National Com¬ 
mission on Food Marketing to conduct 
an almost identical study. If my infor¬ 
mation is correct, that Commission will 
have availabler for the very same type of 
project provided under this section, $2.5 
million. To me it seems to serve no use¬ 
ful purpose to continue a study of the 
price-cost squeeze on the American 
farmer both under the Economic Re¬ 
search Service, USDA, and also through 
the National Commission on Food Mar¬ 
keting. 

The proposal for establishing a Na¬ 
tional Commission on Food Marketing 
has been reported by the Committee on 
Agriculture and is now before the Com¬ 
mittee on Rules. It would authorize 
spending of $1.5 million. I suspect it 
will be before this body soon. 

The effect of my amendment simply 
would be to halt the spending of money 
by the Economic Research Service for 
this study of the price spread between 
the farmer and the consumer subsequent 
to the enactment of legislation for the 
National Commission on Food Market¬ 
ing. Thus it would save us the cost of a 
duplication of services. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINDLEY. I am glad to yield 
to the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I have asked the 
gentleman to yield so that we might have 
a discussion of the amendment, rather 
than relying on the point of order. 

If I am correctly understood the pro¬ 
posal from the gentleman’s committee, 
it would come before the Appropriations 
Committee in the regular order, for an 
appropriation. We should not presume 
at this time that the committee would 
go along with providing additional 
funds—subject to the approval of the 
Congress, of course—to duplicate work. 

I respectfully suggest that the gentle¬ 
man might withdraw his amendment 
and rely upon the committee, if and 
when that legislation passes, to see to 
it that there is no duplication. 

This involves some existing work 
which I believe has some merit as to 
continuity. I believe the approach the 
gentleman makes is one our committee 
should consider when the new group 
comes before us. We should not upset 
a going activity which has supplied lots 
of valuable information, which we have 
used in trying to analyze these programs 
throughout the years. 

Mr. FINDLEY. All that the amend¬ 
ment would do is to eliminate the possi¬ 
bility of a duplication of effort. I feel 
certain that the gentleman’s committee 
would make adequate provision of funds 
for the Commission, if and when it comes 
before his subcommittee. 

Mr. WHITTEN. The Commission 
would not necessarily do what the De¬ 
partment is doing. The amendment, if 
I read it correctly, would stop work now 
going on, which has gone on for years, 
and which has some value-in continuity, 
yet it would leave untouched that which 
might be done through the Commission. 

It is possible the Commission might 
not be under the Department. I do not 
recall the exact details involved. 

I hope that the gentleman will let this 
work go on, and will withdraw his amend¬ 
ment, trusting us to hold down the Com¬ 
mission, which is a new thing, and to 
keep them from duplicating work. 

Mr. FINDLEY. The gentleman’s com¬ 
ments renew my feeling that such dup¬ 
lication might occur. Therefore, I be¬ 
lieve it would be greatly in the interest 
of the taxpayers if we make it clear that 
should the National Commission To 
Study Food Marketing be established, the 
other activities of the Federal Govern¬ 
ment pointing in the same direction 
should be suspended. 

Mr. WHITTEN. In other words, it is 
the gentleman’s view that we should sub¬ 
stitute the Commission’s work for the 
work by the Department? 

Mr. FINDLEY. If it is in fact estab¬ 
lished, yes. If it is not established, this 
would have no effect, of course. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I shall have to op¬ 
pose the amendment, because I believe 
it actually would be working in the wrong 
direction. I have reserved a point of 
order. 

Mr. FINDLEY. The gentleman’s com¬ 
ments make me feel that his subcommit¬ 
tee might see merit in the continuation 
of the study by the Economic Research 
Service, in addition to the very costly 
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study which in all probability will be 
undertaken by the National Commission. 

Mr. WHITTEN! Mr. Chairman, I have 
seen many commissions in the years I 
have been here and I have always found 
that they needed some tried and true 
people who have been engaged in the 
work. I am of the opinion any commis¬ 
sion appointed will depend largely on 
information that was compiled by the 
other group and with their help your 
Commission would be twice as effective. 

Mr. FINDLEY. As a matter of fact, 
legislation reported by the Committee on 
Agriculture would authorize the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture personnel to cooper¬ 
ate with the Commission in this study. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Does the gentleman from Mississippi 
insist on his point of order? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I insist on my point 
of order, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Mississippi will state his point of 
order. 

Mr. WHITTEN. The language pro¬ 
vides : 

Except that no part of the funds appro¬ 
priated herein may be obligated for this 
special study subsequent to the enactment of 
legislation establishing a national commis¬ 
sion. 

The point of order I make is that this 
is not a limitation on an appropriation 
bill as such but is entirely dependent on 
a contingency that may never occur. For 
that reason the point of order should be 
sustained. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Illinois desire to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mr. FINDLEY. Yes. My amendment 
shows retrenchment on the face of it, 
and in my opinion is within the rules. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready 
to rule. 

The gentleman from Illinois offers an 
amendment, which has been fully re¬ 
ported, and provides that no part of the 
funds appropriated in the pending sec¬ 
tion may be obligated for the special 
study provided therein subsequent to the 
enactment of legislation establishing a 
National Commission on Food Market¬ 
ing, to which amendment the gentleman 
from Mississippi made his point of order 
that it was, in effect, legislation on an 
appropriation bill. The Chair, however, 
is of the opihion that this amendment 
constitutes a limitation on the funds 
herein appropriated even though that 
limitation may be conditioned upon a 
condition subsequent which may never 
come into existence and, therefore, over¬ 
rules the point of order. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

May I say, Mr. Chairman and mem¬ 
bers of the committee, that the Com¬ 
mittee on Agriculture recognized this 
wide spread between what a producer re¬ 
ceives and what the consumer pays to 
the point that the committees of the 
House and the Senate, as I understand 
it, provided for a commission to study 
this spread. That very fact, in my opin¬ 
ion, shows the necessity for maintaining 
the present work in the department 
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which goes on regularly, pointing up and 
showing where this spread goes. 

I would say first that there is no as¬ 
surance that the commission would be 
qualified to do the work that is now being 
done by the Department. The commit¬ 
tee here has had no chance to study it 
in that the bill has not yet been before 
it. I would hope the Members of the 
House would stand by our committee 
and the Department by carrying on what 
we have until we have something else in 
effect. When we have something else, 
then we can have a chance to compare 
the two and see which would be the 
better. If we have hearings, I give you 
this assurance, that if the commission 
is created and should come before our 
committee, we will question most closely 
the witnesses before us to see that we do 
not duplicate work and, since it is ap¬ 
propriated to the Department, we would 
have that opportunity. I hope you will 
stand by the committee and defeat the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question' is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. Findley]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi¬ 
sion (demanded by Mr. Findley) there 
were—ayes 32, noes 74. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 13, line 10: 

STATISTICAL REPORTING SERVICE 

Salaries and expenses 

For necessary expenses of the Statistical 
Reporting Service in conducting statistical 
reporting and service work, including crop 
and livestock estimates, statistical coordina¬ 
tion and improvements, and marketing sur¬ 
veys, as authorized by the Agricultural Mar¬ 
keting Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-1627) and 
other laws, $11,431,000: Provided, That no 
part of the funds herein appropriated shall 
be available for any expense incident to pub¬ 
lishing estimates of apple production for 
other than the commercial crop. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NELSEN 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Nelsen: Page 

13, line 20, add the following: “Pro¬ 
vided further, That no part of the funds 
herein appropriated shall be available for 
any expense incident to preparing or pub¬ 
lishing either an ‘adjusted parity ratio’ or 
any other parity ratios except the parity 
ratio defined in section 301(a) (B) of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended.” 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I re¬ 
serve a point- of order against the 
amendment. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
this amendment for the purpose of pro¬ 
tecting the integrity of farm parity re¬ 
porting. Going away back to the law of 
1933 a formula for the establishment of 
farm parity ratios has been in effect and 
the Department of Agriculture in their 
justification of the use of this adjusted 
parity ratio refers to the act of 1938, 
which has been repealed. I see no justifi¬ 
cation for a change as far as the deter¬ 
mination of parity income of farmers is 
concerned. The only reason I can see 
for it is so clearly pointed out in an arti¬ 
cle that appeared in the Wall Street 
Journal in which it is stated that it may 

find it handy in helping them paint a 
rosier picture of their accomplishments 
in agriculture, although officials deny 
that this was their motivation. 

I would like to point out that if we go 
ahead with this adjusted parity ratio we 
are going to find first that there will be a 
deterioration of faith and acceptance of 
statistical material of the U.S. Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture. 

I would like to point out further that 
it would stimulate further erosion of the 
longstanding concept of parity and this 
action is not in keeping with existing 
law. 

I would also emphasize that farm in¬ 
come now, according to the recent parity 
ratio is the lowest it has been in many 
years. It now stands at 75 percent of 
parity. This goes back prior to 1939. 

It seems to me that the only reason for 
this new parity concept is to make us 
believe that our income is better than 
it really is. I believe this misrepresenta¬ 
tion should be stopped. If the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture wants to put in their 
report the money we receive from various 
programs, fine. But to try to confuse 
it as they are doing with this new parity 
concept, in my judgment, is not in keep¬ 
ing with the law and is not in the best 
interests of agriculture. It, should not 
be done without some kind of clearance 
as far as the Congress is concerned. 

I hope the committee will consider this 
amendment. I believe it is in the best 
interests of agriculture. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to commend the gentleman from Minne¬ 
sota for offering this amendment. The 
farmers of America have come to depend 
upon the parity ratio established by the 
time-honored formula as a fair index of 
their relative economic standing. This 
amendment would certainly help to sup¬ 
port this very fine concept and give the 
farmers assurance that they would have 
a reliable index in years to come. 

Mr. NELSEN. I thank the gentleman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 

from Mississippi insist upon the point 
of order? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state the point of order. 
Mr. WHITTEN. I would point out 

that here again it is legislating on an 
appropriation bill. I would point par¬ 
ticularly to the fact that the law re¬ 
quires the Secretary to make this deter¬ 
mination. Also there are a number of 
statutes which have to do with that. I 
further point out that the precedents 
support my contention that this is a limi¬ 
tation on the discretion of an executive 
exercised under existing law. This has 
been held on past occasions as legislating 
on an appropriation bill. 

I say here where the law definitely says 
that the Secretary of Agriculture, a cabi¬ 
net officer is authorized to make this de¬ 
termination or issues in his name, which 
is the same, such orders or regulations, 
you prevent him from carrying out du¬ 
ties that are imposed upon him by law. 
While it is under the guise of the use 
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of funds, the effect is to neutralize and 
deprive the executive department of the 
power and authority granted under the 
law. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle¬ 
man from Minnesota desire to be heard? 

Mr. NELSEN. I would like to point 
out that under the Holman rule you can 
legislate on an appropriation bill if you 
show retrenchment. 

I would like to refer to the language 
which appears on page 13 to which my 
amendment has been offered. There the 
committee itself states: 

That no part of the funds herein appro¬ 
priated shall be available for any expense 
incident to possible estimates of apple pro¬ 
duction for other than the commercial crop. 

In effect the committee is legislat¬ 
ing in this field through that very lan¬ 
guage. If my amendment is out of or¬ 
der, so is the language in this section. 

I would like to point out further that 
I see no restriction on the Secretary of 
Agriculture by virtue of my amendment. 
He can publish all that he wants, as far 
as money that is being appropriated in 
the various programs is concerned, but 
the parity concept is established by law 
and it should be followed until the Con¬ 
gress of the United States makes a 
change. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Keogh). The 
Chair is ready to rule. 

The gentleman from Minnesota of¬ 
fered an amendment addressed to page 
13, line 20, adding a second proviso that 
no part of the funds herein appropriated 
shall be available for any expense inci¬ 
dent to preparing or publishing a parity 
ratio other than that you find in the 
enumerated sections, 301(a) (B) of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, to 
which the gentleman from Mississippi 
raised a point of order that it is legis¬ 
lating on an appropriation act. 

The Chair will call the attention of the 
gentleman from Mississippi to the lan¬ 
guage cited by the gentleman from Min¬ 
nesota appearing on page 13, lines 17 
through 20. 

The Chair is of the opinion that while 
the question is always present as to 
whether the form of an amendment is 
in fact a limitation or whether it is leg¬ 
islation in the guise of a limitation, the 
Chair is of the opinion that this amend¬ 
ment specifically limits the expenditure 
of the appropriated funds for any pur¬ 
pose other than that provided by exist¬ 
ing law and, therefore, overrules the 
point of order. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mi'. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, there has been quite a 
bit of discussion of this matter and sev¬ 
eral charges have been made that things 
other than the provisions of the law have 
been used in determining parity and 
parity ratio. These charges have been 
denied completely by the Department in 
our hearings. 

Mr. Chairman, as long as I have 
worked with this bill, I could not tell you 
right now what section 301(a) (B) 
provides. 

I am not sure what this amendment 
means, and I do not think there is any¬ 
one within the sound of my voice who 
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can be sure what we would do if the 
amendment were adopted. 

If there is any violation, if there is any 
misuse of funds or if anything of that 
kind exists we will be glad to look into 
it; but to legislate on a'matter of this 
kind, not knowing whether there are six 
or seven more studies having to do with 
parity, is not good. Insofar as I am con¬ 
cerned,' you might be cutting out price 
supports which are in force at this time. 

I am sure the gentleman from Minne¬ 
sota means to be right, but for us to 
adopt an amendment where we as Mem¬ 
bers do not have any knowledge of it I 
think would be bad. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, a par¬ 
liamentary inquiry 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
stdits it 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, have I 
used up all of my time under the rule? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
was recognized for 5 minutes under the 
reservation of a point of order, and con¬ 
sumed those 5 minutes. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to point out to my 'very esteemed 
colleague from Mississippi that the laws 
of 1938 referred to by the Department of 
Agriculture in their justification for the 
use of the adjusted parity were repealed. 

I would like to point out further that 
the only other time, as far as my knowl¬ 
edge of this is concerned, that an ad¬ 
justed parity was used was during the 
war period when emergency payments 
were in existence. If we are going to 
throw in soil conservation payments, 
money that the farmer receives for til¬ 
ing, money that he receives for weed 
eradication, and all of these incidental 
items, and put them in the parity 
formula, actually you are going to de¬ 
stroy the meaning of parity. I would 
have no objection to the Department, if 
it wished to show a liberal complexion 
or telling us how much we would get un¬ 
der this formula, doing so. I would not 
object. But the basic parity formula was 
adopted by the Congress of the United 
States in 1933, which refers back to the 
period 1910-14. This has stayed on the 
books all of these years, and I can see 
no reason why we should change it ex¬ 
cept for the fact that the farm income 
is down. The farmer is in trouble. I 
know. I am one of them. So we will 
have to doctor the record to make it look 
a little bit better. When you talk about 
adjusted parity, some of these payments 
do not go to the little farmer. The big 
farmer has been the beneficiary. The 
little farmer has not received it. It is an 
inaccurate description. 

I hope the House adopts this amend¬ 
ment because, in my judgment, it is in 
the best interest of agricultural legisla¬ 
tion, it is in the best interest of the 
farmer, and I hope the amendment is 
adopted. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. We have heard a lot 
of talk in some places about how well the 
economy is doing, and how well the coun¬ 
try is doing. I, too, represent a great 
many farmers in my district in Indiana. 
I just want to corroborate what the gen¬ 
tleman from Minnesota has said, that the 
farmer is the low man on the totem pole. 
His parity ratio is down to 75, the lowest 
point since 1939. 

As a matter of fact, it seems to me, as 
far as the farmer is concerned, his ratio 
might be called the “poverty ratio.” If 
the gentleman from Minnesota is right, 
if what is sought here is some sort of new 
arrangement by which it will be under¬ 
taken to make it appear that the farmer 
is doing very well, then I agree that the 
gentleman’s amendment should be 
adopted. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment of¬ 
fered by the gentleman from Minnesota 
should be defeated. In substance, it 
writes new law which should go before 
the Committee on Agriculture and be 
studied carefully before it is offered to 
this House for passage. 

This amendment should be defeated, 
Mr. Chairman, for that reason. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. Nelsen] . 

The question was taken; and on a divi¬ 
sion (demanded by Mr. Nelsen), there 
were—ayes 50, noes 81. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I de¬ 
mand the tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair¬ 
man appointed Mr. Whitten and Mr. 
Nelsen as tellers. 

The Committee again divided, and the 
tellers reported that there were—ayes 
66, noes 88. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

Marketing services 

For expenses necessary to carry on services 
related to agricultural marketing and dis¬ 
tribution as authorized by the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-1627) 
and other laws, including the administration 
of marketing regulatory acts connected there¬ 
with and for administration and coordination 
of payments to States; and this appro¬ 
priation shall be available for field employ¬ 
ment pursuant to section 706(a) of the 
Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to 
exceed $25,000 shall be available for employ¬ 
ment at rates not to exceed $75 per diem 
under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 
(5 U.S.C. 55a), in carrying out section 201(a) 
to 201(d), inclusive, of title II of the Agri¬ 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 
1291) and section 203(j) of the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1946; $39,389,000. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FINDLEY 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Findley: On 

page 14, line 12, after the figure “$89,389,000” 
strike the period, insert a colon and the fol¬ 
lowing; “Provided, That no part of the funds 
appropriated by this Act shall be used for any 
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expenses incident to the assembly or prepa¬ 
ration of information for transmission over 
Government-leased wires directly serving 
privately-owned radio or television stations 
or newspapers of general circulation, or for 
transmission over Government-leased wires 
which are subject to direct interconnection 
with wires leased by nongovernmental per¬ 
sons, firms or associations.” _■ 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I re¬ 
serve a point of order. 

The ^CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Mississippi reserves a point of 
order. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, we 
had a discussion of this amendment a 
bit earlier. It would accomplish two 
things. As a result of those two changes 
it would reestablish the very valuable 
and able crop reporting services ren¬ 
dered by the Agricultural Marketing 
Service as they existed prior to April 1 
of 1963. 

The amendment would eliminate two 
innovations which the USDA made since 
a year ago—innovations which were 
made without the benefit of legislation 
and without the benefit of any type of 
public hearing. 

The first part of the amendment 
would prohibit the use of funds for any 
expenses incident to the assembly or 
preparation of information for trans¬ 
mission over Government-leased wires 
directly serving privately owned radio or 
television stations or newspapers of gen¬ 
eral circulation. 

In my hand I hold a 24-hour sample 
of the wire news budget sent out by the 
Weather Bureau at Memphis, Term., 
carried over the long-distance lines, paid 
for by the taxpayers, .going to 70 radio 
and television stations and 2 newspapers 
in the Delta area. Part of this material 
was prepared by the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture personnel. It was placed on 
the Weather Bureau wire news circuit 
by Government personnel. It was car¬ 
ried right to the microphones and the 
linotypes of these mass media at Gov¬ 
ernment expense and under Govern¬ 
ment control. At no point between the 
news source and the microphones and 
linotypes did the private reporter have 
the chance to check facts and rewrite for 
balance and objectivity. 

The first part of my amendment would 
prohibit this direct interconnection of 
the AMS service with Government- 
leased wires which are already serving 
these mass media. 

The second part of the amendment 
would prohibit the spending of money 
for the preparation of information to be 
transmitted over Government-leased 
wires which are subject to direct inter¬ 
connection with wires leased by non¬ 
governmental persons, firms, or associa¬ 
tions. 

In my hand I now hold a sample 24- 
hour budget of data which is carried 
over the vast Government-leased wire 
network of the AMS, a wire network 
which has been operating for some years 
and to the great benefit of the people of 
the United States, and which would not 
be impaired by my amendment. As of 
last August 1 private firms and organiza¬ 
tions were permitted to make a contract 
with A.T. & T. under which they could 
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lease a long-distance line and tap di¬ 
rectly into this vast AMS wire network 
and thus get the full flow of Govern¬ 
ment information by paying the long¬ 
distance toll to the nearest reporting 
station of AMS. This tap-in privilege 

. would be prevented under my amend¬ 
ment. 

To me this adds up to an ominous long- 
range threat to press freedom. It is un¬ 
wise to place this tempting tool for news 
management in the hands of Govern¬ 
ment. I have no complaint with the 
integrity of the AMS service as it is now 
being conducted, but I think we are un¬ 
wise to permit the creation of this vast 
wire news apparatus which is available 
for Government officials of tomorrow 
who might misuse it to drive the pri¬ 
vately financed and independent news 
services out of business and create a 
Government monopoly in the news dis¬ 
semination field. 

Unless something is done, we will soon 
have a monopoly in the crop market 
reporting field, because one of the con¬ 
sequences of the news service which was 
established last August 1 was to put the 
PAM market news service in jeopardy. 
A privately owned service, of course, can¬ 
not compete effectively with the vast 
resources of the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture. The great concern that I 
express here is that little by little we may 
see developed a vast nationwide wire dis¬ 
semination apparatus which could be 
brought into play by unscrupulous public 
officials of the future and used to manage 
news and to mold public opinion. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I re¬ 
served a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle¬ 
man from Mississippi insist on his point 
of order? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I certainly do insist 
very strongly, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Mississippi will state his point of 
order. 

Mr. WHITTEN. The law requires in 
subsection k of section 1622 of the Agri¬ 
cultural Marketing Act of 1946, 7 U.S.C. 
1621-27, as follows: 

To collect, tabulate, and disseminate sta¬ 
tistics of marketing agricultural products, in¬ 
cluding, but not restricted to statistics on 
market supplies, storage stocks, quantity, 
quality, and condition of such products in 
various positions in the marketing channel, 
utilization of such products, and shipments 
and unloads thereof. 

That statute is absolutely mandatory 
and requires the Department to bring 
together that information. The gentle¬ 
man’s amendment does not limit funds 
for the discharge of the duties under that 
section. It attempts to deprive the Sec¬ 
retary of authority conferred by law 
which was determined in an earlier rul¬ 
ing (IV, 3846) to be legislation. Further, 
I respectfully submit it will require addi¬ 
tional duties of folks in the Department 
of Agriculture which is also legislation. 

May I point out again, Mr. Chairman, 
in the last part of it, it says the informa¬ 
tion cannot be collected for the purpose 
of being disseminated. I respectfully 
submit it is legislation on an appropria¬ 
tion bill calling for new duties and re¬ 

sponsibilities on the one hand, and lim¬ 
iting executive authority on the other. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle¬ 
man from Illinois desire to be heard 
briefly on the point of order? 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, here 
again I believe it is very clear on the face 
of this amendment that it amounts to re¬ 
trenchment. Contrary to placing new 
burdens on department employees it 
would actually relieve them of the re¬ 
sponsibilities which they assumed last 
April 1 in connection with the Weather 
Bureau services and which they assumed 
August 1 in connection with the estab¬ 
lishment of the new Market News Serv- 
ice. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Keogh). The 
gentleman from Illinois offers an amend¬ 
ment addressed to page 14, line 12, which 
adds a proviso to the section preceding 
that line as follows: 

Provided, That no part of the funds appro¬ 
priated by this Act shall be used for any ex¬ 
penses Incident to the assembly or prepara¬ 
tion of information for transmission over 
Government-leased wires directly serving pri¬ 
vately owned radio or television stations or 
newspapers of general circulation, or for 
transmission over Government-leased wires 
which are subject to direct interconnection 
with wires leased by nongovernmental per¬ 
sons, firms, or associations. 

To this amendment the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. Whitten] makes 
the point of order that it is legislation 
on an appropriation bill and points out 
that the functions sought in this amend¬ 
ment as a limitation of the appropria¬ 
tions are functions that are required by 
other substantive law. 

The Chairman would call the atten¬ 
tion of the committee to the fact that the 
existence of substantive law and the pro¬ 
visions thereof are quite obviously not 
necessarily binding on the Appropria¬ 
tions Committee. The Chair feels, there¬ 
fore, that where that committee seeks 
to appropriate funds and an amendment 
is offered that seeks to deny the use of 
those funds even for functions otherwise 
required by law, that that amendment is 
in the nature of a limitation of appro¬ 
priations and therefore overrules the 
point of order. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Findley amendment. 

(Mr. QUIE asked and was given per¬ 
mission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I commend 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Find¬ 

ley] for bringing this matter to our at¬ 
tention and for seeking to correct it by 
offering this amendment. I agree with 
the amendment and believe it should re¬ 
ceive favorable consideration. 

I have long shared the concern of my 
colleague regarding the Department of 
Agriculture’s so-called new Market News 
Service. I expressed my concern in an 
earlier speech, which appeared in the 
Record of October 1, 1963, on pages 17481 
and 17482. At that time, I expressed 
support of H.R. 8214, introduced by the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Hos- 
mer], which would have prohibited de¬ 
partments and agencies of the Federal 
Government from participating in ac¬ 
tivities which are in competition with 
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private news services engaged in dis¬ 
semination of news or other information. 
I still support such a bill, but I believe 
that the amendment offered by the gen¬ 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. Findley] will 
serve the same worthwhile purpose. 

It is important to note that the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture is the only Fed¬ 
eral Department or agency operating 
suclj, a news service. The news service 
became available on August 1, 1963, to 
producers and their organizations, co¬ 
operatives, commercial firms, and news 
media over a 19,000-mile leased wire net¬ 
work, which, as the USDA press release 
which announced the service puts it: 
“Links the USDA and Federal-State 
market reporters who gather market 
news at more than 200 markets and pro¬ 
ducing areas.” 

An agreement was reached between 
the USDA and American Telephone & 
Telegraph Co., which owns the leased 
wires, teletypes, and other equipment. 

The subscriber is required to pay only 
the costs of the wire and rental on the 
receiving equipment. This service would 
be, as a result, much cheaper than any 
private wire service, which must also pay 
the cost of a corps of reporters who gath¬ 
er and assess information. In the case of 
the USDA wire service, this job is done by 
employees on the taxpayer’s payroll. 

However, the USDA attaches some 
strings. In its pamphlet AMS 510, the 
USDA explained its service to potential 
private users. It says: 

USDA reserves the right to cancel at any 
time the connection of any and all subscrib¬ 
ers who abuse the service by misrepresenta¬ 
tion of reports, or for any other reason when, 
in its sole judgment, such cancellation is 
desirable. 

What is a “misrepresented report”? 
That decision is left up to the arbitrary 
judgment of the USDA and its “sole 
judgment” besides. 

AMS 510 also says: 
The service is subject to such adjustments 

as are deemed desirable by USDA in the con¬ 
tent, length, scheduling, and timing of re¬ 
ports. 

This gives USDA complete and arbi¬ 
trary control over all information trans¬ 
mitted, from beginning to end. 

What this “news” service does is to give 
the USDA; first, complete control over 
all information gathered by people on its 
own payroll and thus agents of USDA; 
second, gives USDA control over how the 
information is used, for it can “cancel at 
any time the connection of any and all 
subscribers who abuse the service by mis¬ 
representation of reports or for any oth¬ 
er reason when, in its sole judgment, such 
cancellation is desirable;” third, it gives 
the USDA further controls amounting 
to censorship, for it may make “such ad¬ 
justments as are deemed desirable,” in 
the “content” and the “length” and the 
“scheduling” and the “timing” of reports. 

Because of its preferential cost factor, 
provided by a subsidy from the taxpay¬ 
ers, it could possibly destroy private news 
services, which must sustain the addi¬ 
tional cost of a corps of impartial news 
gatherers. 

Perhaps, however, the greatest concern 
should be felt for the uses to which such 
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a service, which is without precedence in 
our history, could be put. How quickly 
such a service could be used to propa¬ 
gandize is easy to see. Once more, ac¬ 
cording to the USDA’s own rules as out¬ 
lined in AMS 510, it would take only an 
“adjustment” of “content” to turn the 
wire service into a lobbying device propa¬ 
gandizing the people. 

And if the Agriculture Departn^nt 
can operate its own “news” service, why 
not the Department of State, Commerce 
Department, Health, Education, and 
Welfare, and all the others? 

The fundamental question relates to 
one of our fundamental constitutional 
rights—freedom of the press. Is the 
Government or a department of it, in 
any way, to be allowed to control the flow 
of information? If it is—in even a small 
way today—we may well prepare for the 
same control in a much larger way to¬ 
morrow. 

The power of communications to in¬ 
fluence large numbers of people is well 
known and documented beyond dispute. 
The Department of Agriculture has been 
issuing market information for a long 
time through the mails, although never 
before over a teletype system. An edi¬ 
torial from the Chicago Tribune, re¬ 
printed on September 19, 1963, in the 
Western Livestock Journal, shows the 
type of'Chaos that irresponsible report¬ 
ing, whether intentional or otherwise, 
can create. The editorial says: 

One of the more important functions of 
the USDA is the issuance of regular crop and 
market reports. The information in these 
reports collected, appraised, and compiled by 
presumably experienced reporters and statis¬ 
ticians, is relied on by farmers and those in 
the business of buying and selling farm com¬ 
modities as a guide to volume, and hence, 
price. Such reports have a significant in¬ 
fluence on what the housewife pays for food 
at the neighborhood store. 

Cattlemen, therefore, were startled and 
disturbed to dicsover buried in a recent re¬ 
port a notice that the Department had re¬ 
vised its estimates of the number of cattle 
slaughtered at major packing centers in 1962. 
According to Gerald Leighton, president of 
the Chicago Live Stock Exchange, the re¬ 
vised figures showed the Department had 
seriously underestimated the number of cat¬ 
tle slaughtered last year. 

The effect of the error, which had been 
carried in the weekly reports for more than 
a year, was to give a false impression of the 
extent of increase in slaughtering this year, 
compared with that of 1962. The revised 
figure, according to Leighton, showed the in¬ 
crease in beef slaughtering thus far this year 
was actually 56 percent less than the Gov¬ 
ernment had been saying it was all along. 

This is an egregious blunder in light of 
the fact that cattle prices plummeted nearly 
33 percent between last December and last 
May. No one knows how much the price 
drop was influenced by the phony estimate, 
but Leighton asserted: 

“So many shady things have, occurred in 
the Department in the last 2 years that some 
cattlemen wonder if it was a simple error 
that elicited the phony comparisons showing 
such a huge fictitious increase from 1962. 
They contend that the Department continu¬ 
ally poured out price-depressing information 
on overproduction of beef while the cattle 
markets were crashing.” 

The task of compiling this particular re¬ 
port consists of simply taking reports of 
cattle slaughter from the various packers 
and adding them up. As Leighton observed. 

it does seem fantastic that this kind of error 
could be carried for more than a year before 
it was discovered. 

On the other hand, it isn’t so fantastic 
in a department that lost $32 million worth 
of surplus grain that was supposed to have 
been consigned to Austria. 

Mr. Chairman, one thing is sure. If 
such a blunder had been committed by a 
private news service, that service would 
be out of business the day after the error 
was discovered. The Department of 
Agriculture, when its error was dis¬ 
covered, was simply expanding its opera¬ 
tions to include a leased wire teletype 
network. 

Such an error seems to conflict with 
the contention of Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture George L. Mehren, who on 
November 7, 1963, issued a statement at¬ 
tempting to justify the new wire services 
and spoke of “accurate anl unbiased in¬ 
formation.” The Journal of Commerce 
printed the statement in full: 
On Farm News Wire: Agricultural Aid 

Comments on Suit 

Following is a statement by Assistant Sec¬ 
retary of Agriculture George L. Mehren re¬ 
garding action instituted by the PAM News 
Corp., relative to the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture’s Market News Service: 

“The action by PAM News Corp., a sub¬ 
sidiary of the Ridder Publications, to enjoin 
the Department from making information on 
prices and supplies of agricultural products 
more widely available to the public will en¬ 
able the public finally to gain an accurate 
picture of a situation which has been grossly 
distorted. 

“It will, for example, make apparent to the 
public that the element of the Market News 
Service which PAM News Corp. seeks to stop 
is one which PAM News Corp. has enjoyed 
exclusively in its field until the Department 
through the program under attack made it 
available to any person, business', news media, 
or private wire service. We see no justifica¬ 
tion for restricting access to public informa¬ 
tion solely to sustain an exclusive position. 

“It will, for example, make apparent that 
the attacks upon Market News Service have 
mischievously misrepresented a service 
which today is an absolutely essential part 
of the Nation’s marketing system. The food 
industry of this Nation literally could not 
function today without this market infor¬ 
mation Currently, the Congress appropri¬ 
ates $6 million each year to enable market 
news specialists in over 135 marketing and 
producing areas to gather and disseminate 
accurate and unbiased information only on 
prices, on supply and demand and other 
market conditions for agricultural products. 
These reports are relayed to farmers, proces¬ 
sors, distributors and other interested per¬ 
sons through condensed versions carried by 
the press, radio, and television. Fuller ver¬ 
sions of these reports are mailed each day to 
thousands of people. 

“On August 1 the Department, after giving 
due public notice of its intentions and re¬ 
ceiving a favorable response from trade and 
farm users, authorized any private firm or 
individual to connect directly with the leased 
wire system over which the Department 
transmits its market news information. No 
charge is made by USDA for this service, al¬ 
though the cost of extending the lines are 
paid to the owners of the leased wires by the 
individual user. 

“The information carried on the leased 
wires is the same as that contained in the 
daily- market reports sent through the 
mail or reported by the press, radio, and tele¬ 
vision. Access to the leased wire is safe¬ 
guarded by the same rigorous standards and 
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procedures which apply to other services of 
the Department. 

“Until now, the Department has not given 
a general public answer to the irresponsible 
charges made against the Market News Serv¬ 
ice,’’ even though we have been concerned 
that the gross misrepresentations alleging 
censorship, propaganda, and other wholly 
false charges could undermine support for a 
respected public service which has been 
available since 1915. We now will be able to 
provide a full and accurate reply and know 
that it will be judged and reported on the 
basis of truth and accuracy. 

“We also believe that this action will pro¬ 
vide a basis for the thousands of farmers 
processors, and handlers who use the Market 
News Service daily to fully understand the 
nature of these allegations, and their diver¬ 
gence from fact.” 

The Journal of Commerce felt com¬ 
pelled to answer Secretary Mehren’s 
statement in the same issue. It did so 
in the following editorial: 

Well Off the Target 

Elsewhere on this page today we publish 
in full a statement made by the Assistant 
Secretary of Agriculture George L. Mehren 
in response to the complaint filed against 
USDA and others in the Federal courts this 
week by PAM News Corp., an affiliate of this 
newspaper. 

We assume our readers are by now familiar 
with the main details of this issue, which in¬ 
volves an action by a private wire service 
to halt by court injunction a competing^perv- 
ice set up by USDA on August 1 at Govern¬ 
ment expense. 

Even if there were no laws discouraging 
newspapers from editorializing on the merits 
of a case before the courts, we would be 
reluctant to go further into the merits of 
the case now purely on the grounds of edi¬ 
torial decorum. We agree with Mr. Mehren 
on at least this much: That as a result of the 
complaint PAM has filed in the district court 
of the District of Columbia, all the pertinent 
facts of the case should now be brought to 
light. But while we will not go further into 
the court phase of the dispute at this time, 
we do feel impelled to answer some of the 
phrases used by Mr. Mehren not in the court¬ 
room, but in his own office. We are particu¬ 
larly intrigued with his feeling that the facts 
of the case have been “mischievously mis¬ 
represented” in a manner construed by USDA 
as being “irresponsible.” 

We presume that what Mr. Mehren has in 
mind is a projection we made editorially some 
weeks ago showing that if one Government 
department can use public funds to compete 
with a private news service, then there is no 
reason why others can’t do the same thing 
and put a good many other commercial en¬ 
terprises out of business, possibly including 
such general wire services as the Associated 
Press and United Press International. 

Nothing in Mr. Mehren’s angry retort dis¬ 
putes this. His statement does, however, 
misrepresent several of the issues, perhaps 
in consequence of its concentration less on 
justifying what USDA is doing than on at¬ 
tacking its critics. 

For example, few seriously question the 
value of the service USDA performs in col¬ 
lecting and disseminating the information 
on farm prices, supply, demand, crop con¬ 
ditions, and the like. This is widely used by 
PAM, by this newspaper, by many other news¬ 
papers and by many other news media. If 
it costs the Government something like $6 
million a year to gather this information 
from its 135 marketing and producing areas, 
we would think the price is justified by the 
value of the service itself. 

The real issue is one of distribution. This 
was raised when USDA decided not only to go 
on collecting this information, but to enter 
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into an agreement with American Telephone 
& Telegraph Co. under which it would sup¬ 
ply the information gratis to any respon¬ 
sible citizen who would pay A.T. & T.’s wire 
charges. This immediately threatened to 
swamp PAM, which private performs the 
same kind of service via the Western Union 
system. 

Mr. Mehren makes much of the fact that 
PAM is alone in its field. In fact, if we 
read his words aright, we get the implica¬ 
tion that USDA felt prompted to make its 
move in order to end the exclusive nature 
of PAM’s service. 

There are two things wrong with this. 
First off, there is nothing to prevent and 
PAM does not seek to prevent any other 
commercial enterprise from getting into the 
same act. Second—and more important— 
since when has the Government felt that the 
fact that a commercial service is exclusive 
in its field justifies establishment of a rival 
tax free, taxpayer-supported Federal enter¬ 
prise in the same field? 

Is this now to be construed as a consid¬ 
ered policy on the part of the administra¬ 
tion? If so, with how much confidence can 
anyone say it will stop with USDA, or (even 
within USDA) with the new Federal farm 
wire service? 

But even Mr. Mehren’s own statement 
makes it plain that “exclusiveness” is not 
the issue, and never has been the issue. 

There was nothing exclusive whatever 
about the manner in which USDA’s farm 
crop information was previously dissemi¬ 
nated. As he says in his own words, these 
reports are “relayed to farmers, processors 
and distributors and other interested persons 
through condensed versions carried by the 
press, radio and television. Fuller versions 
of these reports are mailed each day to thou¬ 
sands of people.” 

A lot of other information is also collected 
by other Federal agencies, among them the 
Bureau of the Census and the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics. This information, too, is 
widely disseminated, both directly and via 
all kinds of information media. But neither 
the Labor nor Commerce Departments have 
sought to go into competition with the news 
media by making the type of exclusive ar¬ 
rangement USDA has made with A.T. & T. 
to transmit their data direct to subscribers. 

There are other factors in this case which 
are now properly in the realm of the courts. 
We will pass over those now and drop the 
matter with the observation that if “exclu¬ 
siveness is found to be an issue at all, it 
will find not PAM, but the Department of 
Agriculture on the defensive. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion I would 
like to share with my colleagues a few 
remarks from people directly involved 
in operation of news media in my district 
and other areas concerning this Agricul¬ 
ture Department news wire. 

The Rochester (Minn.) News-Bulletin, 
in an editorial which appeared Septem¬ 
ber 16, 1963, said: 
Official News Agency Should Be Killed, 

Now 

A sure sign of a totalitarian country, or 
one that is under tight control of a dictator¬ 
ship, is the official news agency. It is an 
organ of the Government, putting out such 
news as will maintain the regime’s existence, 
carefully eschewing all that may do it harm. 
It controls and disseminates news for its own 
political purposes. 

Even in wartime, this country has had no 
official news agency. It has had a news code 
under which the various communications 
media work voluntarily, not under govern¬ 
ment pressure. 

All that can change now that Secretary 
of Agriculture Orville Freeman has begun 
a service circulating farm market news at no 

charge to subscribers other than the cost 
of leased wire transmission. For it creates a 
media which can grow over the years until it 
carries all news in competition with the pri¬ 
vate news services. With its Government 
subsidy, it can quickly extinquish them. 
Then goodby to America’s vaunted freedom 
of the press. Simply by withholding service, 
the Government could kill any inimical 
newspaper. 

The time to kill a rattlesnake is when it 
raises its head, not after it strikes. Congress 
should make short work of killing off this 
threat to one the basic freedoms. 

Mr. Chairman, the Rochester Post- 
Bulletin again commented, more re¬ 
cently on that subject. Here is an 
editorial in support of the amendment 
offered by the -gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. Findley] from that newspaper, 
which appeared May 15, 1964: 

A Place foe Economy 

In answer to President Johnson's repeated 
invitations for ways of economizing in gov¬ 
ernment, the press of the country has 
pointed to the wire news service of the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture as one he could 
eliminate and at the same time save private 
enterprise from unfair public competition. 

Representative Paul Findley, Republican 
of Illinois, put the matter in a nutshell the 
other day. A weekly newspaper publisher, 
Findley told the House that 70 radio and 
television stations and two daily newspapers 
are receiving farm news written by Govern¬ 
ment employees over a wire network financed 
by the taxpayers, when there are private- 
news services making such news available 
and paying taxes on their operations. 

As Findley pointed out, this apparatus is 
a tempting tool for Government news man¬ 
agement. It illustrates the quiet, unobtru¬ 
sive and innocent manner in which a giant 
Government-dominated wire news network 
can develop almost overnight and begin to 
feed the American people propaganda devised 
by those in power. 

There is no place on the American scene 
for a managed news wire service. The Presi¬ 
dent is correctly eliminating many Govern¬ 
ment publications. Here is something that 
should' get the axe even sooner, because it is 
published as news, not labeled as the publi¬ 
cations are, for what they are, Government 
journals. " 

Then, in addition, Mr. Chairman, I 
found the case well presented in the fol¬ 
lowing letter written to me by the man¬ 
aging editor of the Lincoln (Nebr.) Jour¬ 
nal, in which he included an editorial 
from that newspaper. I offer them both 
here: 

Lincoln Evening Journal, 

Lincoln, Nebr., May 12, 1964. 
Thp Honorable Albert H. Quie, 

House Agriculture Committee, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Congressman Quie: For 2 years the 
news media and this newspaper have been 
protesting the U.S. Department of Agricul¬ 
ture’s venture into the news dissemination 
business by private leased wire. 

The Associated Press and United Press In¬ 
ternational wires service this free of charge 
for the public, making this a needless gov¬ 
ernmental expenditure. 

This USDA news wire smacks of the po¬ 
tential of a propaganda agency which has 
its own dissemination service. Having 
watched the USDA operate on controverted 
policy questions such as wheat referendums 
and beef cattle control questions, the De¬ 
partment shows clearly a willingness to use 
its facilities and staff to propagandize its 
point of view at Government expense when 
the policy question of its position is under 
debate. 
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Congress should stipulate that no funds 

of USDA may be used for market service 
or propaganda wires. 

Sincerely yours, 
Joe R. Seacrest, 

Managing Editor. 

Freeman’s News Service 

The U.S. press and public expect a free 
flow of information from their Federal Gov¬ 
ernment. But Secretary Orville Freeman, in 
the Department of Agriculture, appears to 
be a little too generous with news from his 
bailiwick. 

He has told the press, in effect, “You won’t 
even have to bother coming around any 
more, boys. We’ll just gather up all our 
news and put it out for you.” Freeman even 
proposes setting up an agricultural news 
service to get this information to the press 
media, as the Associated Press and United 
Press International do. 

It’s not surprising that much of the press 
has replied, “Thanks a lot, Orville, but no 
thanks.” 

Not that they’re a bunch of ingrates. But 
the idea raises a host of questions—profes¬ 
sional, political, and practical. 

Foremost among them might be: How 
would the Department of Agriculture have 
“covered” the story of Billie Sol Estes, or the 
disappearance of several million tons of Gov¬ 
ernment-owned grain? Would it have re¬ 
ported them at all? How would the Depart¬ 
ment have presented the news on-the recent 
wheat referendum which it plugged so 
actively? 

The present method, in which privately 
owned and competing news services and 
news media seek and distribute the news, 
might not be perfect. But it beats the day¬ 
lights out of Secretary Freeman’s proposal. 

For whenever the independent press is not 
allowed to gather and disseminate news, in¬ 
cluding news about Government, this Na¬ 
tion will be in a real bad way. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Kenneth Allen, 
editor of the Albert Lea, Minn., Tribune, 
wrote to me on October 12, 1963, and 
said: 

Why the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
wants to embark in such a venture is beyond 
me, unless they are truly seeking to control 
the news of the Government. I strongly 
suspect that some of our bureaucrats would 
like to do just that. 

Mr. James Goetz, owner of KAGE 
radio in Winona, Minn., wrote on Oc¬ 
tober 9, 1963: 

As you are well aware, this is a serious 
power grab which will indeed jeopardize and 
perhaps could totally dispense with our free 
press system. It is, in my opinion, the most 
serious encroachment on the constitutional 
rights of the American people for it follows 
that once the news from which individuals 
form their reasons is managed, so is their 
opinion. 

Mr. Chairman, these views are repre¬ 
sentative of others which I could intro¬ 
duce. However, I would like to include 
just one more letter, which was written 
to me September 18, 1963, when the 
Hosmer bill was introduced. This is the 
letter: 

Livestock Market Institute, 

South St. Paul Minn., September 18, 1963. 
Hon. Albert Quie, 

New House Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Congressman: I have just finished 
reading an article in the August 31 issue of 
the National Provisioner pertaining to the 
expansion of the wire service facilities now 
operated by the U.S. Department of Agricul¬ 
ture. 
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Frankly, I was appalled to think that a 

branch of our Government had taken such 
a giant step in the headlong race to con¬ 
vert our democratic form of government 
to socialism. I’m afraid I get a little 
panicky when “Big Brother” from George 
Orwells’ 1984 gets so close at hand. 

I sincerely hope that you will support 
H.R. 8214, the bill introduced by Craig Hos- 
mer, of California, which will halt the ex¬ 
pansion of the USDA teletype service. You 
may be aware -that within our livestock in¬ 
dustry, there is growing feeling that the 
present teletype system of the Market News 
Branch of USDA has actually been a disserv¬ 
ice to the industry, and helped to break 
down the pricemaking structure of the 
markets it claims to serve. 

I’m sorry that Representative Hosmer’s 

bill is not broader, so as to stop all Federal 
agencies from interfering with private in¬ 
dustry. However, this is a good start, and 
I hope that H.R. 8214 will set the pace for 
further legislation which will lessen Gov¬ 
ernment control and remove the competi¬ 
tion between Federal bureaus and indivi¬ 
duals who still believe in the basic prin¬ 
ciples of free enterprise on which our Nation 
was founded. 

Congressman, I urge you to use your in¬ 
fluence in the House Agriculture Committee 
and on the floor to obtain passage of H.R. 
8214. 

Sincerely, 
William C. Whittenberg, 

Director. 

Mr. Chairman, it becomes apparent 
that the Department of Agriculture’s 
wire service is a possible infringement 
of constitutional guarantees, that it 
tends to unfairly interject a Govern¬ 
ment department into a free enterprise 
field, that it contains a potential danger 
in that it could be converted within 
seconds to a use for which it is not in¬ 
tended, that it is opposed by many rep¬ 
resentatives of the media and even by 
persons within the agriculture industry. 

For those reasons, Mr. Chairman, I 
urge adoption of this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

(Mr. QUIE by unanimous consent (at 
the request of Mr. Teague of California) 
was given permission to proceed for 1 
additional minute. > 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I believe that we in Congress 
and the American people as well as the 
news media owe the gentleman from Il¬ 
linois [Mr. Findley], and others who 
have worked with him but particularly 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Find¬ 
ley] for taking the lead, a debt of grati¬ 
tude for pointing out to us and fighting 
so hard against what could be a very 
dangerous and unfortunate situation. 

Mr. Chairman, I certainly support the 
amendment which has been offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Find¬ 
ley], 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I too would like 
to associate myself with the remarks of 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
Quie] in support of the Findley amend¬ 
ment. 

(Mr. CHAMBERLAIN asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, may I point out again 
that our committee had many of our 
colleagues coming before it, in behalf of 
the U.S. Market News Service. This 
Service is invaluable to the people 
throughout the United States. 

In addition to that, we have the 
Weather Service. As has been pointed 
out here, the Weather Service has leased 
lines on a 24-hour basis. At the in¬ 
sistence of the committee some years ago 
the Department of Commerce set out to 
see if the Market News information 
could not be made available on the 
Weather Service line for which we were 
paying anyway, and vice versa, in an ef- 

' fort to make more information available 
to American agriculture at cheaper 
prices. We have had cooperation be¬ 
tween these two services, the Weather 
Bureau which has had the 24-hour leased 
wire and the Market News Service 
which did not have that but which had 
information. 

For some time now the Department of 
Agriculture has made that available to 
anyone who wants to pay the cost them¬ 
selves. As I pointed out earlier, until 
that time there was one publication that 
had a business where they used the Mar¬ 
ket News information. They, in turn, 
editorialized it and charged their sub¬ 
scribers for it. 

Mr. Chairman, I have had comments 
from them. They do not like for this 
information to be made available to all 
users. I think it is in the public inter¬ 
est to let all who wish pay for it them¬ 
selves to have this information and dis¬ 
tribute it that much more widely. 

Further, if the Federal Weather Bu¬ 
reau is going to pay for the leased wires 
on a 24-hour basis it is absolutely foolish 
not to use them to make market infor¬ 
mation available. 

There are those who talk about some¬ 
thing for the future, and that somebody 
might misuse the authority. No one 
claims anybody has. 

I pointed out earlier, we were glad to 
go along to be sure this continues to be 
used for the purpose for which it was set 
up, but for us to come in and say “no, 
we are going to continue to help make 
this a monopoly” is not good. You are 
going to stop the Department from mak¬ 
ing it available to all customers who pay 
for it if this amendment is adopted. 

Let me point out again, there are 1,200 
daily newspapers, 1,600 radio stations, 
170 television stations, that use this 
news at the present time. There are 
43 States that are in on this matter. 
I have a list of the Associated Press, 
PAM News Service and others that use 
this Service. 

If your Government is going to spend 
over $6 million for a Market News Serv¬ 
ice, if you are going to spend almost as 
much on the Weather Bureau Service, it 
is unsound not to merge the two and let 
them supply each other information 
where it does not cost anything. 

Let us not be a party, by adopting this 
amendment, to giving a monopoly to one 
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or two private organizations. Let us 
keep what the Government has avail¬ 
able for those who pay for the organiza¬ 
tion which supplies the data. 

I hope the amendment will be de- 
footed 

Mr. BEERMANN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to asso¬ 
ciate myself with the remarks of the 
gentleman from Illinois and congratu¬ 
late him for bringing this situation to 
the attention of the House. As a farmer, 
I would like to say, for years I have been 
doing my best to get the Government 
out of the production and marketing of 
agricultural crops. I’d also like to get 
Government out of the wire news busi¬ 
ness. 

In that light I would like to read an 
editorial taken from the Lincoln Evening 
Journal and Nebraska State Journal of 
Friday, September 27, 1963. I must say 
before I read the editorial that this par¬ 
ticular paper is considered to have a 
liberal viewpoint. I would like to have 
you listen to this editoral, if you please. 
The editorial states: 

Freeman’s News Service 

The U.S. press and public expect a free 
flow of information from their Federal Gov¬ 
ernment. But Secretary Orville Freeman, in 
the Department of Agriculture, appears to be 
a little too generous with news from his 
bailiwick. 

He has told the press, in effect, “You won’t 
even have to bother coming around any 
more, boys. We’ll just gather up all our 
news and put it out for you.” Freeman even 
proposes setting up an agricultural news 
service to get this information to the press 
media, as the Associated Press and United 
Press International do. 

It’s not surprising that much of the press 
has replied, “Thanks a lot, Orville, but no 
thanks.” 

Not that they’re a bunch of ingrates. But 
the idea raises a host of questions—profes¬ 
sional, political, and practical. 

Foremost among them might be: how 
would the Department of Agriculture have 
“covered” the story of Billie Sol Estes, or the 
disappearance of several millions tons of 
Government-owned grain? Would it have 
reported them at all? How would the De¬ 
partment have presented the news on the 
recent wheat referendum which it plugged 
so actively? 

The present method, in which privately 
owned and competing news services and news 
media seek and distribute the news, might 
not be perfect. But it beats the daylights 
out of Secretary Freeman’s proposal. 

For whenever the independent press is 
not allowed to gather and disseminate news, 
including news about Government, this Na¬ 
tion will be in a real bad way. 

ANPA Calls for End To USDA’s Invasion 

Congressional termination of the Agricul¬ 
ture Department’s market news wire service 
is being urged by the American Newspaper 
Publishers Association. 

The Agriculture Department’s entry into 
that field is considered an unwarranted in¬ 
vasion of the province of free enterprise. 

The Department’s censorship provisions 
and its self-declared right to cancel the 
service to anyone without notice are taken 
to be means to control news in the manner 
of a dictatorship. 

This matter was fully discussed and agreed 
upon at the recent ANPA meeting in New 
York City. 
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An ANPA statement was inserted in the 

April 24 Congressional Record by Senator 
Holland, Democrat, of Florida, chairman of 
the Senate Agriculture Appropriations Sub¬ 
committee. 

Secretary of Agriculture Freeman pre¬ 
viously had commented on the ANPA’s op¬ 
position to the news wire service. 

ANPA in its statement urges Congress to 
require termination of the market news wire 
services, "as it is a venture which is con¬ 
trary to public policy, it is competitive with 
private business, and it adds unnecessary 
costs to the government.” 

The following six arguments are presented 
in detail in the ANPA statement: 

1. Under our concept of freedom it is im¬ 
proper for the government to engage in the 
business of news gathering and dissemina¬ 
tion. It can too easily become a propaganda 
agency. 

2. Government should not engage in any 
enterprise in competition with existing pri¬ 
vate ownership which is able to provide satis¬ 
factory service. 

3. The market news wire service sets up 
a system of censorship by giving the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture authority to cancel the 
service of anyone who allegedly abuses the 
service by “misrepresentation” of reports, 
or for any other reason when, in its sole 
judgment, such cancellation is desirable. 

4. Future expansion of this service—as in¬ 
dicated in a Department of Agriculture back¬ 
ground memorandum—could easily lead to 
a complete national news wire in direct com¬ 
petition with Associated Press and United 
Press International. 

5. The market news wire service has mono¬ 
polistic implications in that only A. T. & T. 
wires can be used although the present pri¬ 
vately owned news service in this field uses 
wires leased from Western Union. FCC pol¬ 
icies and actions have been aimed at pre¬ 
serving competition in the leased wire field 
between A. T. & T. and Western Union. 

6. The American taxpayer should not be 
expected to pay for news wire services for 
anyone. 

The ANPA statement also calls attention 
to the statement by Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture George L. Mehren, who acknowl¬ 
edged that he “cannot honestly say that its 
(market news wire service) absence prior to 
August 1 was a grave or crippling deficiency.” 

In fact, speaking under oath on January 
3 of this year, Mehren declared that “I would 
say that prior to August 1, 1963, by far the 
best food system in the world and, by far, 
the best food distribution system that this 
country has ever developed did emerge in 
the absence of the drop system.” 

The ANPA is correct in its appraisal of 
some of the dangers involved in the USDA 
entry into the market news wire service. 

It is another in the too many steps which 
agencies of the Federal Government seem 
bent on taking to extend control over the 
various sectors of American life. 

It is essential that our people awake to 
the dangers, and demand of our Representa¬ 
tives and Senators that an immediate end 
be put to these encroachments on our liber¬ 
ties. 

I heartily agree with this editorial. 
I agree with my friend of Lincoln, 

Nebr. as well as other folks in own State 
who do not want the Government to in¬ 
terfere in their business. I think today 
we can strike a blow for freedom for news 
media if we follow the advice of the gen¬ 
tleman from Illinois and pass the amend¬ 
ment. I hope the amendment is adopt¬ 
ed. Let us get the Government out of 
the wire news business. 

The other editorial is frQm a Jackson, 
Tenn., newspaper. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I will say at the outset 
that so far as I am concerned, I am go¬ 
ing to support this amendment. 

But I have risen, Mr. Chairman, to 
point out that it is now 6 o’clock. Many 
Members, I know, on both sides of the 
aisle have an engagement at the White 
House in half an hour, and commitments, 
of course, have been made by many other 
Members. 

Mr. Chairman, I have checked at the 
desk. There are seven more amend¬ 
ments. So far as I am concerned, I am 
ready to work here all night—yes, and 
maybe we will be working here again on 
Christmas Eve—I do not know. But I 
am one of those who would like to finish 
the business of the Congress of the 
United States and adjourn sine die with¬ 
in a reasonable time. But I must say so 
far as I can discover, we do not have too 
much left today or the rest of this week. 
We have the independent offices appro¬ 
priation bill and some other matters that 
will come along in due time. I canot 
see for the life of me why pressing on 
here in a late night session, and that is 
what it will be, to dispose of seven 
amendments that are at the desk—and 
they should be disposed of, of course, in 
an orderly fashion because they have 
been offered in good faith by Members 
who believe that their amendments 
ought to be debated and adopted—but I 
understand that we will have a vote on 
the amendment that was adopted earlier 
in Committee of the Whole. There will 
be a motion to recommit on which there 
may be a rollcall vote and then, un¬ 
doubtedly, there will be a vote on the 
passage of the bill. In other words, Mr. 
Chairman, for whatever this may be 
worth, and I have checked with many of 
the people on my side of the aisle and 
may I say I have checked with some of 
the people on the other side of the aisle, 
if we could really be sure that in going 
on here tonight until 8 or 9 o’clock and 
interfering with the arrangements for 
this evening that many Members have 
made, if that would accomplish any real 
purpose, then I say—let us stay right 
here and get the job done, but I cannot 
see any such necessity as that or any¬ 
thing really to be gained. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I al¬ 
ways like to agree with my friend, the 
gentleman from Indiana, when I can 
and this is one time that I can. 

Mr. Chairman, I move that the Com¬ 
mittee now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Keogh, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 11202) making appropriations for 
the Department of Agriculture and re¬ 
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1965, and for other purposes, 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATIONS 
AND AID 

(Mr. PURCELL asked and was given 
pei-mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. PURCELL Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to call the attention of my colleagues 
to a very important matter concerning 
the appropriations for the Department 
of Agriculture which the House is con¬ 
sidering today. 

The recommendation on page 3 of the 
report of House Appropriations Com¬ 
mittee, aimed at eliminating $12 million 
of services performed by the Depart¬ 
ment or Agriculture for AID, would not 
accomplish the results intended, is mis¬ 
leading, and would lead to greater 
eventual expenses to the taxpayer. 

First, it should be noted that the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture, is fully reim¬ 
bursed for all services performed for the 
AID. 

The types and estimated costs of these 
services for the fiscal year 1965 are as 
follows: 

Administrative expenses_ $185,185 
Training services__ 1, 632, 593 
Technical consultation and sup¬ 
port-.- 378, 941 

Special projects_ 3, 827, 724 
Subsistence for foreign trainees. 5, 904, 000 
Reimbursements_ 23, 655 

Total, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture_ 11, 952, 098 

Second, it should be noted that “the 
subsistence payments to foreign train¬ 
ees,” which represents approximately 
50 percent of the total payments to the 
Department by AID, is the value of the 
payments made to foreign trainees, and 
is in no sense a cost of the services of 
Department of Agriculture employees; 
the cost of making these payments is a 
small part of the charges for “Training 
sendees” and “Administrative ex¬ 
penses.” Thus, elimination of this pro¬ 
gram would not release a large number 
of Agriculture Department employees 
for work on domestic programs, as sug¬ 
gested in the committee report. 

Third, the funds for foreign trainees 
are used to pay the expenses of persons 
from other countries studying at a num¬ 
ber of land-grant colleges and universi¬ 
ties throughout the United States. 
These foreign nationals are brought to 
this country in order to receive high 
quality training in agricultural skills and 
techniques, so that they may return to 
their countries and help to improve local 
production methods. Incidentally, the 
trainees also are exposed to U.S. ideas 
and the American people—a benefit that 
cannot be measured in terms of dollars. 

Training of foreign agricultural spe¬ 
cialists is of great benefit to the United 
States. Such training hastens the day 
when the developing nation can achieve 
economic self-sufficiency and will no 
longer need U.S. assistance. Such train¬ 
ing concentrates on a basic need of de¬ 
veloping nation—agricultural skills. 

Realistic technical assistance and 
training programs in agriculture oriented 
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toward the countries’ domestic food 
needs benefit both American agriculture 
and the agricultural development of 
these countries. Rising production on 
American farms requires larger markets 
for our farm products. The great po¬ 
tential markets for our expanding agri¬ 
cultural production are the less-devel¬ 
oped countries of Latin America, Asia 
and Africa. For these countries to in¬ 
crease their participation in interna¬ 
tional trade they must significantly im¬ 
prove and broaden their economies so as 
to increase the purchasing power of 
their whole population. 

Fourth, the AID uses the services of 
the Department of Agriculture and other 
Government agencies in compliance with 
the directive of the Congress expressed 
in section 621 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, as amended, which states in 
part that: 

In providing technical assistance under 
this act, the head of any such agency or such 
officer shall utilize, to the fullest extent prac¬ 
ticable goods and professional and other 
services from private enterprise on a contract 
basis. In such fields as education, health, 
housing, or agriculture, the facilities and re¬ 
sources of other Federal agencies shall be 
utilized when such facilities are particularly 
or uniquely suitable for technical assistance, 
are not competitive with private/enterprise, 
and can be made available without interfer¬ 
ing unduly with domestic programs. 

Before the services of any Government 
agency are used the AID examines the 
alternative sources of such services and 
makes a positive determination that the 
uses of a Government agency constitutes 
the most effective and efficient way of 
rendering the services and is in full com¬ 
pliance with the terms of this statute. 

Fifth, agricultural technical knowl-( 
edge, contrary to that of most other in¬ 
dustries, is concentrated within the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture and its affiliated 
institutions, such as land-grant colleges, 
State experiment stations and producer 
and processor associations. 

Some of the considerations that make 
the AID arrangement with the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture advantageous are: 

First. The USDA has a ready reservoir 
of trained and expert manpower, often 
having experience in foreign lands. Uni¬ 
versity personnel—an alternative re¬ 
cruiting source—do not have operational 
experience, as a rule, as they are teachers 
with research and theoretical interests. 

Second. The Department has an un- 
matchable capacity to “back stop” tech¬ 
nicians in the field. This means that, 
although the technicians work adminis¬ 
tratively for AID, the Department pro¬ 
vides them continuing professional guid¬ 
ance and makes available to them all of 
its technical resources. 

Third. The USDA is also- the connect¬ 
ing link for AID with the vast resources 
and talents of the land-grant universi¬ 
ties. The collaboration between AID, 
USDA, and the land-grant colleges is 
very close. When a USDA employee is 
loaned to AID for an AID project in an 
underdeveloped country we can be confi¬ 
dent that the resources open to him in 
knowledge and research capability ex¬ 
tend all the way back to the great uni¬ 
versities. And the USDA liaison makes 
this possible. 

Fourth. The Department can provide 
in an emergency virtually any specialist. 
For example, in a pine beetle attack in 
Honduras threatening to destroy millions 
of acres of forest, the USDA can supply 
a forest entomologist to go down and give 
technical guidance to the AID resistance 
efforts. 

In some cases, obviously, it is more 
advantageous to draw on the land-grant 
universities directly through contracts 
with them. In other instances, the best 
arrangement is a joint triangular one be¬ 
tween the USDA, the land-grant univer¬ 
sities, and AID. 

Sixth, if the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture were to be forced to discontinue any 
of the reimbursable services now sup¬ 
plied to the foreign assistance program, 
the Agency for International Develop¬ 
ment would be required to secure such 
services through contracts with private 
enterprise including colleges and univer¬ 
sities or to expand its own staff or use a 
combination of these two methods. In 
view of the unique competence and fa¬ 
cilities of the Department it is unques¬ 
tionable that such a shift would cause an 
immediate severe dislocation in the 
training program and oversea technical 
assistance and would have a substantial 
impact on the nature and quality of these 
services in the future. The transfer of 
the financial-clerical function—subsist¬ 
ence to foreign trainees—of examining 
invoices and writing checks for trainees 
from the Department to AID would, on 
the other hand, have no substantive im¬ 
pact on the program but might cause 
some increase in the costs since admin¬ 
istration of the training program would 
be more complicated. 

CORRECTION OF VO* 1 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, On roll- 
call No. 121 I am recorded as not voting. 
I was present and voted “yea.” iNask 
unanimous consent that the permanent 
Record and Journal be corrected accor< 
ingly. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

DEMOCRATS GIVEN TIPS ON 
WINNING ELECTIONS 

(Mr. RIEHLMAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the Record and to include ex¬ 
traneous matter.) 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. Mr. Speaker, fol¬ 
lowing a Democratic candidate school 
held in the Syracuse Hotel, May 17, 1964, 
the following news story appeared in the 
Syracuse Post-Standard on May 18, 
1964: 
Democrats Given Tips on Winning Elections 

(A photo caption accompanying the arti¬ 
cle, listed the following persons as part of 
the group In attendance: State Chairman 
William H. McKeon, James Barry, candidate 
for the Onondaga First Assembly District; 
Onondaga County Democratic Party Leader 
George Van Lengen; State Senator John 
Bronston, of Queens; Clifford Galbraith, 
State senate candidate from Cayuga County; 
and Donald L. Slater, candidate for the State 
assembly from Cortland.) 

(By Robert R. Haggart) 

John English, Democratic Party chat 
man from Nassau County and a poweiVln 
State Democratic politics, had some yfug- 
gestions for Democratic candidates yester¬ 
day. 

He suggested they— 
1. Steer clear of controversial is/Ues. 
2. Use shills. 
English spoke at Hotel Syrartise during a 

campaign, candidates school /or Democratic 
legislative candidates comflucted by the 
Democratic State commmee. It was at¬ 
tended by candidates an^rparty leaders from 
around the State. 

English said some candidates are “a prob¬ 
lem, they have theij^Ph. D.’s, they are gen¬ 
iuses and know Rlato and Aristotle inside 
and out * * * tl/ey also want to get their 
pictures in the^aper.” 

He said theXiest way to get your picture 
in the paper/s to commit a crime, “and the 
next best wny is to get into a controversial 
issue suchr as the school prayer argument, 
that do^you no good.” 

Som/ say being controversial is good, 
Englhm said. “I don’t.” 

English said when walking through a ward 
dyfing a campaign, the candidate must 

low about the “bread and butter” issues 
that pertain to that ward. 

‘A few people will ask you about tile 
test ban treaty,” English said, “but most will 
not be interested.” He suggested candi¬ 
dates talk on one side of the street about 
how the man across the street is paying 
lower water taxes, and then go on the other 
side of the street and talk about how that 
man’s fire taxes are too high. 

This was echoed later on during the school 
by Onondaga County Democratic Party 
Chairman George VanLengen. 

“They are only interested in the super¬ 
ficial,” VanLengen said of the voters. 

VanLengen said “no one was interested in 
issues such as school bonding” when he ran 
for the State senate in 1958. “A divorce on 
the part of the Governor was what they 
wanted,” VanLengen said, in an apparent 
reference to the divorce and remarriage of 
Republican Gov. Nelson A. Rockefeller. 

English said candidates should use “shills.” 
“The use of shills is very important,” he 

said, “if you go out in the hustings alone you 
are a fool.” 

English defined “shills” as “hatchet men 
who get you out of a situation such as the 
old lady who wants you to get her son out of 

' South Vietnam,” or watches the reaction of 
ax audience when a candidate is speaking. 

Tills also, he said, “take the drunk out 
wheV you are trying to speak and get him 
drunf 

He siJkl shills are also good when speaking 
to group^ such as the League of Women 
Voters. 

A good cfhadidate, he said, will have four 
or five peopleVlanted in the audience to ask 
“your opponenv^ill the wrong questions, the 
ones he doesn’t w^nt to answer, and give you 
the good ones.” 

English warned tfte candidates, “Don’t get 
trapped” by not having shills in the audience. 
“H you don’t, he [thi^pponent] will.” 

Other speakers at the school include Demo¬ 
cratic State Senators John Bronston, of 
Queens; Senate Minority Lelwler Joseph Zar- 
etsky; and State DemocnNc Committee 
Chairman William H. McKeon' 

CORRECTION OF VOI 

Mr. TEAGUE of California\ Mr. 
Speaker, on rollcall No. 127 I am nok re¬ 
corded. Obviously there was a printer’s 
error. I am not recorded as paired 
as not voting. My name was not men-' 
tioned. 

I was present and voted “nay.” I ask 
unanimous consent that the permanent 
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HIGHLIGHTS: House passed agricultural appropriation bill. House Rules Committee 

cleared pay bill. House debated/independent offices appropriation bill. Rep. 

Cleveland charged that "discriminatory" freight races threaten New England poultry 

nd dairy industry. Rep. Moare contended that Trade\Expansion Act has been a 

ailure. Sen. Byrd (Va.) inserted editorial criticaKo'f poverty program. Sen. 

cGee inserted bulletin which claims cattlemen have contributed, to beef oversupply. 

Sen. Hruska urged additional aid for livestock industry. 

HOUSE 

1. AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1965. By a vote of 311 to 64, passed wit! 

amendment this bill, H. R. 11202 (pp. 11042-62, 11072-3). A point of order by 

Rep. Pelly was sustained striking out language in the bill providing that after 

June 30, 1963, the portion of CCC borrowings from Treasury equal to the un¬ 

reimbursed realized losses recorded on the books of the Corporation after June 
30 of the fiscal year in which such losses are realized, shall not bear interest 

and interest shall not be accrued or paid thereon (p. 11050), 

Rejected the following amendments: 
By Rep. Findley, 56 to 101, which would have prohibited the use of funds for any 



2 

expenses incident to the assembly or preparation of information for trans¬ 

mission over Government-leased wires directly serving privately owned radio 

or television stations or newspapers;of general circulation, or for the 

preparation of information to be transmitted over Government-leased wires 
which are subject to direct interconnection with wires leased by non-govern¬ 

mental' persons, firms, or associations, pp. 11042-6 

By Rep. Dingell, to prohibit the use of funds in connection with any price 

support program for tobacco, pp. 11050-5 
By Rep. O’Hara, 31 to 44, to provide that CCC funds shall not be available for 

any expense incident to requiring persons engaged in the processing of wheat 

into flour to acquire domestic marketing certificates equivalent to the 
number of bushels of wheat contained in the wheat clears produced by them 

having an ash content of one percent or more. pp. 11055-7 
By Rep. Findley, 66 to 91, to prohibit the use of funds to make export payments 

or export subsidies on any agricultural commodities being sold to Communist 

countries (pp. 11057-8). Later, a point of order was sustained against an 

identical amendment by Rep. Findley, except for a proviso that such payments 

would be permitted if the President determines them to be in the national 

interest (pp. 11058-9). . 
By Rep. Pilcher, 181 to 198, to provide $1,600,000 for a quality peanut researa 

laboratory to be located at Dawson, Ga. (p. 11060). This amendment had been 

agreed to during debate yesterday. 

By a vote of 186 to 187, rejected a motion by Rep. Bow to recommit the bill 

to committee with instructions to report it back with ah amendment prohibiting 

the use.of funds to make export payments or export subsidies on any agricul¬ 

tural commodities sold to Communist countries, p. 11061 

A point of order by Rep. Findley was overruled which would have stricken 

language providing not to exceed $25 million in Sec. 32 funds to increase 

domestic consumption of farm commodities, pp. 11046-7 

A point of order was sustained against an amendment by Rep. Michel which 

would have provided that not to exceed $5.3 million of the REA authorization 

would be available in the form of grants to aid Alaskan REA borrowers, 

pp. 11048-50 

2. TRANSPORTATION. Rep/Cleveland stated that "New England suffers from a dis¬ 

criminatory differential in rail freight rates for feed grains that threatens 

to destroy our poultry and dairy industry," and inserted a letter he had re¬ 

ceived critical^jf the freight rates, pp. 1jl074-5 

3. INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL, 1965. Began debateVn this bill, H. R„ 
11296 (pp. VTl063-66). This bill includes funds .for the Office of Emergency 

Planning ^including $4,190,000 to carry out civil defense andMefense mobili¬ 

zation functions delegated to Federal agencies. Office of Science and Techno¬ 

logy ,president ’ s disaster relief fund. Department of Defense civil defense 

activities. Civil Service Commission, Federal Power Commission, Federal Trade 
Commission, GSA public buildings and stockpiling activities, Housingwand Home 

Finance Agency, Interstate Commerce Commission, and National Science lfounda- 

ion. Also, the bill includes prohibitions on indirect expenses of research 
grants exceeding 20 percent of direct costs, and on the use of funds to 

establish a national service corps or similar domestic peace corps type oi 

program. With regard to the civil defense item for the Department of Defence, 

the Committee report states that the "entire fallout shelter program is undei 

study and review by the Department of Defense at the present time and the 
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D.D., offered the following prayer:' 
Psalm 71: 16: I will go in the strength 

of the Lord God. 
Almighty God, who art our refuge Jl 

the stillness of the night and our strength' 
in the struggles of each new day, we 
humbly acknowledge how much we need 
Thee for we cannot find the right solu¬ 
tion to our many problems on the basis 
of our own finite wisdom. 

We are beginning to realize that we 
are citizens of this great Nation, not 
merely to receive the benefits and enjoy 
the blessings of freedom, without hin¬ 
drance, but that we must defend and 
preserve them, at any cost, and share 
them with all mankind. 

Inspire us to cultivate a more kindly 
feeling toward our fellow men every¬ 
where and may the dawning of that 
blessed day soon come when everything 
which mars the community spirit shall 
be forever supplanted by the spirit of 
good will. 

Hear us in the name of our blessed 
Lord. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

The Journal of the proceedings of 
yesterday was read and approved. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCT^ 

PRIATION BI 
APPRO- 

DEMOCRATIC STATE CHAIRMAN OF 
OHIO FEES ON MORTGAGE FORE¬ 
CLOSURES 

(Mr. HAYS asked and was given per; 
mission to address the House for 1 min¬ 
ute and to revise and extend his/re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, it harf" come 
my attention that the Democratic 

St&te chairman of Ohio, Wilburn Cole- 
man\who was reelected to a new term on 
MondKv of this week, ha? within the 
past 3 inonths handled flu foreclosures 
of mortgages of veterrtns and others 
guarantee®. by the federal National 
Mortgage Associations commonly known 
as Fannie MeY Mr Coleman has han¬ 
dled this work rn/entral Ohio exclusive¬ 
ly for the past j\years. 

These transactions have netted Mr. 
Coleman varying accounts with a mini¬ 
mum of $200 and aNnaximum of $250 
each, or approximately^20,000 for the 3 
months/ The total amount of fees for 
the 3-/ear period would b\far in excess 
of tljfs figure. 

is difficult for me to s&e how the 
fmocratic Party in Ohio canYppeal to 
le people of Ohio for support when the 

rhead of the party in the State is\ vul¬ 
ture who is fattening himself on theinis- 
fortunes of others and using his pasjy 
position to obtain this business. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. M/. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Appropriations Wave until midnight 
Friday to file a report on the bill making 
appropriations f/r military construction 
for the Department of Defense, and for 
other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the requ§^t of the gentleman from Cali¬ 
fornia?/ 

There was no objection. 
r. CEDERBERG reserved all points 

oi/order on the bill. 

ut^/and to revise and extend his re¬ 
irks.) 
Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I have asked 

for this time in order to advise the Mem¬ 
bers of the House that the Commerce De¬ 
partment has the nuclear ship Savannah 
in the port of Baltimore today. Nicholas 
Johnson, Maritime Administrator, will 
have appropriate ceremonies at 2 o’clock. 
However, I doubt if any of the Members 
of the House will be able to attend those 
ceremonies in view of the legislative 
schedule for today. However, this great 
ship, which is the first and only nuclear 
merchant ship in the world and one 
which this body had a great deal to do 
with reference to its construction, will be 
there until Sunday. 

Mr. Speaker, I feel that all Members 
of Congress should avail themselves of 
an opportunity, if it is possible to do so, 
to look at this great ship, a pioneer in 
new ways of transportation. This ship 
is berthed at the Maryland Port Au¬ 
thority, berth No. 2, the Dundalk Ter¬ 
minal, and will be there until Sunday, 
May 24. 

SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
HOUSE PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Speak¬ 
er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Special Subcommittee of the House Pub¬ 
lic Works Committee be permitted to sit 
for 1 hour this afternoon during gen¬ 
eral debate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten¬ 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

NUCLEAR-POWERED SHIP “SA¬ 
VANNAH” IN PORT AT BALTI¬ 
MORE 

(Mr. CASEY asked and was given per¬ 
mission to address the House for 1 min- 

AID TO VIETNAM 

(Mr. MONAGAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, Presi- 
lent Johnson has requested an addi¬ 

tional authorization of $125 million to 
beef up the resistance of the South 
Vietnamese to Communist aggression. 

As naembers of the House Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, we heard yesterday 
the somber reports of Secretary Rusk, 
Secretary'McNamara, General Taylor, 
and Mr. Berk It is clear that a critical 
situation exists and halfway measures 
will no longer \uffice. The full weight 
of U.S. assistancYnust be placed behind 
their effort and cfae resistance of the 
South Vietnamese people must be backed 
by our wholehearted ^cooperation. 

The fatal results thaKwill follow from 
a Communist takeover mV^t be apparent 
to all. If South VietnamNyere lost, all 
of southeast Asia might easily fall with 
far-reaching aftereffects. Accordingly, 
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want to announce my support of Presi¬ 

dent Johnson's request. I have voted 
foiN/his increase in committee and I will 
do soym the floor. 

It iN^ny hope that this major action 
may contribute substantially to turning 
back aggressive communism in southeast 
Asia. \ 

GOVERNOR WALLACE AND 
MARYLAND 

(Mr. WAGGOlsfS^ER asked and was 
given permission to\address the House 
for 1 minute, and to\evise and extend 
his remarks.) \ 

Mr. WAGGONER. Mr. Speaker, a 
great cloud in the fornryof a liberal 
smokescreen blankets Maryland and, in¬ 
deed, the entire Nation todsw, as the 
moral victory of Governor Wallace is 
minimized, denied, explainedX away, 
and distorted in an effort to proveythat, 
after all, it really had no significance. 

I watched the pundits who had belit¬ 
tled Governor Wallace squirm in dis* 
comfort on television last night as they* 
tried to discredit the smashing vote he 
rolled up for States rights and separa¬ 
tion of the races. I do not believe many 
will be fooled into thinking Governor 
Wallace’s showing has no meaning. 

Anyone who reads the voting tally and 
comes to any other conclusion is whis¬ 
tling as he goes by the graveyard. I 
know it is not politically expedient for 
some to admit it publicly, but, as he pre¬ 
dicted, Governor Wallace shook their 
eyeteeth. 

The single most significant factor in 
his so-called unexpected showing is 
the fact that he was able to get so many 
votes against overwhelming odds. With 
a small budget, no organization, a very 
limited campaign and with very few ap¬ 
pearances in the State, the cause he 
fought for won out against the heavily 
financed, meticulously organized opposi¬ 
tion. He stood off vicious personal at¬ 
tacks, the combined might of a dozen 
U.S. Senators appearing all over the 
State in opposition, the Governor and 
the entire city hall crowd. 

Were it not for the fact that Governor 
Wallace was truly reflecting the opin¬ 
ions of the people; were it not for the 
fact that he was on the right side, he 
would have been slaughtered at the polls/ 

The people have spoken in no unc/ 
tain voice. They are opposed to the/Vi- 
cious civil rights bill and Congress should 
heed the warning. / 

I congratulate the Governor/of Ala¬ 
bama, and remind the Congre/that No¬ 
vember is not far away. / 

CALL OF THE /[OUSE 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make the 
point of order that a Quorum is not pres¬ 
ent. / 

The SPEAKER/ Evidently, a quorum 
is not present. / 

Mr. BOGGS/ Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the Hojffse. 

A call of /e House was ordered. 
The Cleric called the roll, and the fol¬ 

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names/ 

Andrews, Ala. 

[Roll No. 129] 

Ellsworth Meader 
Ashley Farbstein Norblad 
Ashmore Felghan Pepper 
Avery Forrester Pool 
Baring Garmatz Powell 
Bass Grant Roberts, Ala. 
Beckworth Gray Rodino 
Blatnlk Hanna St Germain 
Buckley Hebert Selden 
Burton, Utah Hoffman Senner 
Celler Huddleston Siler 
Colmer Jones, Ala. Staebler 
Cramer Kee Toll 
Dorn Martin, Mass. Utt 
Dowdy Matsunaga Winstead 
Edmondson May 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 380 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro¬ 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, in the 
course of the debate yesterday on the 
amendment which I offered to H.R. 
11202, the bill making appropriations for 
'the Department of Agriculture and re¬ 
lated agencies, I am reported on page 
11019 in the last paragraph of the first 
column as having stated as follows: ) 

The''Department of Agriculture, in th/r 
justification of the use of this adji/ed 
parity rauo, refer to the act of 1938 whi/ has 
been repealed. / 

My statement should read a/ollows: 
The Department of Agricultu/ in their 

justification of '^he use of this adjusted 
parity ratio, refer\o a secticuf of the Agri¬ 
cultural Adjustmenr^ct of lSTcS8, as amended, 
which section, in fact\has Ween repealed. 

I ask unanimous consent that the per¬ 
manent Record b/corrected accord¬ 
ingly. / \ 

The SPEAKER/ Is ther^.objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? / \ 

Mr. WRiVrEN. Mr. Speakerkreserv- 
ing the riant to object, will the gentle¬ 
man rei/at his request so that iSmay 
understand it? \ 

Mi/NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, in tne 
coi/e of the debate yesterday on the1 
aofendment which I offered to H.R. 
/202, the bill making appropriations for 
the Department of Agriculture and re¬ 
lated agencies, I am reported on page 
11019 in the last paragraph of the first 
column as having stated as follows: 

The Department of Agriculture, in their 
justification of the use of this adjusted 
parity ratio, refer to the act of 1938 which 
has been repealed. 

My statement should read as follows: 
The Department of Agriculture, in their 

justification of the use of this adjusted 
parity ratio, refer to a section of .the Agri¬ 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
which section in fact has been repealed. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I thank the gentle¬ 
man. I just want to point out the prob¬ 
lem of amending the bill on the floor. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Min¬ 
nesota? 

There was no objection. 

May 20 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
APPROPRIATION BILL, 1965 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con¬ 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 11202) mak¬ 
ing appropriations for the Department 
of Agriculture and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, and 
for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 11202, with 
Mr. Keogh in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com¬ 

mittee rose on yesterday there was 
pending the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Findley]. 

Without objection, the Clerk will again 
report the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Findley: On 

page 14, line 12, after the figure “$39,389,000” 
strike the period, insert a colon and the fol¬ 
lowing: ".Provided, That no part of the funds 
appropriated by this Act shall be used for any 
expenses incident to the assembly or prepa¬ 
ration of information for transmission over 
Government-leased wires directly serving 
privately owned radio or television stations 
or newspapers of general circulation, or for 
transmission over Government-leased wires 
which are subject to direct interconnection 
with wires leased by nongovernmental per¬ 
sons, firms or associations.” 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I do this to say to the 
membership I appreciate very much the 
action of our colleagues from North 
Carolina in returning here for considera¬ 
tion of this bill today. Some had re¬ 
mained in Washington when we went 
through the bill yesterday. All were sup¬ 
posed to have been before their con¬ 
vention in North Carolina today. 

The consideration of this bill was de¬ 
layed by the untimely and unfortunate 
death of the chairman of the Commit¬ 
tee on Appropriations, Mr. Cannon, last 
week. As a result we had to schedule 
this bill for yesterday. But the chair¬ 
man of the Committee on Agriculture 
and each member of the North Carolina 
delegation either remained here or has 
returned because involved in this bill 
are provisions having to do with tobacco 
research, peanut research, and many 
other things. 

I want to thank the gentleman for 
doing that and also to explain why it 
is necessary for them to return. At this 
point I wish to express my appreciation, 
too, to the gentleman from New York 
City [Mr. AddabboI who has contributed 
so much to our hearings, keeping a bal¬ 
ance between producer and consumer. 

Mr. Chairman, on yesterday I would 
refresh the memory of those who were 
here, and those who may not have been 
present, that the chief argument made 

CORRECTION OF RECORD 
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in favor of the amendment yesterday 
was that the Government might misuse 
these facilities in some way. I certainly 
do not mean to belabor the record, but 
I have before me here a book of general 
circulation in which it shows that offi¬ 
cials of the publication that has been 
complaining on this have been forced to 
admit in court in past years that they 
have misused one of their newspapers 
to spread propaganda. Perhaps there is 
new management. However, for any 
publication to be fearful of the Govern¬ 
ment misusing these facilities, when the 
dangers seem to be greater that those 
who editorialize Government facts seem 
to be most likely to so use information, 
is at best, questionable. 

I wijl not go into the detail, but the 
book I have reference to is a book of gen¬ 
eral circulation and is readily available. 

May I say further, and I repeat this, 
in these situations the Marketing News 
Service of the Department of Agriculture 
has almost nationwide support. Not only 
that but the weather service has 24-hour 
service leased lines. I do not know that 
anybody is against the Government pay¬ 
ing for the weather service circuits and 
we feel that this is an effort to better 
utilize these lines. 

Since yesterday our committee has 
asked the Department of Agriculture 
to analyze this amendment and the ef¬ 
fect that this amendment will have. My 
colleague on the committee, the gentle¬ 
man from Kentucky [Mr. Natcher] , is 
thoroughly aware of that and I am sure 
he will present that information to the 
Committee. But I repeat again, the 
whole Nation is in favor of this mar¬ 
keting news service information. We 
have utilized leased wires that we are 
paying for anyway to carry both weather 
news and the marketing news. I say 
again, it is sound to let the Government 
make this available to everybody and 
not restrict it as this amendment would 
to one outlet so that it can take it and 
sell it to somebody—especially with the 
background and the record in these mat¬ 
ters which this book so clearly shows. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, yesterday in discussing 
the amendment offered by the distin¬ 
guished gentleman from Illinois, some 
mention was made of the Delta program. 

At this time I would like to point out 
there are nine additional special agri¬ 
cultural weather circuits in operation, as 
follows: 

First. Lower Rio Grande area of 
Texas. 

Second. Southwest Georgia, southeast 
Alabama, and central northwest Florida. 

Third. Western lower Michigan. 
Fourth. Central and West Virginia, 

western and central Maryland, south- 
central Pennsylvania, and northern Vir¬ 
ginia. 

Fifth. New Jersey. 
Sixth. Oregon. 
Seventh. Southern Idaho. 
Eighth. South Carolina. 
Ninth. High plains of Texas. 
Mr. Chairman, since we adjourned 

yesterday, we have had an opportunity 
to review a little more in detail the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Under clause 1 of the gentleman’s 
amendment it would prohibit the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture from furnish¬ 
ing marketing news reports for trans¬ 
mission over any weather bureau leased 
wire circuit. Presently, this includes 
the mid-south area of parts of Arkansas, 
Tennessee, Mississippi, Missouri, and 
Louisiana, and the southeastern circuit 
which last year carried cotton market 
news from Atlanta, Moultrie, Vienna, 
and Augusta, Ga.; Montgomery, Ala.; 
and Columbia, S.C. 

Further reviewing this amendment, 
Mr. Chairman, under clause 2, we find 
it would prohibit direct connections with 
private firms and associations which 
presently include Associated Press, 
United Market News, Inc., PAM News 
Corp., and about 50 marketing firms and 
associations. 

It would raise serious question on the 
authority for continuing the longstand¬ 
ing arrangement under which AP, UPI, 
Western Union, newspapers, and agricul¬ 
tural groups have installed sending or 
relaying machines in USDA leased wire 
offices. Market news reports are trans¬ 
mitted by wire directly to these outlets 
from the USDA offices. The difference 
between this and the “direct drop” ar¬ 
rangement is that a Government em¬ 
ployee has to physically transfer a tape 
from the USDA teletypewriter to the pri¬ 
vate sending or relaying machine. 

The principle involved in this prohibi¬ 
tion would raise a question on the in¬ 
direct connections in many market news 
offices used by private firms to obtain 
market news reports. For example, a 
Government employee reads a report re¬ 
ceived by leased wire to a group of ship¬ 
pers who make a conference telephone 
call to him daily, a Government employee 
reads market reports to a radio or TV 
station over a wire leased by it, and a 
Government employee sends a collect 
telegram to a person transmitting a re¬ 
port received on the leased wire. 

Mr. Chairman, in reviewing the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois, we find that if the above 
limitation were imposed, the dissemina¬ 
tion of market news would revert to the 
methods of the early 1920’s, when the 
mailed mimeograph report was the 
speediest method of getting the bulk of 
the information to the persons who are 
buying and selling these commodities. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment should 
be defeated. I earnestly request the 
Members of the House to study the con¬ 
tents of the amendment offered by the 
distinguished gentleman from Illinois. If 
they will, they willl vote against it. 

Mr. KILBURN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

(Mr. KILBURN asked and was given 
permission to proceed out of order.) 

Mr. KILBURN. Mr. Chairman, in 
more than 24 years this is the first time 
I have ever done this, and I hope the 
House will give me its attention. 

In the Record for May 19, 1964, pub¬ 
lished this morning, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Patman] put in replies made 
by Mr. Batt of the ARA to criticisms pub¬ 
lished in the Reader’s Digest. One of 
those replies affects me. 

According to Mr. Batt, the allegation 
was: 

11043 
That ARA “bludgeoned” votes by letting 

a political friend make a project announce¬ 
ment Involving an $844,000 ARA loan to help 
modernize an abandoned pulp and paper mill 
in New York Republican Representative 
Clarence E. Kilburn’s district: the political 
friend being Kilburn’s Democratic opponent. 

Mr. Batt says that the fact is this: 
Notification of approval of the project in 

Congressman Kilburn’s district was ad¬ 
vanced from the scheduled release date— 

He had promised to wait until after 
the election— 
because the mayor of Norfolk informed ARA 
that unless ARA gave its decision immedi¬ 
ately, the project would fall. When this 
became known, a wire was dispatched to the 
president of the local development corpora¬ 
tion, Informing him of ARA’s decision to 
approve the project. No authorization was 
given for public release. Unfortunately, word 
was leaked to the press prematurely through 
no fault of ARA. 

That is what Mr. Batt says. Now let 
us get to the real fact. The real fact 
was put forth in the Potsdam paper. It 
is a different town. 

On November 5, 1962, the day before elec¬ 
tion, Francis Healey, then Democrat candi¬ 
date for Congress, received word from Wash¬ 
ington that the mill loan had been approved 
and that he had been authorized to make the 
announcement. 

Washington added that Smith, who is 
the head of the project, a local man, 
would receive word later that afternoon 
from the ARA on the matter. Sure 
enough later that afternoon Mr. Batt 
wired to A1 Smith, the president of the 
Norfolk Redevelopment Corp., Norfolk, 
N.Y., as follows: 

Area Redevelopment Administration will 
announce on Thursday, November 8, 1962, 
approval of $844,000. industrial loan to as¬ 
sist the Development Corp., of Norfolk, and 
the St. Lawrence Pulp & Paper Corp., to re¬ 
open, and modernize, abandoned pulp and 
paper mill a& Norfolk. Area loan will run 
for 25 years, bear an annual interest rate 
of 4 percent. Delighted at this opportunity 
to join with you in helping to provide 150 
direct new jobs in the area where new em¬ 
ployment is so urgently- needed. 

That was sent the day before election 
with nothing said about not publishing 
it. So, of course, it was published, be¬ 
cause my Democratic opponent had it 
already from the ARA. 

The blowoff was the following tele¬ 
gram sent to me from A1 Smith, the 
president of the Development Corp. of 
Norfolk. He sent this telegram to me 
on February 14, over 3 months after Mr. 
Batt first announced approval. 

Dear Hon. Mr. Kilbttrn: On November 8, 

1962, ARA cabled us approval of $844,000 
industrial loan of Norfolk paper mill accept¬ 
ance. We feel we have answered all neces¬ 
sary letters, attended conferences, and 
completed all phone calls necessary for the 
closing of above project. We also feel the 
SBA New York office had kept our jobless 
people from working long enough. Would 
you please use your personal influence to 
hasten our project closing. Please reply. 

Well, I did go to work and the project 
was finally approved nearly 4 months 
after election. So obivously Mr. Batt was 
using the day before election to make the 
announcement to try to defeat a Re¬ 
publican. If Mr. Batt is refuting that 
allegation by the Reader’s Pigest and if 
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all his refutations are in the same class 
as this, his facts are not very well sus¬ 
tained. I think myself, as I always have, 
and from my experience with Mr. Batt, 
that he takes all of the taxpayers’ money 
and uses it just to play politics with, just 
as he did in this case. I myself never 
would believe a word he said about any¬ 
thing. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Findley amendment, 
and I do so reluctantly, Mr. Chairman, 
because I believe that this deals with a 
subject that needs to be aired. I believe 
it deals with a subject that has been 
brought to the attention of the Congress 
and the people of the United States, es¬ 
pecially in our agricultural areas, be¬ 
cause of the rumors that have been 
brought to light during the wheat refer¬ 
endum of a year ago and the reluctance 
of the Department to tell us how much 
they actually did spend in trying to sell 
that to the people of the United States. 
Our Departments enjoy a peculiar status. 
Any deviation from the fullest and 
clearest disclosures do tend to reflect. 

I think we should all be jealous of a 
free press in this country and that the 
truth as we are earnestly enabled to 
know the truth should always be pub¬ 
lished. I am reminded, of course, that 
the matter of reliability of Government 
reports goes back a long ways in our 
history. There is an incident that is 
often called to memory concerning the 
assembling of the crop reports in the 
early part of this century when a window 
shade was raised and lowered late at 
night down in the Department and a 
wire was sent from Washington to 
Chicago and a killing occurred in the 
wheat pit out in Chicago the next day. 
Since that time there has been brought 
up in the Department of Agriculture 
something of sacredness around the In¬ 
formation which the Government col¬ 
lects in the shape of crop reports. 

I think it is good to have a discussion 
of this matter because we should be able 
to rely on the strictest and the most 
honest information in Government crop 
reports. But now we come to the other 
side of the coin and that is, how are we 
going to get all of this assembled in¬ 
formation out to the people who can use 
it to best advantage? That is where I 
have to rise in opposition to the amend¬ 
ment, as I understand it, and I have read 
it several times, this amendment would 
hinder, not enhance, the dissemination 
of information on crops. 

I believe we should use every outlet of 
information and we should use it in as 
timely a way as we are capable of doing. 
I believe that the amendment as written 
would interfere with getting this infor¬ 
mation out in a timely manner. 

The interest in this amendment proves 
to me that there may be some things that 
our Committee on Government Opera¬ 
tions should look into by way of infor¬ 
mation that may be coming out of the 
Department of Agriculture. I mention 
that here and now for the benefit of 
those who are present. I see present the 
chairman of our House Committee on 
Government Operations, the gentleman 

from Illinois [Mr. Dawson] ; the press is 
here and I assume someone is here from 
the Department of Agriculture. We are 
dealing, in my opinion, with one of the 
most important functions of the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture. That is the assem¬ 
bling of information and its dissemina¬ 
tion to those in the agricultural industry 
who can use it to best advantage. 
Therefore, I feel that this amendment 

' should be defeated at this time. 
Mr-. JsONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair¬ 

man, I move to strike out the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I was glad to hear the 
comments of the gentleman from Wash¬ 
ington [Mr. Horan], because he ex¬ 
pressed the same feeling that I have 
about this matter. I have witnessed the 
benefits that have come from the use of 
the Weather Wire Service that has been 
supplemented by the market reports. I 
remember a specific instance during the 
watermelon season in my area. I know 
that the rapid dissemination of that in¬ 
formation resulted in a great amount of 
revenue to the farmers there, who, if they 
had had to wait another day for this in¬ 
formation, which would have been trans¬ 
mitted by mail, would have been of no 
benefit to them. It is true of some of 
the other crops in our area. 

My feeling is this. The Government 
compiles a great deal of information 
which is not of great value. I see my 
friend from Washington [Mr. Pelly] 

present. He has said that we spend a 
lot of money publishing a great deal of 
useless, or unnecessary information. I 
am not in favor of that, either. But as 
to this Market News Service, since we do 
spend the money to get the information 
which would be of great value to the 
farmers, we should utilize every facility 
to get that information to them as quick¬ 
ly as possible. I think that this weather 
line which we are already paying for 
does offer that service. For that reason 
I hope the amendment will be defeated. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. PELLY. The gentleman from 
Missouri referred to the cost of dissemi¬ 
nating information to the public. I think 
our President has raised this issue. All 
of us should take cognizance of the fact 
that he is urging the various departments 
not to spend so much money on 
printing. The gentleman from Missouri 
and I have opposed that practice in past 
years. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair¬ 
man, I think the gentleman and I see 
together on this. We are both trying 
to save money. But we want to give 
service to the farmer, particularly in¬ 
formation that will make it possible for 
him to get the greatest amount of money 
for his crops. 

Mr. PELLY. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES of Missouri. I yield to the 

gentleman from Illinois. 
Mr. FINDLEY. The gentleman sug¬ 

gests that there might be a day’s delay 
in getting important marketing data to 
the farmers if the interconnection be¬ 
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tween the new market news service and 
the Weather Bureau network were not 
made possible as it has in this past year. 
Surely, the gentleman has United Press 
International and the Associated Press 
offices in his general area. I have knowl¬ 
edge that these news services do main¬ 
tain staffs in the various parts of the 
country and make regular calls at the 
AMS offices. So, there would not neces¬ 
sarily be any more delay in getting infor¬ 
mation to farmers through the private 
news agencies than would obtain if we 
continued with this Government net¬ 
work. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. No; I would 
not agree with the gentleman on that. 
As the gentleman knows—he is in the 
newspaper business and I have been in 
the newspaper business and I have been 
connected with a radio station and am 
familiar with the problem—I know that 
the news services do a good job. I am 
not against private enterprise. How¬ 
ever, this would not interfere with the 
AP or the UPI. They could not obtain 
as complete coverage and they will not 
obtain it as rapidly, because other news 
will take preference over this market 
news. Most of these reports are pretty 
dry reading when they come over the 
wire. The “hot news” and scandal and 
things like that go first and have prior¬ 
ity. We may get the market reports at 
the end of the day, but on this weather 
reporting service that information is put 
on the wire as soon as it is assembled 
and it gets to the place and it is on the 
radio and in the press as soon as it goes 
out. That is the advantage of it. 

The gentleman talked yesterday—and 
he seemed to base his fears upon some¬ 
thing that was going to happen. I might 
entertain the same fear. I do not want 
to see this line used for propaganda pur¬ 
poses and I will fight with the gentleman 
to the end to keep that from being done. 
But so long as this line is confined to the 
transmission of vital farm statistics and 
prices and things like that of great im¬ 
portance to the farmers, I think we 
should utilize it. 

Mr. Chairman, for that reason I be¬ 
lieve the gentleman’s amendment should 
be defeated. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, is the gen¬ 
tleman suggesting that staff members of 
the Associated Press and UPI are not 
capable of making a proper evaluation of 
the flow of material which comes across 
their desks and to select and transmit 
promptly the items that are urgent to 
the farmers? 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. The best 
example I can give to the gentleman is 
this watermelon situation of last year. 
The fellow sitting up there in St. 
Louis, in Kansas City, the AP or UP, 
could use their services in another place 
or with reference to another country, 
while down in southeast Missouri they 
are very interested in the marketing of 
watermelons. There was only a small 
area interested in the price of water¬ 
melons on that day. So they sent out 
a story about some scandal in Washing¬ 
ton or some crisis in the Far East, but 
nothing with reference to the price of 
watermelons on the news lines at all. 
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That is going to come out at the end of 
the day. The report has not been pub¬ 
lished and the farmer sold his melons 
and took about a half a cent a pound 
less than otherwise. However, by put¬ 
ting this information on the line then 
the radio stations located in the particu¬ 
lar area can carry it and they will select 
the thing that is most important to the 
people in that particular area. Also, the 
newspapers will take the item that is of 
importance in that particular area. 
They will not use the whole thing, but 
they will use the information that is 
helpful to the farmers. That is why this 
needs to be done. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I thank the gentle¬ 
man very much. In the geographical 
area referred to by the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. Jones], that area which 
has had the advantages of the Govern¬ 
ment Weather Bureau’s leased wire net¬ 
work, an advantage which all areas of 
the country do not have, and no doubt 
in that area the private news services 
have come to depend upon the Govern¬ 
ment-leased wire network to provide this 
essential farm crop news. But in other 
vast areas of the country where this 
Weather Bureau leased wire network 
does not exist and does not serve this 
group of radio stations, television sta¬ 
tions, and newspapers, there is no such 
dependency. 

I have yet to hear any complaints from 
farmers in those other areas that they 
have not been getting adequate service 
from the private news agencies. 

The gentleman from Mississippi men¬ 
tioned the word “monopoly,” suggesting 
that the adoption of my amendment 
might somehow create a monopoly for 
some private news agency. Quite the 
contrary, it would prevent the develop¬ 
ment of a monopoly in the crop news 
reporting field, a monopoly held by the 
Government. It would not grant any 
preferential standing whatsoever to any 
private news agency. Whether a mo¬ 
nopoly has ever existed, whether pref¬ 
erential treatment has been granted to a 
private news agency, I do not know. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Is it not a fact that 
the present service provided by the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture is available to 
anybody who wants to pay for it? It is 
unrestricted as far as this information 
we are discussing is concerned. Will the 
gentleman agree that under present con¬ 
ditions it is available to anybody who 
wants to pay for and subscribe to it, 
therefore it is available to all? 

Mr. FINDLEY. I agree that is the 
fact. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Is it not true the 
gentleman’s amendment would to a 
degree restrict the present situation to 
fewer users? 

Mr. FINDLEY. No, indeed. The same 
information and service which was avail¬ 
able to all persons and media prior to 
April 1963, would still be available to all. 

Those persons, associations, and agen¬ 
cies who had their own staff members 
in the AMS offices and take the material 
off the machines and evaluate it could 
still do that. That is the way our private 
enterprise news dissemination service 
should operate. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I think the gentle¬ 
man’s statement indicates it would be 
more restrictive. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I also 
want to respond to a comment by the 
gentleman from Mississippi calling atten¬ 
tion to a book. I have no knowledge of 
the contents of that book. I assure you 
I hold no brief for anyone who might be 
harmed individually as a result of this 
new market news service. My great con¬ 
cern is the danger that Government may 
get a tempting tool for news manage¬ 
ment. There is always the danger of 
propagandizing, whether by Government 
or private news agencies or private news¬ 
papers. This will always exist as long 
as human nature exists. We are not 
going to outlaw that. But I think we 
have seen in this country the great vir¬ 
tues of a privately owned and privately 
controlled press—one that is not depend¬ 
ent upon the Government for wire news 
services. 

My amendment would prevent any di¬ 
rect interconnection between the Gov¬ 
ernment wire news services and private 
wires. A point was made that perhaps 
this amendment would make it impos¬ 
sible for a telephone conversation to 
relay information to a private party. I 
want to assure the membership that is 
not the intent of the amendment. I be¬ 
lieve it to be an erroneous interpreta¬ 
tion. We can make a little legislative 
history right here, and if there is no ob¬ 
jection, I will make it plain that such 
is not the intent of the amendment. 

All of this points up the need for pub¬ 
lic hearings. There has been so little 
interest indicated in suport of these 
broadened market news wire services. 
Why not halt this dangerous new trend 
until we can get the facts before the 
public and let all of the affected parties 
have a full hearing? 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from California. 

Mr. HOSMER. I would like to know 
what apologies the U.S. Government has 
to engage in the practice of disseminat¬ 
ing such information as the price of 
watermelons and other things of that 
nature where they feel there is an obliga¬ 
tion to take the taxpayers’ money and 
devote it to this kind of operation, not 
only for specific purposes but to expe¬ 
dite direct dissemination electronically? 

Mr. FINDLEY. If I may respond, the 
Department of Agriculture through the 
Agricultural Market News Service has 
for many years collected and dissemi¬ 
nated information of this type. 

I am not proposing that we go back 
and wipe out a very fine service that has 
been rendered through the years or even 

to eliminate the wire network which con¬ 
nects all of these some 200 reporting of¬ 
fices around the country. The Govern¬ 
ment offices should be connected by the 
most modern facilities available. 

My amendment would simply prohibit 
direct interconnection of private leased 
wires with this Government network. To 
me it sets up an apparatus which is a 
tempting tool for news management. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask fur¬ 
ther the author of the amendment, and I 
am satisfied with what he has told me so 
far, and I am satisfied that we do not 
want to disestablish these activities— 
but I wonder what compels us to con¬ 
stantly accommodate to any increased 
electronic effectiveness or speed in the 
dissemination of information, making 
it almost a race by the Department of 
Agriculture to keep up with communica¬ 
tions technology at the taxpayers’ ex¬ 
pense in order to disseminate informa¬ 
tion. Also, not only in competition with 
technology but in competition with le¬ 
gitimate private enterprise in the United 
States that desires in the traditional 
American manner to earn a dollar or so 
by engaging in the same activity. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I will tell the gentle¬ 
man that the excuse given for the tie in 
with the weather bureau network is to 
make use of the idle wire time. That is 
the excuse for the preparation by the 
AMS of reports to go directly into Gov¬ 
ernment leased wires and directly into 
the radio stations and television stations 
and to all the newspapers of that area. 
The gentleman from Mississippi con¬ 
firmed my worst fears yesterday when 
he said, and I am quoting from the 
Record: 

Further, if the Federal Weather Bureau is 
going to pay for the leased wires on a 24- 
hour basis it is absolutely foolish not to use 
them to make market information available. 

Well, if that argument holds firm for 
reports prepared by the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, why would not the same 
argument obtain for the Department of 
Commerce which has news of interest to 
the general public? Why not use some 
of this idle time of the Weather Bureau 
network for a regular report from the 
White House or from the Post Office De¬ 
partment or from the Department of De¬ 
fense? The Government could keep the 
wires humming with handouts 24 hours 
a day. 

Mr. HOSMER. I want to say this in 
addition, that traditionally the history of 
capacity in a communications network 
has been the basic user’s constant traffic 
increase. So if you take on a supplemen¬ 
tary user while you have some surplus 
capacity inevitably you either have to 
eliminate the so-called supplementary 
user—or you have to expand the capac¬ 
ity of your network. In this case I am 
certain that if the Department of Agri¬ 
culture persists in continuing this activ¬ 
ity, certainly it would not be thrown off 
the lines and the Government will go to 
the expense of acquiring additional ca- 
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pacity. So we will not get a saving of 
any money on that. 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say in differ¬ 
ing with the gentleman’s statement, that 
we must remember that we have a na¬ 
tional policy providing for marketing 
news services and that is not primarily 
for the producer but also for the pur- • 
chaser, processor and consumer so that 
the flow of available commodities will go 
in the direction where there is a fair 
price and, of course, that fair price for 
the commodities will follow the nee,d for 
them. So, as I say, that is a fixed na¬ 
tional policy and we are spending money 
and getting that information out. 

Now the same Government is spend¬ 
ing money and getting out weather 
information so why not have the same 
Government that has this fixed policy 
in both cases use the Weather Bureau’s 
line where we are paying for them 24 
hours a day to make available that in¬ 
formation which is a Government op¬ 
eration. 

Mr. HOSMER. I will say that this 
governmental policy has not been, or 
should not be to expedite this flow 
through any channel that could develop 
on its own. The policy has been to 
collect this information and make it 
available and then in the traditional 
manner, by private enterprise have this 
information communicated. I am not 
talking about the weather now. I am 
talking about the other items under dis¬ 
cussion. We are taking this additional 
step in competition with certain private 
agencies that are now furnishing this 
service. They will—if the Government; 
that is, the Department of Agriculture, 
continues to engage in this activity— 
themselves have to go out of business. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOSMER. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTEN. What is involved 
here is a situation in which a few people 
want to put their own employees in the 
service area and to resell the information. 
They do -not want the Government to 
make it available to everybody. That 
is exactly what is at issue. The only 
purpose in developing this information 
by the Department is to disseminate it. 

The gentleman should agree that if 
the Government is going to get this data 
it should not hold it in one place and 
let some private organization come in 
with its employees and then resell it. It 
should make the information available to 
the people. 

Mr. HOSMER. Unfortunately, the 
Government controls the entire com¬ 
munication—from organization to ulti¬ 
mate user. No bureaucrat should be 
given this unlimited power which surely 
would eventually be subject to abuse by 
use for propaganda purposes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle¬ 
man from Illinois [Mr. Findley]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi¬ 
sion (demanded by Mr. Findley) there 
were—ayes 31, noes 58. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I de¬ 
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair¬ 
man appointed as tellers Mr. Findley 

and Mr. Whitten. 
The Committee again divided, and the 

tellers reported that there were—ayes 
56, noes 101. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

REMOVAL OF SURPLUS AGRICULTURAL COMMODI¬ 

TIES (SECTION 32) 

No funds available under section 32 of the 
Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c) shall 
be used for any purpose other than commodi¬ 
ty program expenses as authorized therein, 
and other related operating expenses, except 
for (1) transfers to the Department of the 
Interior as authorized by the Fish and Wild¬ 
life Act of August 8, 1956, (2) transfers other¬ 
wise provided in this Act, (3) not more than 
$2,924,000 for formulation and administra¬ 
tion of marketing agreements and orders 
pursuant to the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, and the 
Agricultural Act of 1961, (4) not more than 
$45,000,000 for expenses for the Pilot Food 
Stamp Program and (5) not in excess of 
$25,000,000 to be used to increase domestic 
consumption of farm commodities pursuant 
to authority contained in Public Law 88-250, 
the Department of Agriculture and Related 
Agencies Appropriation Act, 1964, of which 
amount $2,000,000 shall remain available 
until expended for construction, alteration 
and modification of research facilities. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against the language 
in this section headed “Removal of Sur¬ 
plus Agricultural Commodities (sec. 
32).” The language in question is that 
appearing at the top of page 16, lines 3 
through 9. 

The CHAIRMAN. Specifically, will 
the gentleman from Illinois state his 
point of order? 

Mr. FINDLEY. My point of order is 
that the proposition is not in compli¬ 
ance with clause 2, rule XXI of the 
House of Representatives. Clause 2 
reads: 

No appropriation shall be reported in any 
general appropriation bill, or be in order as 
an amendment thereto, for any expenditure 
not previously authorized by law, unless in 
continuation of appropriations for such pub¬ 
lic works and objects as are already in'prog¬ 
ress. 

The CHAIRMAN. May the Chair in¬ 
quire of the gentleman from Illinois as 
to whether his point of order is to the 
entire section or the entire paragraph 
or that portion which he indicated? 

Mr. FINDLEY. My point of order is 
to lines 3 through 9, the portion of the 
section beginning with the figure in pa¬ 
rentheses 5. I will read it. It reads as 
follows: 

(5) not in excess of $25,000,000 to be used 
to increase domestic consumption of farm 
commodities pursuant to authority contained 
in Public Law 88-250, the Department of 
Agriculture and Related Agencies Appropria¬ 
tion Act, 1964, of which amount $2,000,000 
shall remain available until expended for 
construction, alteration and modification of 
research facilities. 

There is legislation in an appropriation 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
include the word “and” on line 2, I 
assume. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle¬ 

man from Mississippi desire to be heard 
on the point of order? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I caff 
attention to the section in the bill, last 
year where Congress passed permanent 
legislation authorizing this in the appro¬ 
priation act in which we said hereafter 
this could be done. It is in last year’s 
appropriation act which was written for 
this specific purpose and provides here¬ 
after not to exceed $25 million may be 
appropriated for these purposes. We 
cite chapter and verse there, so to speak, 
and it is quite clear. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, may I 
be heard on that? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be 
pleased to hear the gentleman from Illi¬ 
nois. 

Mr. FINDLEY. First of all, Mr. 
Chairman, in the committee report on 
page 57 there is a list of the limitations 
and legislative provisions not heretofore 
carried in any appropriation act which 
are included in this bill. The second 
item printed there specifically refers to 
the language which I have cited, on page 
16, paragraph (5). 

Second, there is reference to research 
on health and related problems of to¬ 
bacco; and on page 6 of the committee 
report, referring to the tobacco problem, 
they say the following: 

Accordingly, the Committee has included 
$1,500,000 of Section 32 funds in the bill for 
1965 to enable the Department to immedi¬ 
ately initiate tobacco research at this loca¬ 
tion. 

I would like further to call attention 
to two citations in the precedents. One 
citation is No. 1445 on page 449. In that 
it says: 

An amendment descriptive of the object 
for which an appropriation is made is not 
legislation. 

The fact that an item has been carried in 
appropriation bills for many years does not 
exempt it from a point of order. 

Then I would call the attention of the 
Chair also to citation 1656 on page 654 
of the precedents, which reads as fol¬ 
lows: 

The fact that a provision has been carried 
in appropriation bills for many years does 
not exempt it from a point of order if other¬ 
wise unauthorized. 

My point is that the activity which 
would be appropriated for in this para¬ 
graph (5) has not been authorized in 
legislation heretofore. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Keogh). The 
Chair is ready to rule. The gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. Findley] makes a 

point of order addressed to the language 
appearing on page 16, line 2, beginning 
with “and” and continuing through and 
including line 9, on the ground that it 
is legislation on an appropriation bill. 

The Chair has had called to its atten¬ 
tion the section which was contained in 
Public Law 88-250, in which it appears 
that the appropriation here, which in¬ 
cidentally is also in the nature of a 
limitation, was authorized by the Con¬ 
gress by the inclusion of the words point¬ 
ed out by the gentleman from Missis¬ 
sippi that “hereafter such sums (not in 
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excess of $25,000,000 in any one year) as 
may be approved by the Congress shall 
be available for such purpose,” and so 
forth. 

The Chair therefore holds that the 
language in that public law cited is au¬ 
thority for the inclusion in the pending 
bill of the language to which the point 
of order was addressed, and therefore 
overrules the point of order. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, a par¬ 
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. FINDLEY. The language au¬ 
thority cited in the public law was a 
reference to a public law which was an 
appropriation act; am I correct? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair point¬ 
ed that out. The Chair might say, in¬ 
cidentally, that while legislation on an 
appropriation bill may be subject to a 
point of order, if none is made it is per¬ 
fectly valid legislation and becomes per¬ 
manent law if it is permanent in its 
language and nature. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 16, line 10: 

“FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE 

“Salaries and expenses 

“For necessary expenses for the Foreign 
Agricultural Service, including carrying out 
title VI of the Agricultural Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C. 1761-1768), market development ac¬ 
tivities abroad, and for enabling the Secre¬ 
tary to coordinate and integrate activities 
of the Department in connection with for¬ 
eign agricultural work, including not to ex¬ 
ceed $35,000 for representation allowances 
and for expenses pursuant to section 8 of 
the Act approved August 3, 1956 (7 U.S.C. 
1766), $18,790,000: Provided, That not less 
than $255,000 of the funds contained in this 
appropriation shall be available to obtain sta¬ 
tistics and related facts on foreign produc¬ 
tion and full and complete information on 
methods used by other countries to move 
farm commodities in world trade on a com¬ 
petitive basis: Provided further. That, in ad¬ 
dition, not to exceed $3,117,000 of the funds 
appropriated by section 32 of the Act of Au¬ 
gust 24, 1935, as amended (7 U.S.C. 612c), 
shall be merged with this appropriation and 
shall be available for all expenses of the 
Foreign Agricultural Service.” 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

(Mr. GROSS asked and was given per¬ 
mission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, if I may 
have the attention of the chairman of 
the subcommittee, the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. Whitten], I would like 
to inquire as to what is being accom¬ 
plished with respect to the thousands 
upon thousands of tons of various types 
of grain, shipped to foreign countries, 
and valued at perhaps $150 million, that 
has been lost, strayed or stolen? This is 
grain that was allegedly shipped to 
Austria, to Ceylon, to Vietnam, to Co¬ 
lombia, to Turkey, and I do not know 
where else. 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the gen¬ 
tleman that when this matter was first 
called to my attention—and may I say 
it was first called to my attention by a 
news story—immediately our subcom¬ 
mittee met and asked for an investiga¬ 
tion in order to determine the facts. 

May I say to the gentleman further 
that this program comes under Public 
Law 480 and it involves barter agree¬ 
ments, and all that. But, nevertheless, 
that kind of program needs to be handled 
in the proper order. 

In our report we attempted to cover 
what we had been able to find out in 
connection with it. We in our hearings 
do not disclose the names involved be¬ 
cause apparently, based upon the infor¬ 
mation which we had, some of these peo¬ 
ple may be indicted and tried. At the 
insistence of the Department of Justice 
we have held up releases in certain other 
aspects. 

However, we have been right behind 
it and we, like the gentleman from Iowa, 
want this business handled properly and 
we want this Congress to know that this 
subcommittee is going to have this in¬ 
vestigation and obtain this information. 

Mr. GROSS. Apparently you are giv¬ 
ing to the Foreign Agricultural Service 
the same amount of money which they 
had last year and, perhaps, even more. 

Can the gentleman state whether any 
representatives of the Foreign Agricul¬ 
tural Service have been responsible for 
this grain being lost, strayed, or stolen? 

Mr. WHITTEN. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I am speaking from recol¬ 
lection. It is my recollection that one or 
two individuals or employees with the 
Foreign Agricultural Service were in¬ 
volved. May I say further that look¬ 
ing backward, they did not quite keep 
up with what they should have kept tabs 
on. Many of these things were trans¬ 
shipped 2 or 3 times, leaving the Foreign 
Agricultural Service representatives the 
problem of trying to trace the people who 
were guilty of fraud and who doubtless 
were making every effort to hide what 
they were doing. In some instances this 
grain was not only transshipped but re¬ 
packaged. 

May I say to the gentleman from Iowa 
that the increase reflected here is for 
salary increases only. 

Mr. GROSS. I will say to the gentle¬ 
man from Mississippi I am afraid that a 
lot of the Billy Sol Estes scandal has 
been swept under the rug—and one of 
our colleagues suggests the Bobby Baker 
scandal is also going under the rug. I 
do not want to see the loss of this grain, 
worth perhaps $150 million, given the 
same coverup. If there are people in the 
Department of Agriculture who have 
been negligent, and/or irresponsible, and 
have not been disciplined or fired for 
failing to perform their duties, then this 
appropriation ought to be cut and some¬ 
body ought to be taught a lesson through 
the process of the purse strings, if Con¬ 
gress cannot get at it any other way. 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the 
gentleman from Iowa that I think I have 
a long record along the line about which 
the gentleman is talking. 

In 1953, if the gentleman will read our 
report, it was our committee that in¬ 
vestigated many of the charges that 
resulted in action, and in this instance 
the gentleman will see that we have in¬ 
vestigated it again here. My recollection 
has been confirmed that one man was 
probably most guilty of negligence, but 
there was no evidence that anyone had 

received any remuneration out of it. 
But there was one responsible party who 
is no longer with the Service. 

I will say further to the gentleman 
that we are doing everything we know 
to do to ride herd on it. 

Mr. GROSS. Did the gentleman say 
that there are existing indictments or 
that there will be indictments? 

Mr. WHITTEN. We have been ap¬ 
praised that these matters are now 
pending before the Department of 
Justice. I would not want to take the 
chance here that the Department of 
Justice may not act on the ground we 
had given out information, therefore 
making it impossible for them to convict. 
The best we can do is to trust the De¬ 
partment of Justice and, so far as we pos¬ 
sibly can, make the information avail¬ 
able that can be made available. If 
there is no followup our committee will 
make every effort to do so. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

OFFICE OF RURAL AREAS DEVELOPMENT 

Salaries and expenses 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro¬ 
vided for, of the Office of Rural Areas Devel¬ 
opment in providing leadership, coordina¬ 
tion, liaison, and related services in the rural 
areas development activities of the Depart¬ 
ment, $124,000: Provided, That this appro¬ 
priation shall be available for field employ¬ 
ment pursuant to the second sentence of 
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 
(5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed $3,000 shall 
be available for employment under section 15 
of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a). 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

(Mr. GROSS asked and was given per¬ 
mission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to ask a question or two as to what 
this office is accomplishing—the Office of 
Rural Area Development, for which 
$124,000 is requested. Is this the Office I 
read about in the hearings that has had 
some hand in remodeling a motel and 
restaurant? 

Mr. WHITTEN. No. This is supposed 
to coordinate the work of the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture in rural area de¬ 
velopment with that of the Department 
of Commerce and the agencies in the 
Department, such as the Farmers Home 
Administration which has been assigned 
some of the job. This is the coordinat¬ 
ing agency to try to bring this together 
to see that they are working together. 

The basic law, which we passed 2 years 
ago, provided for this area redevelop¬ 
ment program. Rural redevelopment is 
mixed up with this. This is the agency 
that is supposed to coordinate all of the 
activities. 

May I say that, while these new pro¬ 
grams might have some value, I agree 
with the gentleman that they do not al¬ 
ways reach the major farm problem. 
But they are in existence and your com¬ 
mittee, may I say, instead of going along 
with the budget increases for these pro¬ 
grams, held it down to this year’s level. 
We did not expand it even though the 
budget expanded it. We held the work 
down to this year. This is a group co¬ 
ordinating all of the activities. 
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Mr. GROSS. I would rather spend 
$124,000 on trying to find ways and 
means to get farm income up. Farm 
income has gone down, while for other 
segments of industry income has climbed. 
If we are going to spend money let it be 
spent on efforts to raise the income of 
farmers, to get agriculture, the basic 
industry, on an equality with other in¬ 
dustry in this country. 

Mi-. WHITTEN. May I say to the gen¬ 
tleman if I had my own way fully and 
completely I might be able to improve 
it considerably. Unfortunately, I do not 
have my way. I do not believe there is 
anyone who is working harder trying to 
get equality than I. But I do not know 
just how to do it. 

Mr. GROSS. This bill provides $1 bil¬ 
lion less than was spent on American 
agriculture last year. I do not know 
what the result of this will be but I sug¬ 
gest that on the basis of this reduction 
the foreign giveaway program should be 
cut that much and more. 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I point out if 
you will read the bill, we try to point 
out the necessity for cutting out those 
things which help to create the prob¬ 
lems of the people today, including agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr. GROSS. I want to see farm pro¬ 
grams cut wherever it is reasonably pos¬ 
sible to do so, but this is a pretty good 
wallop that is being taken at agricul¬ 
ture. If it can be justified, well and 
good. 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the gen¬ 
tleman, I would not at all be surprised to 
see us back here sometime before the end 
of the next fiscal year on this Commodity 
Credit Corporation item. We were quite 
candid in our report. Much of this cut 
reflects the failure to restore all of the 
capital impairment and change in policy 
where we are providing enough to run for 
this year instead of restoring the Corpo¬ 
ration to its full borrowing capacity. 
Whether it works or not, I do not know. 
I do know, with all the heat that agri¬ 
culture takes and that we take and that 
the farm program takes, it sure would 
have been bad if we came out here with 
a bill $300 million or $400 million over 
the budget. If we had not gone along 
with this change in policy, it would look 
like agriculture was up for another $300 
million or $400 million above the budget. 
That is what we are faced with. 

Mr. GROSS. I am not quarreling with 
what the committee did. I am only say¬ 
ing, if agriculture can be cut by a billion 
dollars, let us get busy and cut some of 
the rest of the spending. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I cannot argue with 
the gentleman. 

Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. Mr. Chair¬ 
man, I am reluctant to take the time of 
the committee at this point, but there is 
an item in connection with this rural area 
development that has been of some in¬ 
terest to me. I hate to chide my friends 
on the other side of the aisle, but I read 
a great many accounts of the great effort 
that the new Johnson administration is 
making in the area of curing pockets of 
poverty with emphasis on rural areas. 
That is fine, except that as I read their 
statements, you would conclude that they 
thought of the whole thing and started 

it all. In truth, a bill was enacted in 
1955—and I am sure some of the gentle¬ 
men of the Committee on Agriculture 
whom I see on the other side of the 
aisle will recall this—a bill was enacted 
in 1955 for rural area development which 
set forth a plan or a blueprint for the 
coordinating of all the agencies of the 
Federal Government and the States and 
local governments to attack the prob¬ 
lems in these submarginal income areas 
and to assist them in every possible way. 
Its purpose was to give them every as¬ 
sistance in putting a long-range program 
into effect with the object of improving 
their standard of living. 

A few counties, usually one county in 
every State, were selected as a pilot 
county and that effort was initiated in 
1956. A great deal of progress was made 
and much know-how in this field was 
developed in the intervening years. In 
fact and in truth, we are now witnessing 
the culmination of these many years of 
effort in this field. Of course, I am all 
for it and I think it is a good idea. I 
hope we proceed with this program. 

But, it does seem to me that this pro¬ 
gram having gone along as far as it has 
and with the experience that we have 
acquired in this field, the credit for it 
ought to be given to the people who 
actually started it. 

Fux-thermore, I would think that since 
this work has been done for a good many 
years without having to make an ap¬ 
propriation to expedite this coordina¬ 
tion, that it could continue to be done 
in the future in the same way. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

LOAN AUTHORIZATIONS 

For loans in accordance with said Act, 

and for carrying out the provisions of sec¬ 

tion 7 thereof, to be borrowed from the Sec¬ 

retary of the Treasury in accordance with 

the provisions of section 3(a) of said Act, 

as follows: Rural electrification program, 

$365,000,000, of which $90,000,000 shaU be 

placed in reserve to be borrowed under the 

same terms and conditions to the extent 

that such amount is required during the 

current fiscal year under the then existing 

conditions for the expeditious and orderly 

development of the rural electrification pro¬ 

gram; and rural telephone program, $70,- 

000,000, of which $7,000,000 shall be placed 

in reserve to be borrowed under the same 

terms and conditions to the extent that 

such amount is required during the current 

fiscal year under the then existing conditions 

for the expeditious and orderly development 

of the rural telephone program. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MICHEL 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Michel: Page 

26, line 22, after the word “program”, insert 

the following: “Provided, That not more 

than $5,300,000 of the foregoing amounts 

shall be made available to the borrowers of 

the Rural Electrification Administration in 

Alaska for the repair, rehabilitation or re¬ 

construction of all their facilities and prop¬ 

erties damaged, destroyed, or dislocated as 

a result of the earthquakes of March 1964, 

and provided further that any amounts so 

made available and used shall not be repay¬ 

able by the borrowers." 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I re¬ 
serve a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Mississippi reserves a point of order. 

(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, the pur¬ 
pose of my amendment is to provide the 
necessary financing, in the form of grants 
from REA, for rural electric and tele¬ 
phone borrowers in Alaska to reconstruct 
and rehabilitate their facilities destroyed 
and damaged by the March earthquake 
and subsequent tidal waves. 

At 5:36 p.m. on March 27, 1964, one of 
the greatest natural disasters ever ex¬ 
perienced by the United States rocked 
the State of Alaska. The economic heart 
of Anchorage, Alaska’s largest city of 
49,000 was practically destroyed. Prop¬ 
erty damage has been estimated at about 
$300 million. Nearly a hundred lives 
were lost. Today—nearly 2 months lat¬ 
er—the courageous people of this State 
are still in the process of digging out. 

Major damage was done to the REA 
borrowers in that State, particularly to 
the Chugach Electric Association which 
serves the important area around An¬ 
chorage, including part of the suburban 
areas. It is estimated that this one bor¬ 
rower has suffered more than $5 million 
damage in facilities and, in addition, will 
suffer a half million dollars in revenue 
loss during the next year. 

According to testimony presented to 
our committee, the Knik Arm powerplant 
of the Chugach cooperative, located not 
far from Anchorage’s devastated Fourth 
Street’s damage center, was knocked out 
of commission and although the plant is 
now back on the line, complete repairs 
will take from 3 to 4 months. Chugach’s 
115-kilowatt transmission line from An¬ 
chorage to Cooper Lake suffered sub¬ 
stantial damage. Sixteen complete 
structures were destroyed and 30 others 
must be relocated at an estimated cost 
of $1.7 million. 

Other borrowers in the area suffered 
heavily even though the dollar loss was 
not as great. Shock damage at the city 
of Kodiak, served by the Kodiak Electric 
Association, was not severe but the tidal 
waves that followed destroyed much of 
the town’s business district, as well as its 
canning industry. The co-op’s generat¬ 
ing plant, located on high ground, was 
saved from destruction but at the peak 
of the tide the water was only a few 
inches from the powerhouse floor. 

Below the powerhouse, however, the 
plant’s cooling system was damaged, and 
the building in which it was housed was 
smashed by one of the cannery structures 
washed against it by the waves. As 
Kodiak manager, Leon Johnson, put it; 
“I think we have the distinction of having 
the only powerplant in the country that 
has been hit by a passing cannery.” 

In addition, Kodiak lost a warehouse 
building which was on lower ground, and 
a total of about a mile of distribution 
system was wiped out. Biggest loss, how¬ 
ever, is the canning industry and busi¬ 
ness establishments, which provided more 
than 40 percent of the co-op’s revenue. 

Up on the Kenai Peninsula, damage 
to the Homer Electric Association is cen¬ 
tered around its facilities on the Homer 
spit—a long neck of lowland extending 
into the water—where an oil bulk storage 
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plant is located, with loading facilities. 
A small boat harbor was destroyed due 
to settling of the land some 614 feet and 
a long stone jetty disappearing into the 
ocean. 

The Copper Valley Electric Association 
at Glennallen, Alaska; reported a cracked 
plant foundation. How extensive this 
damage is will not be known until more 
detailed inspection can be made, but the 
plant is in operation. 

The Matanuska Electric Association at 
Palmer reported less damage. Three 
spans of distribution line were lost, re¬ 
sulting from a snow slide, and one struc¬ 
ture on a 65-kilovolt transmission line 
was moved sideways, but remained intact. 

If time permitted I could spend a 
greater part of the afternoon with other 
examples of destruction and I have here 
photographs of the devastation resulting 
from the quake and subsequent tidal 
waves. 

Although the rural electric systems in 
Alaska were hit hard by the disaster^, 
co-op officials and employees responded 
courageously, and electric service was 
restored to areas that could use it in 
remarkably short time. 

The systems most heavily damaged, 
however, face an uncertain future. Un¬ 
less outright grants are provided to 
cover their losses, as set forth by my 
amendment, continued operation will be 
difficult. The heavy expenditures which 
will be required to restore the damaged 
systems, coupled with sharply diminished 
revenues caused by loss of load, will be 
more than the co-ops can cope with un¬ 
less some relief is supplied. 

Present estimates of damage to all 
the rural electric systems in Alaska run 
from $6 to $7 million. 

To restore their facilities to effective 
usefulness, the rural electric systems will 
need grants of cash. The Rural Elec¬ 
trification Act authorizes loans, not 
grants. Loans will not solve the prob¬ 
lem because the co-ops have lost much 
of their revenue from homes and indus¬ 
tries wiped out in the disaster. Further 
indebtedness would only compound the 
problem, not solve it. 

The amendment I have just offered 
would make $5.3 million of this year’s 
authorization available to REA in the 
form of grants to aid Alaskan REA bor¬ 
rowers. Such grants would be limited to 
the repair, rehabilitation or reconstruc¬ 
tion of REA facilities and properties 
damaged, destroyed or dislocated as a 
result of the March 1964 earthquake. 

Alaskans need electric power to get 
their economy moving again and REA 
borrowers make up a substantial and im¬ 
portant part of the power industry in 
Alaska. 

My amendment will not increase the 
total funds in this bill. It merely ear¬ 
marks a portion of the REA authoriza¬ 
tion for grants to aid Alaska power sys¬ 
tems. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. HORAN. The earthquake had 
the effect of destroying the facilities with 

which the people of Alaska hoped to re¬ 
pay their loans. With those facilities 
gone, it is utterly silly for us to expect 
them to be able to repay a double loan. 

Mr. MICHEL. As a matter of fact, 
with regard to the situation at Kodiak, 
the entire load of the cooperative there 
was wiped out. This cooperative has no 
customers. How could they possibly re¬ 
pay a loan, in keeping with their agree¬ 
ment with the Government? 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I commend the 
gentleman for his concern, and I shall 
support his amendment. 

I should like to ask if the private 
utilities involved—the telephone and 
power firms—have access to any similar 
form of relief or grant to aid them in re¬ 
pairing and rehabilitating their de¬ 
stroyed and damaged property. 

Mr. MICHEL. I say to the gentleman 
that there was some question as to 
whether, in the bill which passed the 
House and Senate for $50 million, there 
would be a reservoir from which these 
cooperatives could draw. When I 
checked with the REA Administrator 
prior to developing this amendment, he 
said, “We do not know at this time 
whether or not they will qualify.” In 
other words this is a gray area. 

As-1 understand it, rural electric co¬ 
ops are not eligible to receive help under 
Public Law 875—the General Federal 
Disaster Act—which consolidated all 
Federal authority to assist State and 
local governments in alleviating suffer¬ 
ing and damage resulting from major 
disasters. Furthermore, this act pro¬ 
vides for loans and not the necessary 
grants needed if these systems are to re¬ 
main financially healthy. 

An adequate and dependable supply of 
power must be made available by these 
cooperatives before industry can rebuild. 
My amendment will accomplish this ex¬ 
peditiously. It is a good example of how 
we can help people to help themselves, a 
basic tenet of the REA Act of 1936. 

By supplying the needed capital now, 
REA suppliers can continue to serve the 
people of Alaska and repay their out¬ 
standing loans to REA. Without it, the 
financial future of these cooperatives is 
in jeopardy. In the long run the co¬ 
operatives, the people of Alaska, the 
REA, and the Nation’s taxpayers would 
be far ahead if my amendment is ac¬ 
cepted. I aslk your wholehearted sup¬ 
port. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois has expired. 

Does the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. Whitten] insist on his point of 
order? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state his point of order. 
Mr. WHITTEN. . Mr. Chairman, I 

make the point of order that this is legis¬ 
lation on an appropriation bill. There 
is no authorty in law for making this di¬ 
rect grant from the REA program. May 
I point out under the basic law the com¬ 

mittee is limited to fixing a ceiling upon 
what the REA may do under the basic 
act setting up their authorities, obliga¬ 
tions, and duties. This would in effect 
be a direct grant from the REA which 
borrows from the Treasury, and quite 
clearly, in my mind, it would be legisla¬ 
tion. 

May I presume on the Chair for just 
one moment to say that certainly we on 
this committee sympathize with the 
problems of Alaska. If there be any 
difference in the treatment of rural elec¬ 
trification people and those who have 
municipal systems, this committee would 
certainly be in accord with the feelings 
of the gentleman who addressed us, but 
I must make the point of order that there 
is no authority in law for it and this 
would be straight-out legislation. 

Mr. RIVERS of Alaska. Mr. Chair¬ 
man, will the gentleman yield to me to 
address myself to the point of order? 

Mr. WHITTEN. If possible, I will 
yield to the gentleman from Alaska. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be 
pleased to hear the gentleman from 
Alaska on the point of order. 

Mr. RIVERS of Alaska. Mr. Chair¬ 
man, I appreciate all offers of assistance 
to my State of Alaska and to my fellow 
Alaskans who were damaged both indi¬ 
vidually and by virtue of damage to 
their public facilities. Therefore, I do 
not rise in opposition to this amend¬ 
ment, but simply to set the record 
straight before a vote is taken. Cer¬ 
tainly damage was done by the quake 
and resultant tidal wave and seismic 
tides. The Chugach Electric Associa¬ 
tion in the area adjacent to the city of 
Anchorage suffered damage to its in¬ 
stallations in the sum of approximately 
$5 million. Damage was also done to 
the Kodiak Electric Association and the 
Homer Electric Association. I have not 
heard whether Matanuska Valley Elec¬ 
tric Association with headquarters at 
Palmer suffered material damage, and 
the same is true of several others. They 
too might need help. For this reason 
steps have already been taken to help 
all of the Rural Electric Associations who 
suffered damage within the disaster area 
of Alaska. Under Alaska State law 
these associations are regarded as public 
facilities, instead of as privately owned 
utilities. When this fact was pointed 
out by Alaska’s Attorney General, 
George Hayes, the Office of Emergency 
Planning, after an evaluation, held that 
the Chugach electric plant, the most 
heavily hit, could be repaired with as¬ 
sistance under Public Law 875 and the 
State advised to proceed with an ap¬ 
plication. It is understood that damage 
to the other REA’s in the stricken area 
may also be repaired with the use of 
disaster fund money under Public Law 
875. Under this solution the disaster 
fund would be reduced by a few million 
dollars, which is another way of saying 
that the worthy purpose expressed by 
the gentleman from Illinois and his de¬ 
sire to help the Rural Electric Associa¬ 
tions with Federal grants for repair of 
their earthquake caused damage has 
been provided for. Still another proce- 
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dure to accomplish the purpose will ap¬ 
pear in an omnibus bill aimed at speeding 
the reconstruction of Alaska. I have 
participated in consultations leading up 
to the drafting of such a bill and I will 
be one of those who will introduce it 
in the next few days. In short there is 
no need for the gentleman’s amendment. 

(Mr. RIVERS of Alaska asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend his 
remarks ) 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle¬ 
man from Illinois desire to be heard on 
the point of order? 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I real¬ 
ize as a member of the committee that 
we cannot legislate on an appropriation 
bill and that it is subject to a point of 
order. If the chairman persists in it, 
naturally, I would have to give way. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. In view of the 
statement of the gentleman from Illi¬ 
nois, the point of order is sustained. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 30, line 1: 

"commodity credit corporation 

“Reimbursement for net realized losses 

“To partially reimburse tbe Commodity 
Credit Corporation for net realized losses 
sustained during the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1963, pursuant to the Act of August 17, 
1961 (15 U.S.C. 713a—11, 713a-12), $1,724,- 
000,000: Provided, That after June 30, 1963, 
the portion of borrowings from Treasury 
equal to the unreimbursed realized losses 
recorded on the books of the Corporation 
after June 30 of the fiscal year in which 
such losses are realized, shall not bear inter¬ 
est and interest shall not be accrued or paid 
thereon.” 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. j 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order against the language on 
page 30, lines 7' through 11, on the 
ground that it is legislation on an ap¬ 
propriation bill. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman from Washington be good 
enough to reserve his point of order for 
just a few minutes? 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the point of order. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gen¬ 
tleman’s courtesy in giving me the op¬ 
portunity to speak on this matter. I 
would like to point out what the commit¬ 
tee is doing here or attempting to do. 
We anticipated that a point of order 
would be made; but I would like for the 
record to show what is involved. As I 
said earlier, there has been a change in 
policy, so that instead of fully restoring 
the capital impairment of the Commod¬ 
ity Credit Corporation we just provide 
enough funds for them to operate for 
the next year. That means that about 
$900 million, which the Corporation has 
lost in the past on a variety of programs, 
is not being restored. It means that 
hereafter, year after year, interest will 
be charged on that amount. It will be a 
bookkeeping transaction, but over the 
years it will look as though Agriculture 

costs more and more because this figure 
will grow and grow. 

The gentleman’s point of order is well 
taken and we acknowledge it, but I 
should like to say for the record that 
what this amounts to is that this cost 
will continue to pyramid bookkeeping- 
wise and interest will be added to it, so 
that Agriculture will be charged with 
more and more interest every year. We 
think that should be corrected and we 
tried to do it in this way. But we confess 
the validity of the point of order. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I wonder 
if the gentleman would agree with me 
that waiving interest in this case would 
open the door to other agencies of the 
Government to do the identical thing? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
doubt that. I do know that if we do not 
keep this section in here the losses 
charged to the American farmer will be 
added to by $172 million in 1965. That 
amount is just going to get larger and 
larger and yet there is no real money 
involved here. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I insist 
on my point of order. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, may 
I be heard on the point of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
hear the gentleman from New Jersey 
briefly. The gentleman from Missis¬ 
sippi has conceded the validity of the 
point of order. 

Mr. WIDNALL. I understand, Mr. 
Chairman, but I would like to state my 
view on this for the Record, if I may. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
may proceed. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I join 
in the point of order against the proviso 
which appears on lines 7 to 11 inclusive 
on page 30 of the pending bill. My point 
of order is, that the proviso constitutes 
legislation on an appropriation bill and 
violates the rules of the House. 

This proviso states: 
Provided, That after June 30, 1963, the por¬ 

tion of borrowings from Treasury equal to 
the unreimbursed realized losses recorded 
on the books of the Corporation after June 
30 of the fiscal year in which such losses are 
realized, shall not bear interest and interest 
shall not be accrued or paid thereon. 

Mr. Chairman, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation Charter Act, and modifica¬ 
tions thereto, fall within the jurisdiction 
of the House Banking and Currency 
Committee. This proviso, in part, would 
nullify the requirement of section 7 of 
the Charter Act that the Commodity 
Credit Corporation shall pay interest to 
the U.S. Treasury on funds borrowed 
from the Secretary of Treasury. The 
proviso would also nullify in part a pro¬ 
vision of Public Law 87-155 of the 87th 
Congress, which legislation was also re¬ 
ported by the House Banking and Cur¬ 
rency Committee. Public Law 87-155 
authorizing annual appropriations to re¬ 
imburse Commodity Credit Corporation 
for net realized losses requires that the 
reimbursement of net realized losses be 
with appropriated funds, rather than 
through the cancellation of notes. 
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Mi-. Chairman, this proviso would be 
unsound legislation in that over a period 
of time it would result in understate¬ 
ment of hundreds of millions of dollars 
of the cost of the CCC program. The 
amount would vary, of course, dependent 
upon the amount of unreimbursed real¬ 
ized losses and on the going rate of 
interest. For fiscal 1965 alone the agency 
testified that on the basis of 3 V2 percent 
simple average interest the amount 
would be $172.3 million. It also should 
be noted, the language of the proviso 
would apply without future time limit 
and thus extend way beyond this 1965 
appropriation act. 

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully insist on 
the point of order. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DINGELL 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I of¬ 
fer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Dingell : On, 

page 30 strike out the period at the end of 
line 11 and all that follows down through 
and including line 17 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: “And provided fur¬ 
ther That no part of the funds herein con¬ 
tained may be used in connection with any 
price support program for tobacco.” 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, the 
reasbn for this amendment being offered 
is a very simple one. We have found of 
recent date that smoking is perhaps one 
of the greatest of modern-day health 
hazards. 

Mr. Chairman, I have here in my hand 
the report of the special advisory body 
to the U.S. Public Health Service, printed 
by the Surgeon General, entitled “Smok¬ 
ing and Health.” It was found and re¬ 
ported on the basis of the best statistical 
scientific evidence available today that 
of smoking is perhaps the greatest health 
danger to our people. 

Mr. Chairman, heavy smokers have 
30 times the death rate of nonsmokers. 
Moderate smokers have a tenfold great¬ 
er chance of developing cancer as com¬ 
pared with those who do not smoke. 
Heavy smokers face a 20 times greater 
danger to their health from smoking 
and in developing cancer which is di¬ 
rectly related to smoking. The death 
rate from cigarettes for smokers is about 
70 percent higher for smokers than no¬ 
smokers. 

Indeed, Mr. Chairman, a table which 
is contained in this report reveals that 
those who smoke less than 10 cigarettes 
per day have death rates 40 percent 
higher than nonsmokers; 10-to-19-cig- 
arette-a-day smokers have a 70 per¬ 
cent higher incidence of death; 20-to- 
39-cigarettes-per-day smokers have an 
incidence of a death rate of 90 percent 
higher than nonsmokers. Those who 
smoke 40 cigarettes or more per day 
have better than a 120-percent higher 
death rate than nonsmokers. 

Mr. Chairman, I find that in the last 
3 fiscal years we have put into tobacco 
supports $6,042,000, $9,263,000, and $16,- 
070,000. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I would be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 
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Mr. GROSS. You already have me 
feeling nearly dead. 

Mr. DINGELL. I beg the gentleman’s 
pardon? 

Mr. GROSS. You have me feeling 
dead already. 

Mr. DINGELL. I have no intention of 
having my good friend from Iowa feel 
dead, I can assure the gentleman. But 
I would point out that if he does smoke 
he is in substantial danger. 

Mr. Chairman, we are all interested 
in seeing that the Government of the 
United States does not subsidize and does 
not finance the growth of a substance 
whose use is so dangerous to the health 
of the American people. Over 41,000 
died of lung cancer—as many as were 
killed in automobile accidents that 
year—and it is estimated that 49,000 will 
die of lung cancer this year. Fifteen 
thousand died of bronchitis and emphy¬ 
sema, while there were 70 million people 
who are regular consumers of tobacco 
and cigarettes. 

Mr. Chairman, it is very clear from 
every bit of scientific evidence which 
is contained in this report prepared for 
the Public Health Service and also from 
the studies made by the Royal College 
of Surgeons in England that tobacco is 
perhaps the greatest danger which ex¬ 
ist today to people. 

The report was quoted in the most 
recent issue of the American Cancer So¬ 
ciety’s publication, where it pointed out 
that not only is lung cancer caused in 
many more cases in smokers than in 
nonsmokers, but the death rate was par¬ 
ticularly high for a number of other 
diseases including bronchitis and em¬ 
physema, cancer of the larnyx, oral 
cancer, cancer of the esophagus. Smok¬ 
ing was also cited as a factor in heart 
and circulatory diseases. 

Mr. Chairman, it can be argued that 
we have an important industry and, in¬ 
deed, it is an important industry. 

It can even be argued that the expendi¬ 
tures we make here provide for the or¬ 
derly marketing of tobacco, but I think 
what we ought to recognize is the fact 
that this substance use is a health haz¬ 
ard. The taxpayers’ money should not 
be utilized to subsidize and finance or 
enhance the sale of dangerous substances 
like tobacco. 

The American Medical Association re¬ 
leased a pamphlet which warns all the 
hazards of smoking and the dangers, 
the diseases and conditions which can 
be laid to the use of tobacco in any de¬ 
gree. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. JONAS. Would the gentleman be 
willing to include a restriction on corn? 
It is well known that alcohol causes per¬ 
haps more danger to health than ciga¬ 
rette smoking. 

Mr. DINGELL. I may say to the gen¬ 
tleman I shall be happy to consider that 
amendment fairly if my friend would 
offer it, but my amendment has been of¬ 
fered in good faith and is before the 
House. 

(Mr. WEAVER (at the request of Mr. 
Harvey of Michigan) was given permis¬ 

sion to extend his remarks at this point 
in the Record and to include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Dingell]. This amendment has two 
major connotations. 

First, it would remove the price sup¬ 
ports for tobacco. It would indeed be 
refreshing to those who advocate removal 
of agricultural subsidies to free tobacco 
from its supports. This crop could then 
seek its proper level on a free enterprise 
market. I do not share the fears of 
those who say even more tobacco would 
be raised with removal of supports. 
What fanners would raise more of a crop 
than they could sell at a fair price? 
This would be agricultural bankruptcy. 

Secondly it would remove from the 
Federal taxpayers the burden of support¬ 
ing a crop which has been labeled a 
health hazard. No amount of confusing 
doubletalk can erase the essential medi¬ 
cal facts that cigarette smokers have a 
higher percentage of cancer, heart dis¬ 
ease, and pulmonary difficulties. As a 
former family doctor, I have many times 
seen the sad terminal results of these 
diseases. It would be to the Nation’s 
interest, the taxpayers’ benefit, and the 
individual’s health to remove artificial 
price supports for the tobacco crop. 

I support the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Dingell]. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, it is generally known 
throughout this country that tobacco is 
produced in 21 States, and is one of the 
major agricultural commodities. This 
commodity pays into the Federal, State, 
and local treasuries about $3.3 billion 
in taxes each year. 

We know that the report of the Sur¬ 
geon General makes certain observations 
as to tobacco. In January of this year 
the distinguished gentleman from North 
Carolina, the chairman of the House 
Committee on Agriculture, the next day 
after this report was released, called a 
hearing before the Committee on Agri¬ 
culture and assigned it to the Subcom¬ 
mittee on Tobacco. Hearings were held 
in an orderly manner. 

Dr. Terry, the Surgeon General of the 
United States, appeared before the dis¬ 
tinguished gentleman’s committee. A 
part of his statement is contained on 
page 51 of the hearings on agricultural 
appropriations, and I would like to read 
at this time, Mr. Chairman, just a small 
part of his statement: 

I still feel, nonetheless, that I can whole¬ 
heartedly support additional research of the 
types which the resolution would authorize 
and direct. It is well known that strains of 
tobacco differ quite widely in various con¬ 
stituents. It is well known that the levels 
of some of these constituents influence the 
amount of hazardous or potentially hazard¬ 
ous substances in tobacco smoke. 

I would give a great deal to know whether 
the types of tobacco used for pipes and cigars 
have anything to do with the lesser hazards 
associated with these modes of tobacco use. 
If tobacco behaves as other vegetables, I am 
sure that the amount of some of its constitu¬ 
ents will vary with the conditions of culture. 
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soil, climate, fertilizer, and other agricul¬ 
tural practices. 

The Surgeon General further stated 
before the Committee on Agriculture, and 
the Subcommittee on Tobacco, as fol¬ 
lows: 

I am not a farmer; I am not an agricul¬ 
turist, but knowing this subject as I do, I join 
with you, Mr. Chairman, in your resolution 
and in the resolutions that have been pre¬ 
sented concerning additional research for 
tobacco. 

As has been pointed out, Mr. Chair¬ 
man, here we have an $8 billion industry 
where tobacco is produced in 21 States 
with over 700,000 families involved and 
with over 100,000 employees in this in¬ 
dustry. This is a major agricultural 
commodity, and certainly should be fully 
protected. We feel, and the people gen- 
erall feel, if tobacco is harmful to the 
health of our people something should 
be done about it. That is the way we 
feel in Kentucky. Kentucky is the sec¬ 
ond largest producer of tobacco in the 
United States. 

I say to the Members of the House 
that we are trying to do something about 
this problem. The distinguished gentle¬ 
man from North Carolina and his entire 
Committee on Agriculture are working 
on this matter right now. I say to my 
distinguished friend from the State of 
Michigan—and he is my friend—that if 
the price support program on tobacco 
were destroyed and price supports on 
tobacco removed, the Government would 
lose hundreds of millions of dollars. 
This is the one agricultural commodity 
that all down through the years has paid 
its way. I say to you, Mr. Chairman, 
we are trying to do something about the 
question that the gentleman from Michi¬ 
gan has in mind and we are doing some¬ 
thing about it now. This amendment 
should be defeated. 

Mr. Chairman, at this time I would 
like to yield to my distinguished friend, 
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
Cooley], 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend my friend, the gentleman 
from Kentucky, for his splendid efforts 
not only in behalf of the tobacco farmers 
but in behalf of the tobacco industry 
generally. This is our oldest industry. 
Perhaps, the first export market for 
American tobacco was at Jamestown. As 
the gentleman has pointed out so well, 
this program has not cost the Govern¬ 
ment anything. During the life of the 
program, tobacco has paid $48 billion in 
taxes and our meager losses amount to 
only $27 million. We are now in trouble 
because of this report that has been re¬ 
ferred to. Following that report, at the 
first opportunity, I introduced the reso¬ 
lution to which the gentleman referred. 
Not a single member of our 35-member 
committee opposed it. The resolution 
was reported on the motion of the gen¬ 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Latta], a Re¬ 
publican and a very distinguished mem¬ 
ber of our committee. We went before 
the Committee on Rules. Not a single 
Member of the Congress appeared there 
in opposition to it. In the hearings on 
that resolution, we called the Surgeon 
General himself as our first witness. We 
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called scientists, one after the other. 
Our last witness was the Director of the 
Cancer Research Institute in Bethesda. 
Every one of them endorsed the resolu¬ 
tion. This resolution in due time will 
come before this body and we will adopt 
it. I am certain of that because I do not 
know anybody who is opposed to it. 
Even the gentleman from Michigan who 
has offered this amendment will vote 
for the resolution. 

But, Mr. Chairman, here is an indus¬ 
try that should not be destroyed. This 
amendment will destroy the best farm 
program ever enacted into law. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
urge the Members of the House to con¬ 
sider carefully this amendment. This 
amendment should be defeated. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NATCHER. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr. DINGELL. I wonder if my good 
friend would be willing to make a cate¬ 
gorical statement or our good friend, the 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul¬ 
ture, would be willing to make the cate¬ 
gorical statement that tobacco is bene¬ 
ficial to health and that we should sup¬ 
port at the Federal level prices on to¬ 
bacco because it is beneficial and helpful 
to the health of the American people. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield so that I may answer 
our colleague. 

Mr. NATCHER. I yield to my friend 
the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. No one has ever con¬ 
tended that tobacco contributes to good 
health. My mother called cigarettes 
coffin nails and every time I smoked one, 
she said that I was driving a nail in my 
own coffin. 

Mr. DINGELL. I think your mother 
was very right. 

Mr. COOLEY. Maybe she was right 
but I have been driving a lot of nails in 
that coffin and I am still going. 

Mr. DINGELL. That is precisely the 
point that I am making. Lung cancer is 
at the highest incidence in history and it 
is going to increase further. Tobacco is 
one of the major causes of lung cancer. 
So here we have the Federal Government 
supporting the price of tobacco. I raise 
simply this moral question whether we 
can support the price of tobacco when 
tobacco is the dangerous kind of health 
hazard that it happens to be. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just like to make this one addi¬ 
tional observation. I say to my distin¬ 
guished friend from Michigan that if 
the price support program was removed 
tobacco would still be produced in 21 
States in larger amounts than tobacco 
is being produced today. It would not 
control this problem. The distinguished 
gentleman from North Carolina, as he 
should, is acting on this matter and his 
committee is acting on it at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
should be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the necessary number of words. 
I oppose the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, and ladies and gentle¬ 
men of the House, I realize the serious 
attitude and feelings of the splendid 
gentleman from Michigan with respect 
to his amendment. He serves on the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries and on the subcommittee which 
deals with the Fish and Wildlife Service. 
He has spent a great deal of time dealing 
with pesticides and things of that kind, 
which are dangerous to wildlife as well 
as dangerous to human life. 

In offering the amendment, I feel cer¬ 
tain the gentleman is thinking about the 
general welfare of men and women. 

We realize that the tobacco program 
to some extent has gotten into some 
problems. We realize it has necessarily 
taken certain chemicals and other things 
to grow tobacco as it should be grown. 

But I believe the proposal which the 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul¬ 
ture, the gentleman from North Caro¬ 
lina tMr. Cooley], has offered—to set 
up a laboratory to study this question 
and to correct the necessary evil which 
comes from using chemicals and pesti¬ 
cides—will, satisfy the gentleman from 
Michigan. I hope the gentleman from 
Michigan, after listening to the debate, 
considering the fine manner in which 
this program has been handled, will un¬ 
derstand why I and others oppose his 
amendment. 

I am as interested in health as the 
gentleman is interested in health. 

I had an experience only a little while 
ago. I was attending a social event. 
When I take two or three drinks of an 
evening for a week or so, it upsets my 
stomach. That particular evening I 
would not take a drink. A gentleman 
walked up to me and asked, “Can I get 
you a drink?” And I told him my 
trouble. He asked me, “How many ciga¬ 
rettes do you smoke?” I replied, “About 
a pack a day.” He said, “That is not the 
problem. How much coffee are you 
drinking?” I replied, “Oh, eight or nine 
cups a day.” He said, “Uh huh. You 
ought to change to tea.” I asked, “What 
is your business?” He said, “I happen to 
be one of the outstanding stomach spe¬ 
cialists of America. If you had come to 
my office, that would have cost you $150.” 

So I have changed to tea. 
I hope the House will vote down the 

amendment. 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BONNER. I yield to my fine 

friend, for whom I have great admira¬ 
tion. 

- Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman from 
North Carolina is one of the grandest 
and most valuable men who serve in the 
House of Representatives. It has been 
my privilege to serve under the gentle¬ 
man on the great Committee on Mer¬ 
chant Marine and Fisheries. I know 
him to be one of the finest and most 
capable chairmen, and most gracious, 
courteous, and dedicated men who has 
ever served in this body. 

Although I am not familiar with the 
tobacco research to which the gentleman 
refers, I am sure his interest in the prob¬ 
lem will weigh heavily on my mind and 
will be most persuasive upon all the 
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Members of this body because of the 
great regard in which he is held. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from Kentucky [Mr. Watts]. 

Mr. WATTS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
opposed to the amendment. 

(Mr. WATTS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. WATTS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by the distinguished gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Dingell]. I have the 
greatest respect for the gentleman and 
know that his motives are not for the 
purpose of doing harm to a great seg¬ 
ment of our economy but are based on 
the health scare as portrayed by the 
Surgeon General’s report on the effect, 
or claimed effect, of prolonged and ex¬ 
cessive smoking of cigarettes. I cannot 
help but feel, however, that the gentle¬ 
man does not fully recognize the great 
harm and great injury that would result 
should his amendment be adopted. 

As representative of the largest Burley 
tobacco-producing area in the world, I 
feel that I have firsthand knowledge of 
the tobacco situation, its programs and 
the damaging effect of the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

In the first place, the tobacco program 
has been the best run, finest operated, 
and the least costly of all the farm pro¬ 
grams that we have had in the history 
of our country. As a matter of fact, its 
cost has been negligible and its results 
have meant the prosperity and the basic 
survival of many of our farm families 
and farm communities in the 20-odd 
States in which tobacco is grown. 

The gentleman’s amendment would 
not have the effect of reducing the pro¬ 
duction of tobacco but would bring about 
the very reverse of what the gentleman 
is seeking to do. Should there be no 
supports on tobacco, there could be no 
acreage control. Production would ex¬ 
pand by leaps and bounds and we would 
have on hand greatly increased stocks 
of tobacco which, if as dangerous as the 
gentleman from Michigan assumes, 
would add up to more danger than if the 
support program continued and acreage 
control remained, thereby having some 
governing affects upon the production of 
tobacco. Thus, the gentleman’s amend¬ 
ment would defeat the very purpose—a 
purpose which I would call unworthy—• 
should his amendment prevail. 

Furthermore, should the gentleman’s 
amendment prevail, it would mean tre¬ 
mendous loss to the Federal Government 
in that the Government has large sums 
of money loaned to the various tobacco 
associations on the supported price level 
of tobacco. Should the gentleman’s 
amendment prevail, there would be such 
an increase in production the market 
would probably bq cut half in two, and 
the Government would thereby lose about 
50 percent of its investment. 

It would be necessary for the adminis¬ 
tration and the Congress to initiate a 
much wider program of antipoverty 
than has ever been dreamed of because it 
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would result in economic chaos and bank¬ 
ruptcy to the many thousands of people 
who are engaged in the production of 
tobacco. It would greatly affect and 
diminish land values and mean the total 
destruction of the economies of many of 
our States. 

All of us in tobacco recognize the 
health problem as it affects all segments 
of the tobacco industry. In particular, 
those of us who are interested in tobacco 
are devoting our every effort to a solu¬ 
tion of this problem—a problem that no 
one at this time knows the answer to or 
the cause of. We are expanding re¬ 
search both through the efforts of the 
Government and private industry to de¬ 
termine the cause, if one exists, what 
factors with reference to tobacco cause it 
and what can be done to cure or help the 
situation. 

It is my earnest plea, Mr. Chairman, 
that this amendment should be over¬ 
whelmingly defeated and that we should 
wait before attempting to do anything in 
the tobacco field until the U.S. Govern¬ 
ment has evaluated the situation and 
made its recommendations and not go off 
on a tangent because of a health report 
that has about as many loopholes in it as 
it has facts. I hope the amendment will 
toe defeated 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the distinguished gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. Fountain]. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Chairman, as 
the representative of perhaps the largest 
Flue-cured tobacco-growing area in the 
world, I rise in opposition to the amend¬ 
ment. 

(Mr. FOUNTAIN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

[Mr. FOUNTAIN addressed the Com¬ 
mittee. His remarks will appear here¬ 
after in the Appendix.] 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the distinguished gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. Kornegay]. 

(Mr. KORNEGAY asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re- 
marks ) 

Mr. KORNEGAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
arise in strenuous opposition to this 
amendment, which would eliminate sup¬ 
port prices for tobacco. I strongly sus¬ 
pect that the gentleman from Michigan 
desires by his amendment to restrict the 
growth and consumption of tobacco; 
however, in my opinion if this amend¬ 
ment is adopted, the very opposite result 
will occur. Without support prices there 
would be no control, and without control 
tobacco would be grown in every fence 
corner and in an abundance never be¬ 
fore experienced. 

I would like to point out to the Com¬ 
mittee that tobacco is one of the leading 
agricultural products, the sale of which, 
both from the leaf and from finished to¬ 
bacco products, pours into and fattens 
the local. State, and national coffers of 
our land to the extent of $3 y4 million 
per year. 

The tobacco industry is also the source 
of the employment of thousands and 
thousands of our people throughout the 
country, from leaf production to finished 
tobacco products, with the myriad of 

service establishments connected with 
the industry. 

Mr. Chairman, all of us are concerned 
with the health of the Nation, but many 
of us feel that the best and proper way 
to eliminate any health hazards which 
are thought to be involved in the con¬ 
sumption of tobacco, but have never 
been pinpointed as to their exact nature, 
is through the well-known and uni¬ 
versally accepted avenues of research, 
investigation, and discovery. 

We have at this very moment pend¬ 
ing before the House Rules Committee a 
resolution which will provide for this 
type of research in all phases of tobacco 
culture and finishing and for, I sincerely 
hope, the discovery and complete elimi¬ 
nation of any detrimental elements 
found to be contained in tobacco. 

This, Mr. Chairman, is the proper ap¬ 
proach and not, as the amendment 
would propose, to slaughter the goose 
which has for so many years laid golden 
eggs for the people and for the economy 
of this country. Let me point out, 
also, that in all the history of the to¬ 
bacco support program, the costs have 
amounted to only $27 million. In this 
same time period, Federal and State 
Governments have collected over $40 
billion in taxes on tobacco. 

I oppose this resolution as being both 
unrealistic and unnecessary in face of 
more effective and realistic remedies 
which lie right at hand. I urge the mem¬ 
bers of the Committee to vote against 
this amendment. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Chairman, 
there are two points I wish to make. 
First I wish to say to my dear friend 
from Michigan [Mr. Dingell], I believe 
everybody in this House is interested, as 
he is, in the terrible problem of cancer. 
I emphasize the fact that I do not believe 
his amendment, if it were passed, would 
have a thing in the world to do with the 
solution of that problem. In the first 
place, I believe it would cause more to¬ 
bacco to be grown in the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a member of the 
Committee on Agriculture. I believe 
that without a tobacco control program 
there would be much more tobacco 
grown in the United States than there is 
at the present time. I think it would 
definitely mean not only more tobacco 
but it would mean the ruin of hundreds 
of thousands of good American citizens. 
So let me emphasize that. I do not 
think if you vote against the gentleman’s 
amendment you are voting for cancer at 
all. I think you are saying, “We think 
it is better to have a Government con¬ 
trol program that has not cost the Gov¬ 
ernment any money rather than to have 
uncontrolled production of tobacco.” 

The second thing I want to point out is 
when the Surgeon General appeared be¬ 
fore our committee, as I recall it, he said 
that no one knew exactly what there was 
about cigarette smoking that caused 
cancer. There was no doubt, perhaps, 
about the link between smoking and can¬ 
cer, but what was it? Is it the combus¬ 
tion process? Is it the type of tobacco 
used? Is it the cigarette paper grown in 
some of my colleagues’ districts? I do 
not know. We might have to check on 
what kind of cigarette paper it is that is 
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used. It may be some kind of pesticide 
that is used on the tobacco. 

As has been pointed out, the House 
Committee on Agriculture is trying to 
push forward with a research bill. We 
owe that to the American people, and we 
are all in favor of it. I sincerely hope 
that we defeat the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Dingell] and are able to go ahead with 
this control program and continue with 
the research and keep this industry as 
it is today on the basis that it is. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from North Carolina [Mr. Taylor]. 

Mr. SICKLES. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased that the committee has agreed to 
a $1 y2 million appropriation to finance 
tobacco research. 

In the State of Maryland alone to¬ 
bacco provides nearly three-fourths of 
the cash farm income each year in our 
five southern Maryland counties of 
Anne Arundel, Calvert, Charles, Prince 
Georges, and St. Marys. It is a prin¬ 
cipal source of income on nearly 7,000 
farms and provides a livelihood for 
15,000 tobacco farmers and farm work¬ 
ers. 

Because of a number of problems, some 
purely agricultural and some resulting 
from the health shadow which now 
hangs over the tobacco industry, this 
appropriation represents an urgently 
needed step toward protecting the 
health of millions of Americans as well 
as helping a key industry. 

The broad university-government-pri¬ 
vate enterprise research approach antic¬ 
ipated in this program has the best pos¬ 
sible chance of reaching a practical so¬ 
lution to the problems of the tobacco 
industry. A solution in which an eco¬ 
nomically important industry can be pre¬ 
served at the same time that the Ameri¬ 
can people are gaining protection from 
hazards to their health and well-being. 

(Mr. TAYLOR asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I am 
opposed to this amendment. The result 
of the amendment would be first the 
bankruptcy of every tobacco producer in 
America; and there are 18,000 in my con¬ 
gressional district. And they have ap¬ 
proved the tobacco control program by a 
98-percent vote. Second, the production 
of more tobacco than is grown today but 
without control and without profit to the 
tobacco farmers. Third, no shortage in 
tobacco, no reduction in smoking, and no 
improvement in the health of our people. 
Tobacco is in trouble today, and the an¬ 
swer to the problem is research. We 
need to learn how to make smoking safer. 
We need to know what substances in to¬ 
bacco smoking are causing lung cancer 
and other disabilities. We need to know 
whether the cancer producing compounds 
come from nicotine in the tobacco or 
from out of chemicals and fertilizer or 
from a combination of these or other 
factors. 

I am glad to support legislation au¬ 
thorizing this needed research. To de¬ 
stroy the tobacco control program by the 
adoption of this amendment before the 
research program is carried out would be 
most unwise. 
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the necessary number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, at the start of this 
discussion my good friend from North 
Carolina [Mr. Jonas], made some men¬ 
tion of corn as it is translated into li¬ 
quor. I do not want to see corn maligned 
here this afternoon as injurious to health. 
We produce a lot of com out in the 
State of Iowa. We are proud of it and 
we do not as individuals make whiskey 
out of it, although a few might have 
made a little dab of it here and there 
during the prohibition days. 

Seriously, my purpose in seeking this 
time is to ask someone whether there is 
any money in this appropriation bill for 
research in the matter of tobacco. Is 
there any money in this measure to carry 
out the purposes of another bill that 
came out of . the Committee on Agricul¬ 
ture recently, but which has not yet been 
enacted? 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes, of course, I yield to 
the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. NATCHER. I would like to direct 
the gentleman’s attention to page 6 of 
the report. On this page you will find 
that under section 32 funds, an addi¬ 
tional $1.5 million is set aside and ap¬ 
propriated to begin a program along the 
lines that the gentleman just indicated, 
namely, to ascertain as to whether or 
not tobacco is affecting the health of 
our people and, if so, why, and to ex¬ 
pand generally the tobacco research pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr. GROSS. Is that in this figure of 
$1,724 million? 

Mr. NATCHER. No, it is not. It ap¬ 
pears under the funds that we set aside 
in section 32. The chart is on page 33 of 
the report. 

Mr. GROSS. In the pending item to 
which the amendment is directed the 
gentleman is saying there is no money 
for this tobacco research center? 

Mr. NATCHER. I say to my friend 
from Iowa that no part of the figure as 
indicated by the gentleman is for re¬ 
search. The gentleman’s amendment 
provides that no part of the figure under 
Commodity Credit shall be used in a price 
support program for tobacco. That is 
the sum and substance of his amend¬ 
ment. It has nothing to do with re¬ 
search. The amendment of the gentle¬ 
man from Michigan has nothing to do 
with research. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his explanation. I 
ani not opposed to the support program 
for tobacco, but I am opposed to the 
Federal taxpayers spending money for 
research in behalf of the tobacco proc¬ 
essors on the subject of the lack of in¬ 
juriousness of tobacco. I suggest the 
tobacco industry is well able to afford 
its own research in this regard. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. MICHEL. The gentleman is con¬ 

cerned about a reflection that might be 
cast against corn in the production of 
alcohol. Of course, the gentleman is 
aware of the fact that any starchy com¬ 

modity will produce alcohol. What dis¬ 
tinguishes corn spirits is the fact that the 
American drink bourbon is made by at 
least 51 percent com mash. That dis¬ 
tinguishes that commodity from any 
other. The gentleman from Iowa {Mr. 
Gross], and I grow so much of corn in 
our districts that we ought to be proud 
that the drink designated by Congress 
as an American drink, bourbon, comes 
basically from our section of the country. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank my friend from 
Illinois and congratulate him on his 
expertise on this subject. I shall go to 
him hereafter to get the answer to ques¬ 
tions of this nature. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I shall be very brief. I 
do not question the motive which 
prompts this amendment. I want to say 
to the Members of the House that of all 
the programs which have been enacted 
in the field of agriculture the tobacco 
program is the very, very best. If this 
amendment were adopted, actually it 
would result in bankruptcy—and I re¬ 
peat bankruptcy—for every tobacco 
grower in this Nation. It would result 
in the loss of hundreds of millions of 
dollars to the Government. We are in 
trouble right now for the first time, be¬ 
cause we have an abundant supply, a sur¬ 
plus in storage. Also, because of the Sur¬ 
geon General’s report. And we expect to 
do something about it. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my friends to de¬ 
feat this amendment and let us go on to 
another subject. 

(Mr. COOLEY asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. Certainly. 
Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I should 

like to associate myself with the remarks 
of my colleague from North Carolina. I 
am also opposed to this amendment. I 
would like to ask him if the net result 
of the amendment would not be probably 
the growing of more tobacco than is 
grown today? 

Mr. COOLEY. We had that experi¬ 
ence in 1939 when we took off controls. 
We planted the whole face of the earth 
in tobacco. It took us about 3 years to 
recover. The farmers have approved this 
program by a vote of 98 percent. The 
Government has not lost money on this 
program and we would throw away the 
best program we have ever had if we 
adopted this amendment. This program 
is not a Democratic program. It has 
been supported by Republicans from all 
parts of the country. It has never been 
in politics. Not once has this program 
become involved in partisan politics. 

Mr. BELCHER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 
Mr. BELCHER. As I understand the 

amendment of the gentleman would 
strike out also $37,351,000. What is in¬ 
cluded in that? 

Mr. COOLEY. I do not know. I shall 
be glad to yield to the author of the 
amendment if he would like to answer 
the question. 
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Mr. DINGELL. I did not hear the 
gentleman’s question. 

Mr. BELCHER. Does the gentleman’s 
amendment strike out the figure $37,351,- 
000 on line 16? 

Mr. DINGELL. No; my amendment 
reads essentially as follows: At the end 
of line 11, add the following: 

And provided further. That no part of the 
funds herein oontained may be used In con¬ 
nection with any price support program for 
tobacco. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
one other observation to make. I want 
to congratulate and commend our dis¬ 
tinguished colleague from Kentucky [Mr. 
Natcher] upon his efforts in behalf of 
the tobacco farmer and the tobacco in¬ 
dustry. Most of all, Mr. Chairman, I 
want to emphasize the fact that the gen¬ 
tleman from Kentucky has been diligent 
in providing the research into the prob¬ 
lems of smoking and health. In this very 
bill the gentleman from Kentucky has 
sponsored a provision which will start 
the ball rolling and this great investiga¬ 
tion and research program will get under 
way when this bill becomes law. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel that all of us owe 
to Bill Natcher a great debt of gratitude. 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from West Virginia. 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. 

(Mr. HECHLER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Chairman, I ap¬ 
preciate very much the chance to speak 
on this amendment following the re¬ 
marks of the distinguished chairman of 
the Agriculture Committee, the gentle¬ 
man from North Carolina [Mr. Cooley]. 
If the sponsors of this amendment are 
sincerely interested in protecting the 
health of the people in this Nation, and 
if they are persuaded by the evidence 
that cigarettes are a menace to health, 
then why would they advocate a course 
which would flood the Nation with to¬ 
bacco? At the present time, the produc¬ 
tion of tobacco is rigorously controlled. 
Some of my small farmers in West Vir¬ 
ginia have allotments of three-tenths or 
four-tenths of an acre, and my Congres¬ 
sional District is the largest tobacco¬ 
growing district in the State of West Vir¬ 
ginia. But if you pull the plug out from 
Federal supports, as suggested in the 
amendment of my friend from Michigan 
[Mr. Dingell], the production of tobac¬ 
co would run hog wild, it would be run¬ 
ning out of our ears, and then you would 
have not only a great threat to the 
health of the people, but you would have 
economic disaster. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of 
this amendment. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I hope 
the amendment will be rejected. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

May I say to my colleagues I hope we 
will not drag this out, and I certainly 
do not mean to do so by taking this time. 
However, at this point I do want to take 
advantage of the subject that is now 
under discussion to point out what we 
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on the subcommittee hope to obtain 
through the enactment of this bill and 
through the report. 

Mr. Chairman, I realize that our col¬ 
league, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. Dingell], who offered the amend¬ 
ment, is disturbed about this problem and 
about conditions generally. I am sure I 
realize what motivates him in raising 
this question at this time. However, we 
certainly do not want to go at this thing 
in a left-handed manner. 

May I say that price support programs 
are tied to acreage controls. In the ab¬ 
sence of price support programs there 
will be a lot more tobacco produced, more 
cheaper priced tobacco, and a lot more 
smoked. Therefore, it is my opinion that 
the amendment would defeat the purpose 
at which it is aimed. 

Mr. Chairman, I raise this question 
and I want to make it clear for the Rec¬ 

ord that the actions of our committee, 
in effect, amount to extending not only 
to the tobacco industry, but to the De¬ 
partment of Health, Education, and Wel¬ 
fare an invitation to come on and join 
with us and let us move now and get 
this problem settled and solved in the 
best interests of everyone. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this very limited 
time to say that I hope those in Govern¬ 
ment and those in Congress will help us 
to see that there is a partnership formed 
between the Departments of Agriculture 
and Health, Education, and Welfare, the 
industry, and everybody else so that this 
research may move on. Not only is the 
producer and processor involved, and 
the U.S. Government, but there are mil¬ 
lions of consumers of tobacco who all 
have an interest in the matter. We have 
done all that we know to do. 

I want to pause here again to say that 
I appreciate the fact that the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. Cooley] and 
other Members from North Carolina 
have either stayed here, those who have 
not been able to leave, or have returned 
from their convention in their State be¬ 
cause this thing is of vital importance 
to their State and to the Union. I say 
again I hope the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare will come in 
with us and help us get this problem 
solved at the earliest possible moment. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. DINGELL. I mean no reflection 
on my good friend the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. Whitten] for whom I 

have the highest regard, but I have here 
in my hand a picture which is contained 
on a poster published by the American 
Cancer Society and it depicts a big new 
flip-top box for the cigarette smoker. 
This flip-top box is a coffin. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I wish we could han¬ 
dle this research problem as well as 
some people in advertising seem to be 
able to do. It W’ould indeed be good. 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

(Mr. CORMAN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered by 

the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Dingell] . For many years the Govern¬ 
ment has subsidized tobacco producers 
through the Commodity Credit Cor¬ 
poration price support program. This 
program should now be stopped. 

The recent Surgeon General’s report 
on “Smoking and Health” makes it 
clear that smoking is a genuine, and 
often deadly, menace to health. The re¬ 
port proved that cigarette smoking is 
the principal cause of lung cancer and a 
major cause of other respiratory diseases 
and disorders. 

With this report before the Congress 
and the Nation, it is utterly inexcusable 
for this Government to continue to sub¬ 
sidize the tobacco industry. It is im¬ 
possible to justify the expenditure of the 
taxpayers’ dollars to encourage produc¬ 
tion and consumption of a product that 
is injurious to our health. Instead, it 
is incumbent upon us to exert every effort 
to curb the use of tobacco. 

I therefore urge passage of Mr. Din- 
gell’s amendment. 

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

(Mr. ABBITT asked and was given per¬ 
mission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Dingell amendment 
which has for its purpose the elimina¬ 
tion of the tobacco support program. 
Our tobacco program is the best agricul¬ 
tural program that has been devised to 
date. It is a model program that has 
been developed by the grower, the to¬ 
bacco-industry as a whole, and the Con¬ 
gress working together in an endeavor 
to bring a fair return to the producer of 
one of the most important farm com¬ 
modities produced in our country. 

Tobacco is produced in 21 States. It 
is an $8 billion industry with Govern¬ 
ment receiving approximately $3.3 bil¬ 
lion in tax per annum. It is the fifth 
largest income producing crop to its 
growers. It is vital to the economy of our 
Nation. 

If this amendment is adopted and 
enacted into law the Federal Govern¬ 
ment will lose millions of dollars on 
stocks of tobacco now in storage. 

Actually the tobacco price support pro¬ 
gram is practically self-supporting and 
at the same time brings into the Federal 
Treasury billions of dollars in tax reve¬ 
nues. The adoption of this amendment 
would be killing the goose that lays the 
golden eggs. It would wreck the economy 
of our country and would mean bank¬ 
ruptcy for thousands of the Nation’s 
farmers. I urge that the amendment be 
defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 30, line 12: 

“limitation on administrative expenses 

“Nothing in this Act shall be so construed 
as to prevent the Commodity Credit Corpo¬ 
ration from carrying out any activity or any 
program authorized by law: Provided, That 
not to exceed $37,351,000 shall be available 
for administrative expenses of the Corpora¬ 
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tion: Provided further, That $945,000 of this 
authorization shall be available only to ex¬ 
pand and strengthen the sales program of 
the Corporation pursuant to authority con¬ 
tained in the Corporation’s chater: Provided 
further. That not less than 7 per centum 
of this authorization shall be placed in re¬ 
serve to be apportioned pursuant to sec¬ 
tion 3679 of the Revised Statutes, as amend¬ 
ed, for use only in such amounts and at 
such times as may become necessary to carry 
out program operations: Provided further, 
That all necessary expenses (including legal 
and special services performed on a con¬ 
tract or fee basis, but not including other 
personal services) in connection with the 
acquisition, operation, maintenance, im¬ 
provement, or disposition of any real or per¬ 
sonal property belonging to the Corporation 
or in which it has an interest, including 
expenses of collections of pledged collateral, 
shall be considered as nonadministrative ex¬ 
penses for the purposes hereof.” 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. O’HARA OF 

MICHIGAN 

Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. Mr. Chair¬ 
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. O’Hara of 

Michigan: On page 31, line 8, after "hereof” 
strike out the period, insert a colon and the 
following: “Provided further. That no part 
of the funds appropriated shall be available 
for any expense incident to requiring per¬ 
sons engaged in the processing of wheat into 
flour to acquire domestic marketing certifi¬ 
cates equivalent to the number of bushels of 
wheat contained in the wheat clears pro¬ 
duced by them having an ash content of one 
per cent or more.” 

(Mr. O’HARA of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex¬ 
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. Mr. Chair¬ 
man, some weeks ago, as all of us will 
remember, the Congress adopted a so- 
called wheat certificate plan which re¬ 
quired the processors of wheat into food 
products to “acquire domestic marketing 
certificates equivalent to the number of 
bushels of wheat contained in such pro¬ 
duct.” 

In this respect, Mr. Chairman, the 
wheat certificate plan adopted by us was 
similar to that adopted by us in 1962 
and subsequently turned down by a 
wheat growers referendum. At that 
time, in 1962, those of us in the Congress 
who were concerned with the promotion 
of industrial uses of wheat in colloquy 
on the floor of the House and Senate 
were assured by the Chairmen of the 
Committees on Agriculture of both 
Houses that the needs of industrial pro- 
cessers would be recognized. The gentle¬ 
man from North Carolina | Mr. Cooley] 

chairman of the House Committee on 
Agriculture, assured me on June 21, 1962, 
on the floor of the House that “a price 
adjustment will be arranged with either 
the millers or the industrial processors 
of flour in recognition of the fact that 
not all of the end product is to be used 
for human food purposes.” 

Mr. Chairman, in spite of this clear 
legislative history plainly expressing the 
intention of Congress, the U.S. Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture last week involked 
an emergency provision of the Adminis¬ 
trative Procedures Act. Then under the 
cover of darkness, without notice, with¬ 
out hearings, without consultation with 
anyone, it issued regulations under the 
new wheat certificate program which 
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negated the legislative history written in 
1962 and required that industrial pro¬ 
cessors pay the full food product, certi¬ 
ficate price for the raw material used by 
them. 

The effect of these regulations in their 
practical application would require that 
manufacturers of dog food, manufac-. 
turers of wheat starch and wheat gluten, 
manufacturers of grain neutral spirits, 
even the manufacturers of plywood us¬ 
ing wheat clears, a byproduct of the 
flourmaking process, as a binder in the 
plywood manufactured by them, would 
be required to pay the full certificate 
price for the wheat used as raw material 
for their processes. 

To do this the Department had to ig¬ 
nore the customs laws and the regula¬ 
tions of the Food and Drug Administra¬ 
tion, both of which forbid labeling or 
classifying the high ash wheat prod¬ 
ucts utilized by industrial processors as 
food or as flour. 

I would not offer this amendment were 
it not for the urgency of the situation. 
Unless the Congress expresses itself very 
clearly, I am afraid the battle will be 
lost to the bureaucrats by default. 

The adoption of this amendment will 
hurt no one, but will be of immeasurable 
help in promoting new industrial uses 
of farm products, which is one of the 
objectives of our farm policy. 

Bet me say in closing I find it ironic 
that we should, in the same bill, adopt 
a cotton program designed to permit 
American producers to buy American 
cotton at the same price as their for¬ 
eign competition, then, under the wheat 
provisions of the very same bill, let the 
Department, by regulation, impose upon 
industrial users of wheat products in this 
country a higher price than their foreign 
competition must pay for the American 
wheat clears used by them both. 

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. I yield to 
the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Chairman, while I 
did not support the bill the gentleman 
has referred to and am not an expert 
on that subject, I share his concern re¬ 
garding the action of the Department of 
Agriculture, in its action issuing certain 
regulations in the dead of night, so to 
speak. 

I was very much surprised at the new 
regulations which will go into effect al¬ 
most immediately. As I understood the 
situation, under the law, the purpose of 
Congress in passing the act was to re¬ 
quire a processor to buy certificates only 
for wheat going into food products. 
That was pointed out by the gentleman 
from North Carolina, the chairman of 
the Committee on Agriculture, on the 
floor when that matter was up—and not 
on wheat going into products used by 
industrial processors. 

There are a number of little-known 
uses of wheat that I have in mind. My 
particular concern is with the so-called 
wheat clears that are widely used in my 
area, which is taken off along with the 
feed when a mill makes bakery flour. 
The higher ash material, as I understand 
it, goes into a number of industrial uses 

including plywood, adhesives, laundry 
starch, textiles and paper size. 

It is foolish, it seems to me, to treat 
these clears the same as flour going into 
bread. For one thing, under the Food 
and Drug Regulations, it is against the 
law to sell the higher ash clears as flour. 

Even more important, we talk a lot 
about industrial uses of wheat and other 
agricultural products and have appro¬ 
priated large sums for this purpose. 
The use of these clears by industrial 
processors is right in line with what Con¬ 
gress intends for agricultural products 
and it has not cost the Government 1 
cent to develop these uses. 

I am very much and highly in favor 
of your amendment and I had hoped 
that the committee would accept it. 

Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. I want to 
thank the gentleman for his support. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to agree with the gentleman. I 
think you have placed the proper inter¬ 
pretation on the bill you have referred 
to. I hope the amendment will be 
adopted. 

Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. I thank 
the gentleman from North Carolina, 
the chairman of the Committee on Agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. FINDLEY. A number of us op¬ 
posed the wheat certificate plan because 
of the hardship it would place on pro¬ 
cessors of wheat for all purposes. I am 
certainly in accord with any move to help 
relieve these hardships. I am sure the 
gentleman will agree with me that there 
are also some remaining hardships which 
are not adequately met by this amend¬ 
ment. For example, wheat that is pro¬ 
cessed for baby food will have to be cov¬ 
ered by certificates whereas under your 
amendment wheat for industrial pur¬ 
poses would not. My understanding of 
the wheat certificate program when it 
was debated here on the floor of the 
House was that wheat for feed purposes 
for livestock and hogs would not be sub¬ 
ject to certificates. Now I find that a 
miller who mills wheat into hog feed has 
to buy certificates. 

Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. It is a very 
similar problem. The gentleman is cor¬ 
rect in that respect. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HARVEY of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to commend the gen¬ 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. O’Hara] in 
making this amendment and in bringing 
this matter before the House for consid¬ 
eration. The Department of Agricul¬ 
ture’s regulations relating to “Processor 
Marketing Certificates” under the 1964 
wheat program, as they were published 
in the Federal Register on May 13, 1964, 
came as a shock and surprise to many of 
us who serve in Congress, and watched 
that bill become law. I was not one of 
those who supported the 1964 wheat 

May 20 

legislation, but I am absolutely certain 
that it was the intent of Congress that 
processors of wheat into man-food pro¬ 
ducts should not be required to purchase 
domestic marketing certificates. The 
legislative history both in the other body 
and here in the House, thanks to the 
gentleman from Michigan, is clear— 
going back to the 1962 act—that a price 
adjustment would be arranged either 
with the millers or the industrial proces¬ 
sors of flour in recognition of the fact 
that not all of the end product is to be 
used for human food purposes. 

Mr. Chairman, these regulations go so 
far as to define “flour” as including 
wheat clears. This means that pro¬ 
ducers of clears, for example, who sell to 
the dog food industry, or any industrial 
application, for that matter, must pur¬ 
chase an expensive marketing certificate 
to cover their clears. I thought we were 
trying to develop new industrial uses for 
agricultural products—including wheat— 
certainly, that was our intent. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to join in the 
support of this amendment and urge my 
colleagues to do likewise. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope we may have 
the support of the Committee in defeat¬ 
ing this amendment. I would like to ex¬ 
plain why. I do not know how this new 
wheat-cotton bill will operate. But prior 
to coming here, I was a district attorney 
and I would like to take time for a 
moment to tell you what happened in 
one case. 

Back in prohibition days, I had a good 
friend who represented a client. The 
man got caught with intoxicating liquor. 
My attorney friend plead the man guilty. 

The judge said, “Mr. Smallwood, I 
guess you just had a little for drinking 
purposes?” The man said, “Yes, your 
Honor; yes, your Honor.” 

Then the judge said, “How much did 
you have, Mr. Smallwood?”—and the 
judge knew what he had. And the man 
answered, “25 gallons, your Honor.” 

Now what I am saying here is that if 
you start leaving out a particular part 
in the first instance, then every time you 
find somebody who is violating the law, 
they are going to say that have it for 
this particular instance. 

I am in accord with the gentleman’s 
purpose. But I say that for us to take 
certain things out, then every time you 
find uncertificated commodities, they are 
going to say that they were for this par¬ 
ticular purpose. 

I assure the gentleman that if the 
committee will back us in defeating this 
amendment I shall cooperate fully in 
seeing to it that relief is given to those 
entitled, in line with what the committee 
intended. If it is fixed so that it is ac¬ 
cepted by law, every time someone is 
found violating the law it will be said 
that it was for a particular purpose. 

I hope that the amendment will be 
defeated. I feel certain that the com¬ 
mittee will cooperate fully in trying to 
solve the problem. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from North Dakota. 

Mr. SHORT. I am a little confused 
as to exactly what is happening under 
the regulations to which the gentleman 
refers. Wheat clears are one of the first 
products derived from the process of 
milling wheat. The processor who first 
mills the wheat buys the certificate. 
That is required under the provisions of 
the law which Congress recently 
passed—which, incidentally, I did not 
support. 

The processor has to pay for the cer¬ 
tificate for all of the wheat he processes. 
The clears are one of the several prod¬ 
ucts. 

There is a question I should like to 
ask. Is the user of the wheat clears 
now being required, by virtue of a regu¬ 
lation of the Department, to pay for the 
value of the 70-cent certificate on these 
clears? How is the formula applied? 
How does anyone arrive at how much he 
has to pay? How many pounds of clears 
are there from a bushel of wheat? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I am sorry; I cannot 
answer the question. I believe the ques¬ 
tion clearly shows why we should defeat 
the amendment at this time and deter¬ 
mine the facts. If I understand the 
amendment, it would further confuse the 
situation. 

Mr. SHORT. I am not certain it 
points up that we should defeat the 
amendment. 

Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. Mr. Chair¬ 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield. 
Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. If I can 

explain, I know the gentleman under¬ 
stands the milling process. All my 
amendment provides is that the miller 
not be required to acquire certificates to 
the extent that his production ends up 
in clears having an ash content of 1 per¬ 
cent or more. Certainly the miller who 
is programing his production and his 
operations knows what he is going to end 
up with—or else he needs a new mill 
manager. He would simply reduce it by 
that amount. 

Mr. SHORT. The gentleman is not 
seeking to exempt the user of clears from 
the purchase of a certificate, but is seek¬ 
ing to exempt the miller from having to 
pay for that portion which might be 
applicable to the clears? 

Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. That is 
correct 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Mills). The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
O’Hara]. 

The question was taken; and on a di¬ 
vision (demanded by Mr. Whitten) 
there were—ayes 31, noes 44. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

read. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FINDLEY 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Findley: Page 

31, line 8, after the word “hereof” strike the 
period, insert a colon and the following: 
“Provided further. That no part of the funds 
herein appropriated shall be available for 

any expense incident to making export pay¬ 
ments or export subsidies on any agricultural 
commodities being sold or sold to the govern¬ 
ment of any Communist country (as defined 
in section 620(f) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961) or to any agency or national 
thereof.” 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I re¬ 
serve a point of order. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, in the 
Agricultural Act of 1961 the Congress 
very clearly stated its opposition to the 
sale of subsidized farm commodities to 
Communist countries. Twice last De¬ 
cember, in the period just preceding 
Christmas, this body expressed by roll- 
call vote its firm opposition to giving 
taxpayers-backed credit cards to these 
same Communist countries. The amend¬ 
ment I have offered at this point is much 
in line with the amendment which was 
finally made a part of the foreign aid 
appropriation bill on Christmas eve. 

On January 28, in compliance with a 
provision of the amendment adopted as 
a part of the Foreign Aid Assistance Act, 
the President of the United States issued 
a determination, and I would like to 
read it. 

The White House, 

Washington, January 28, 1964. 

The Honorable John W. McCormack, 

Speaker of the House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Speaker: In compliance with 
title III of the Foreign Aid and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act of 1964, this is 
to inform you that I have determined that 
it is in the national interest for the Export- 
Import Bank to issue guarantees in connec¬ 
tion with the sale of U.S. agriculture prod¬ 
ucts to the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub¬ 
lics, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, 
Poland, and Rumania. The Bank will report 
the individual guarantees to the Congress as 
they are issued. 

Sincerely, 
Lyndon B. Johnson. 

Subsequent to that statement, wheat 
sales were consummated to the Soviet 

'Union. The taxpayers-backed credit 
cards which had been authorized in the 
Foreign Aid Assistance Act and by the 
determination of the President were not 
utilized, but the taxpayers of the United 
States contributed in export subsidy pay¬ 
ments to make possible these wheat sales 
to the Soviet Union a grand total of 
$42,951,314.13. 

Due to the generosity of the taxpayers 
of the United States, the Soviet Union 
was able to buy this wheat $18 million 
cheaper than United States mills would 
have had to pay for the same wheat. 
These figures can be verified by reference 
to page 641, part 3, of the hearings of the 
appropriations subcommittee. The tax¬ 
payer-financed subsidy paid on the 
Durum wheat, which was a part of these 
sales to the Soviet Union, was higher per 
bushel by about 14 cents than sales to 
friendly countries. In other words, the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture gave 
better export subsidies—better by about 
$3 million—on sales to the Soviet Union 
than it did to friendly countries. During 
this same period, sales of wheat were 
consummated to the Communist govern¬ 
ment of East Germany involving some 4 
million bushels of wheat, and the export 
subsidies paid on those transactions 

amounted to $2,722,386. The House of 
Representatives has stated very clearly 
on three different occasions now its op¬ 
position to the use of taxpayer funds to 
make possible the sale of subsidized farm 
commodities to Communist countries. 

The effect of my amendment would be 
to prohibit the use of any of the funds 
provided in this appropriation to make 
export payments or subsidies on any 
agricultural commodities being sold to 
the government of any Communist 
country. 

Since the action of the House on 
Christmas Eve we have seen economic 
sanctions against Cuba fall apart and 
for one reason—because we destroyed 
our position of moral leadership in the 
free world with our feverish effort to sell 
wheat to the Soviet Union. The British 
and French reacted by selling buses and 
trucks to Castro. Our economic block¬ 
ade of Cuba fell apart. 

This amendment would prevent fur¬ 
ther folly of this kind. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINDLEY. I will be glad to yield 
to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. MICHEL. The gentleman made 
reference to material which is found in 
the hearings on page 641, of part III, 
which I finally pried out of the Depart¬ 
ment after numerous inquiries. I think 
we ought to point out that the sale 
through Continental Grain and Cargill, 
Inc., was subsidized to the extent of $42,- 
951,314 to the Soviet Union. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I shall 
not press the point of order, but I move 
to strike out the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog¬ 
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. Whitten]. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, when 
we get into this area it is not always easy 
to deal with it, but I hope the Committee 
will join with our subcommittee in keep¬ 
ing the bill as we have written it. No 
one I am sure in the Congress of the 
United States wishes to help Russia or its 
satellites, but I think we ought to apply 
some judgment and commonsense in 
determining what helps and what does 
riot help and what may needlessly restrict 
us as against our allies who are our com¬ 
petitors. 

I suspect that I have had about as 
many years dealing with this subject as 
most of the Members here. I helped to 
work out the Wherry amendment in con¬ 
ference, later the Kem amendment, 
which later became the Battle Act. 

When we were unable to get informa¬ 
tion from the Department of Defense on 
the situation in Russia, as chairman of 
this subcommittee, but also as a mem¬ 
ber of the other committee, several of 
us went to visit Russia. We traveled 
through several thousand miles there, by 
automobile, by train, and by air. We 
learned many things that we had not 
been told about the relative weakness of 
Russia, and things of that kind. 

But here is the point that I wish to 
make in dealing with this. We learned 
that we had given Russia 5,000 tons of 
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planting seed. I said then I did not 
know that we should sell food to Russia 
but it was at least more sound to sell than 
to make her self-sufficient by selling 
planting seed so she can grow her own 
food. Are we going to stand here and 
let Canada and Australia have all that 
market, accept American dollars for it, 
and have Australia and Canada call on 
our gold supply to redeem our dollars, 
they get from Russia? 

Now I want to say another thing. Ev¬ 
erybody recognizes that the Achilles heel 
in Russia and in communism is their in¬ 
ability to feed their own people. And 
you may say that if we sell them the 
wheat, instead of letting Australia and 
Canada sell them the wheat, we are feed¬ 
ing them people. They would be fed by 
our allies anyway. However, if they pay 
us in dollars they, in turn, have that 
much less with which to carry on their 
general economy, including their mil¬ 
itary requirements. 

Nobody on this floor has made more 
effort to try to deal with the Communist 
situation and keep them back than I 
have. But we do have to stop, look, and 
listen to determine what helps and what 
does not. And write this down. Russia 
is buying wheat from Canada, Australia, 
and other countries, and in many in¬ 
stances the money that we might get, 
that would help our situation, goes to 
our allies. So we are not depriving them 
of the wheat in the one case, but we are 
depriving ourselves of the opportunity 
to benefit our balance-of-payments sit¬ 
uation—again I am not saying we should. 
I am saying we should not tie our own 
hands. When the Secretary came back, 
and several others who went over there, 
they said that Russia was very anxious 
to buy things from our country, such as 
fertilizer plants and other items that 
would help her to become self-sufficient. 
To the degree that she relies on our sup¬ 
ply of wheat, that is one thing. But 
when we go to the point where we permit 
her to become self-sufficient, then she 
becomes that much more independent 
and therefore more dangerous. 

In the final analysis, Mr. Chairman, 
our allies are doing the very thing that 
we would prohibit ourselves from doing 
here under this amendment. 

I repeat that I would be and I am 
opposed to taking one single, solitary 
step that would help the Communists. 
But I do think we need to keep our heads 
up and our arms free in deciding what 
helps and what does not help as the situ¬ 
ation develops. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment should 
be defeated in my opinion. 

Mr. STINSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr. STINSON. According to Pravda, 
the December 10 issue, 1963, page 1, col¬ 
umn 3- 

Mr. WHITTEN. Is that the Russian 
propaganda sheet? 

Mr. STINSON. That is right. 
Mr. WHITTEN. Is the gentleman 

asking me to believe what it says, in view 
of what it is? 

Mr. STINSON. This is the official 
Russian state newspaper. In that par¬ 

ticular issue they indicate that their 
total grain production was 44.8 million 
tons and according to the statistics in 
their own publication they do not require 
over 32.9 million tons for making bread 
and feeding their people. 

I believe that the United States has 
become the victim of a tremendous prop¬ 
aganda program on the part of the Soviet 
Union in order to get us to sell them this 
wheat at a subsidized price. 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the 
gentleman that Russia has not bought 
anything like the wheat, if I under¬ 
stand the situation correctly, that was 
made available. Again I voted against 
that bill. However, I want to make clear 
that I am not advocating the sale of 
wheat to Russia, as such. I am advoca¬ 
ting the defeat of the amendment, which 
would say that under no circumstances 
could we do so, even if thereby we 
stopped the cold war. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to go back to my earlier colloquy with 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Find¬ 

ley] in which I cited the total figure 
here of the subsidized sale. I want to 
also say that earlier in that testimony in 
a direct answer to a question of mine in 
which I inquired as to what the average 
subsidy was per bushel, I got the answer 
that it was around 60 cents a bushel. 
But one can see each one of the figures 
cited on page 641 and they are as fol¬ 
lows: 72, 73, 65, (51, with no quantity at 
all;) 65, 64, 84, and 73. 

I do not see how we can get an aver¬ 
age figure of 60 cents a bushel with all 
the individual parts that go to make up 
that average of anywhere from 10 to 20 
cents above the cited average figure. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

Mr DOLE. Can the gentleman tell me 
whether or not we have been paid for the 
wheat that has been delivered to Russia? 

Mi’. MICHEL. No, I cannot say that, 
and I do not know if our chairman would 
have that information or not. But there 
are indications that it has been bought 
on credit. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, may I say to the 
gentleman that when the bill was up for 
consideration, I voted against the sale 
primarily because at that time it author¬ 
ized sales on credit. I thought such sales 
if made should have been made for dol¬ 
lars and then the fact that our allies were 
selling right and left to Russia and 
everyone else entered into it, I do not 
know whether you should sell or not. I, 
on the other hand, doubt whether we 
should tie our hands by law when under 
some circumstances we might want to 
make such sales. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen¬ 
tleman will yield further, the figures the 
gentleman mentioned as to the extra cost 
are very interesting. The export sub¬ 
sidy on Durum wheat was raised a suf¬ 
ficient amount to take care of the ship¬ 
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ping differential on American and for¬ 
eign bottoms. This, of course, was in 
direct violation of what I understood 
the original proposal to be. Secretary of 
Commerce Hodges admitted this was 
probably true but Secretary of Agricul¬ 
ture Freeman denied it. In this instance 
Secretary Hodges was undoubtedly cor- 

Mr. MICHEL. I believe that if the 
gentleman will read those several pages 
of the hearings during the interrogation 
of the witness, that what he says is pretty 
well borne out. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. Findley], 

The question was taken; and on a di¬ 
vision (demanded by Mr. Findley) there 
were—ayes 37, noes 60. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I de¬ 
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair¬ 
man appointed as tellers Mr. Findley 
and Mr. Whitten. 

The Committee again divided, and the 
tellers reported there were ayes 66, noes 
91. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FINLEY 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows; 
Amendment offered by Mr. Findley: Page 

31, line 8, after the word "hereof” strike the 
period, insert a colon and the following: 
"Provided further, That no part of the funds 
herein appropriated shall be available for any 
expense incident to making export payments 
or export subsidies on any agricultural com¬ 
modities being sold or sold to the government 
of any Communist country (as defined in 
section 620(f) of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961) or to any agency or national thereof, 
except when the President determines that 
such guarantees would.be in the national in¬ 
terest and reports each such determination 
to the House of Representatives and the Sen¬ 
ate within 30 days after such determination.” 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
wonder if the gentleman will advise us 
how many amendments he has? 

Mr. FINDLEY. I have one more. 
Mr. WHITTEN. I wonder if we can 

agree on the time being limited to 10 
minutes, 5 minutes to the gentleman and 
5 minutes to the committee? I make that 
as a unanimous consent request. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 

make a point of order against the 
amendment, but will reserve the point 
of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Mississippi reserves the point of order 
against the amendment. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
Findley] is recognized in support of his 
amendment. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is identical with the one just 
considered by this body with the excep¬ 
tion that a proviso is added, the same 
exact provision which was finally made a 
part of the amendment adopted by this 
House as a part of the foreign aid ap¬ 
propriation bill last December. 
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The proviso would permit the Presi¬ 
dent to make these export subsidy pay¬ 
ments if he makes a determination that 
such guarantees would be in the national 
interest. He may or may not make such 
a determination. But this proviso would 
make possible the flexibility which the 
gentleman from Mississippi seems to find 
desirable. If I recall his remarks cor¬ 
rectly, he stated objection to selling 
wheat to Russia but he felt it was un¬ 
wise to be inflexible in the wording of 
the amendment, and therefore I offer this 
new amendment which does permit the 
President to make the same sort of de¬ 
termination that he made in the case of 
the Export-Import Bank credit guaran¬ 
tees. Since the action of the House in 
adopting this similar amendment of Ex¬ 
port-Import Bank guarantees, the tax¬ 
payers of the United States have kicked 
in $42 million in export subsidy pay¬ 
ments for sales to Communists and I 
think it is time to call a halt to this 
nonsense. But I am willing to leave the 
discretion up to the President. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, may I 
be recognized on the point of order 
against the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state the point of order. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
make a point of order against the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois on the ground that it is 
legislation on an appropriation bill. 

I will say that I have not had a 
chance to review the authorities, but it 
is my recollection during the years that 
I have served in this capacity handling 
this bill on the floor of the House, when 
any provision requires extra duties and 
imposes those extra duties on the execu¬ 
tive department, the President in this in¬ 
stance, such a proposal goes beyond 
being a restriction on the expenditure of 
money and amounts to legislation. For 
that reason, Mr. Chairman, I believe the 
point of order should be sustained. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle¬ 
man from Illinois desire to be heard on 
the point of order? 

Mr. FINDLEY. Yes, Mr. Chairman, 
simply to say that in my opinion, the 
amendment amounts to a limitation on 
the use of funds and, therefore, comes 
within the rules. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Keogh). The 
Chair is ready to rule. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Find¬ 

ley] has offered an amendment to the 
language appearing at page 31, line 8, to 
insert the following language: 

Provided further. That no part of the 
funds herein appropriated shall be available 
for any expense incident to making export 
payments of export subsidies on any agri¬ 
cultural commodities being sold or sold to the 
government of any Communist country (as 
defined in section 620(f) of the Foreign As¬ 
sistance Act of 1961) or to any agency or 
national thereof, except when the President 
determines that such guarantees would be in 
the national interest and reports each such 
determination to the House of Representa¬ 
tives and the Senate within 30 days after 
such determination. 

In the opinion of the Chair, the lan¬ 
guage last read, beginning with the words 
“except when the President determines” 
does impose additional duties upon the 

President, and is, therefore, legislation 
on an appropriation bill. 

The Chair sustains the point of order. 
The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Sec. 505. Except to provide materials re¬ 

quired in or incident to research or experi¬ 
mental work where no suitable domestic 
product is available, no part of the funds 
appropriated by this act shall be expended 
in the purchase of twine manufactured from 
commodities or materials produced outside 
of the United States. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the requisite number of words. 

(Mr. GROSS asked and was given per¬ 
mission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I take 
this time—and I have no desire to use 
a full 5 minutes—to ask the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. Whitten] if it 
will be his purpose to seek a vote on the 
amendment which was adopted yester¬ 
day with respect to the establishment of 
a peanut laboratory or research center 
in Georgia. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I say to my colleague 
from Iowa that it will be my purpose to 
ask for a rollcall vote. If he will yield, 
I will explain why. 

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to my 
friend, the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Our committee made 
three different efforts to solve this prob¬ 
lem. We first provided $450,000 for a 
laboratory in this area, the purpose of 
which was not to get into the quality 
research field where there is great com¬ 
petition. That did not work. 

At the instance of the leadership of 
both the House and the Senate, with all 
of our colleagues trying to get through 
at about 3:30 in the morning just before 
Christmas, our committee yielded and 
gave Georgia a $9.5 million laboratory 
in this same general area. It is emi¬ 
nently qualified to do whatever needs to 
be done. 

By that time, unfortunately, our col¬ 
league, the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Forrester] had gone home. In order to 
get some agreement, we agreed to bring 
the original provision back intact—not 
to pass it, but to bring it back. Then 
we suddenly discovered that after the 
$9.5 million authorization and the $450,- 
000 for the laboratory we were faced 
with this $1.6 million laboratory, and 
no one on this floor can tell us one thing 
for which there is any need to use it. 

I hope my colleagues will stand by the 
committee and will vote against the 
amendment. If they do, there will be 
in this bill $450,000 for a laboratory at 
Dawson, Ga., which was not in the budg¬ 
et estimates and which the committee 
put in in the endeavor to do the best it 
could to help our friends to deal with 
their essential problems. 

I hope our friends will stand by the 
committee and vote against the amend¬ 
ment, when that is called up. 

Mr. GROSS. I am pleased to be as¬ 
sured that the gentleman will seek a 
rollcall vote on that amendment. 

I say to the Members of the House 
that I hold the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. Forrester! in high esteem, but I 

believe that a $1.6 million laboratory or 
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research center which apparently will 
wind up costing $10 million, is a pretty 
plush going away present for my friend 
from Georgia. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I do not know—con¬ 
sidering the $450,000 now in the bill and 
the $9.5 million laboratory provided last 
year—what under the sun they would 
do if they had the additional money for 
the laboratory. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman 
and say that I agree with him completely. 

(Mr. ALGER (at the request of Mr. 
Harvey of Michigan) was given permis¬ 
sion to extend his remarks at this point 
in the Record and to include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Chairman, I cannot 
agree to the agriculture appropriation 
bill for several very fundamental reasons. 
Most fundamental and never to be for¬ 
gotten, before other specific criticisms, 
is my disbelief in the present control of 
the farmer and farm products. My fun¬ 
damental objection goes, therefore, to the 
unconstitutional nature of the present 
farm law, wherein the farmer cannot do 
what he wants with his own land, and 
must suffer in the marketplace by the 
distorting influence of the Federal sub¬ 
sidies, crop controls, and surplus com¬ 
modities in a variety of Federal pro¬ 
grams. 

Now, in addition, there are several spe¬ 
cific objections which, to me, must result 
in disapproval of this bill. 

First. There is a conflict between sec¬ 
tions 32' and 22 of the Agriculture 
Act. Even as Government is buying $400 
million of meats, between 1936 and 1962, 
as surplus, under section 32, we find the 
United States being flooded with foreign 
meats under section 22. The fact is, 
there is too much Federal Government 
imposed on our people by both sections. 
Both are working to the detriment of our 
Nation. There is a question in my mind 
whether bad law can be made to work ef¬ 
fectively at best. These points are effec¬ 
tively developed on pages 16, 17, and 19 
of the report. 

Second. There is overlapping jurisdic¬ 
tion and expenditures in Public Law 480, 
funded in this bill, and the AID, Agency 
for International Development, in the 
foreign-aid bill. Under AID loans, guar¬ 
antees and subsidies business endeavors 
are encouraged overseas, presumably 
some agricultural, and yet our Govern¬ 
ment does not protect American lives 
and property overseas, either from death 
or expropriation. 

Third. There is an increase of $167 
million in Public Law 480 funds to give 
away or sell short agricultural products 
overseas. This is related to foreign aid 
and should be so considered. In the 
$1,887 million involved is the usual dou¬ 
ble play of economizing and spending 
more, by spending more than last year 
but cutting the budget request. 

Fourth. The REA is granted $450 mil¬ 
lion more when the great bulk of rural 
electrification is behind us and private 
enterprise can take over the job. In¬ 
stead, we perpetuate and build this Fed- 
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eral Government giant business opera¬ 
tion, an empire resting on Government 
subsidy. 

In addition, there is room for reason¬ 
able doubts on other sections of this bill, 
including Federal aids for land conser¬ 
vation when we are retiring land from 
use, Federal food stamp plan. Federal 
school milk and lunch, illegal grain ship¬ 
ment diversion. Farm Home Adminis¬ 
tration, Government loans to farmers. 
Federal rural renewal. Federal rural pub¬ 
lic housing for the elderly, to name a 
few. 

Finally, I can see no reason for Fed¬ 
eral subsidy of Communist countries by 
using the taxpayers’ money to give or 
ship grain and other products to Com¬ 
munist countries. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk concluded the reading of the 

bill. 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 

move that the Committee do now rise and 
report the bill back to the House with an 
amendment, with the recommendation 
that the amendment be agreed to and 
that the bill as amended do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Keogh, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 11202) making appropriations for 
the Department of Agriculture and relat¬ 
ed agencies for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1965, and for other purposes, 
had directed him to report the bill back 
to the House with an amendment, with 
the recommendation that the amend¬ 
ment be agreed to and that the bill as 
amended do pass. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on the 
amendment? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I de¬ 
mand a separate vote on the amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the amendment on which a separate vote 
has been demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment on page 3, line 12: Strike out 

$97,656,000 and insert $99,256,000, of which 
$1,600,000 for the construction of a national 
peanut research facility at Dawson, Ga., and 
the acquisition of land therefor by donation. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were—yeas 181, nays 198, answered 
“present” 1, not voting 51, as follows: 

[Roll No. 130] 

YEAS—181 
Abernethy Broomfield Daddario 
Adair Brown, Calif. Davis, Ga. 
Albert Burke Davis, Tenn. 
Ashley Burton, Calif. Dawson 
Aspinall Byrne, Pa. Delaney 
Auchincloss Carey Dent 
Barrett Celler Denton 
Becker Chelf Diggs 
Bennett, Fla. Chenoweth Donohue 
Bennett, Mich. Clark Dulski 
Blatnik Cohelan Duncan 
Boggs Corbett Edwards 
Bolling Corman Everett 
Bow Cunningham Evins 
Brademas Curtin Fascell 

Feighan Lankford Rivers, S.C. 
Flood Latta Rogers, Colo. 
Flynt Libonati Rogers, Fla. 
Fraser Long, La. Rooney, N.Y. 
Friedel McCulloch Rooney, Pa. 
Fulton, Tenn. McDowell Roosevelt 
Fuqua McFall Rosenthal 
Gallagher Mclntire Rostenkowski 
Gibbons McMillan Roush 
Gilbert Madden Roybal 
Gill Mathias St. Onge 
Glenn Matthews Saylor 
Gray Miller, Calif. Schenck 
Green, Oreg. Mills Schweiker 
Green, Pa. Monagan Secrest 
Griffiths Montoya Senner 
Gurney Moore Sikes 
Hagan, Ga. Moorhead Sisk 
Hagen, Calif. Morgan Springer 
Haley Morris Staebler 
Hall Morrison Staggers 
Halpern Moss Stephens 
Hansen Multer Stubblefield 
Harding Murphy, Ill. Sullivan 
Harris Murphy, N.Y. Thomas 
Harsha Murray Thompson, La. 
Hawkins Nix Thompson, N.J. 
Hays O’Brien, N.Y. Tollefson 
Healey O’Hara, HI. Trimble 
Hechler O’Hara, Mich. Tupper 
Herlong O'Konski Tuten 
Holifield Olsen, Mont. Ullman 
Holland Olson, Minn. Van Deerlin 
Horton O’Neill Vanik 
Hull Ostertag Vinson 
Ichord Passman Waggonner 
Johnson, Calif. Pepper Watson 
Johnson, Wis. Philbin Weaver 
Karsten Pilcher Weltner 
Karth Pirnie White 
Kelly Price Williams 
Keogh Rains Willis 
King, Calif. Reuss Wyman 
King, N.Y. Rhodes, Pa. Zablocki 
Kluczynskl Rlehlman 
Landrum Rivers, Alaska 

NAYS—198 

Abbitt Findley Mahon 
Abele Finnegan Mailliard 
Addabbo Fino Marsh 
Alger Fisher Martin, Calif. 
Anderson Ford Michel 
Andrews, Foreman Miller, N.Y. 

N. Dak. Fountain Milllken 
Arends Frelinghuysen Minish 
Ashbrook Fulton, Pa. Minshall 
Ayres Gary Morse 
Baker Gathings Morton , 
Baldwin Giaimo Mosher 
Barry Gonzalez Natcher 
Bates Goodell Nedzi 
Battin Goodling Nelsen 
Beckworth Grabowski Osmers 
Beermann Griffin Patman 
Belcher Gross Patten 
Bell Grover Pelly 
Berry Gubser Perkins . 
Betts HaUeck Pickle 
Boland Hardy Pike 
Bolton, Harrison Pillion 

Oliver P. Harvey, Ind. Poage 
Bonner Harvey, Mich. Poff 
Brock Henderson Pucinski 
Bromwell Hoeven Purcell 
Brooks Horan Quie 
Brotzman Hosmer Quillen 
Brown, Ohio Hutchinson Randall 
Broyhill, N.C. Jarman Reid, Ill. 
Broyhill, Va. Jennings Reid, N.Y. 
Bruce Jensen Reifel 
Burkhalter Joelson Rhodes, Ariz. 
Burleson Johansen Rich 
Byrnes, Wis. Johnson, Pa. Roberts, Tex. 
Cahill Jonas Robison 
Cameron Jones, Mo. Rogers, Tex. 
Casey Kastenmeier Roudebush 
Cederberg Keith Rumsfeld 
Chamberlain Kilburn Ryan, Mich. 
Clancy Kilgore St. George 
Clausen, Knox Schadeberg 

DonH. Kornegay Schneebeli 
Clawson, Del Kunkel Schwengel 
Cleveland Kyi Scott 
Collier Laird Shipley 
Conte Langen Short 
Cooley Lennon Shriver 
Curtis Lesinskl Sibal 
Dague Lindsay Sickles 
Daniels Lipscomb Skubitz 
Derounian Lloyd Slack 
Derwinski Long, Md. Smith, Calif. 
Devine McClory Smith, Iowa 
Dingell McDade Smith, Va. 
Dole McLoskey Snyder 
Downing Macdonald Stafford 
Dwyer MacGregor Stinson 

Taft Van Pelt Wilson, Bob 
Talcott Wallhauser Wilson, 
Taylor Watts Charles H. 
Teague, Calif. Westland Wilson, Ind. 
Teague, Tex. Wh alley Wright 
Thompson, Tex.Wharton Wydler 
Thomson, Wis. Whitener Young 
Tuck Whitten 
Udall Wldnall 

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1 

Steed 

NOT VOTING— -51 

Andrews, Ala. Farbstein Norblad 
Ashmore Fogarty Pool 
Avery Forrester Powell 
Baring Garmatz Roberts, Ala. 
Bass Grant Rodino 
Bolton, Hanna Ryan, N.Y. 

Frances P. Hubert St Germain 
Bray Hoffman Selden 
Buckley Huddleston Sheppard 
Burton, Utah Jones, Ala. Siler 
Colmer Kee Stratton 
Cramer Kirwan Toll 
Dorn Leggett Utt 
Dowdy Martin, Mass. Wickershair 
Edmondson Martin, Nebr. Winstead 
Elliott Matsunaga Younger 
Ellsworth May 
Fallon Meader 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Buckley for, with Mr. Rhodes of Ari¬ 

zona against. 
Mr. Dorn for, with Mrs. Frances P. Bolton 

against. 
Mr. Hanna for, with Mr. Rodino against. 
Mr. Garmatz for, with Mr. Ellsworth 

against. 
Mr. Forrester for, with Mr. Steed against. 
Mr. Hubert for, with Mr. Martin of Ne¬ 

braska against. 
Mr. Ryan of New York for, with Mrs. May 

against. 
Mr. Leggett for, with Mr. Younger against. 
Mr. Toll for, with Mr. Baring against. 
Mr. Kirwan for, with Mr. Dowdy against. 
Mr. Farbstein for, with Mr. Colmer against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Matsunaga with Mr. Avery. 
Mr. Ashmore with Mr. Utt. 
Mr. Elliott with Mr. Hoifman. 
Mr. Grant with Mr. Burton of Utah. 
Mr. Andrews of Alabama with Mr. Cramer. 
Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Siler. 
Mr. Wickersham with Mr. Meader. 
Mr. Sheppard with Mr. Norblad. 
Mr. Huddleston with Mr. Martin of Massa¬ 

chusetts. 
Mr. Selden with Mr. Bray. 
Mr. Edmondson with Mrs. Kee. 
Mr. Roberts of Alabama with Mr. Winstead. 
Mr. Stratton with Mr. Bass. 
Mr. Fallon with Mr. St Germain. 

Mr. DAWSON and Mr. ROONEY of 
New York changed their votes from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

Mr. SCHADEBERG changed his vote 
from “yea” to “nay.” 

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
live pair with the gentleman from Geor¬ 
gia, Mr. Forrester. If he were present 
he would have voted "yea.” I voted 
“nay.” I withdraw my vote and vote 
“present.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time and was read the 
third time. 
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MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. BOW Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo¬ 
tion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op¬ 
posed to the bill? 

Mr. BOW. I am opposed to the bill, 
Mr. Speaker, in its present form. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Bow moves to recommit the bill to the 

Committee on Appropriations with instruc¬ 
tions to report the same back to the House 
forthwith with the following amendment: 

Page 31, line 8, after the word “hereof” 
strike the period, insert a colon and the 
following: 

"Provided further, That no part of the 
funds herein appropriated shall be available 
for any expense incident to making export 
payments or export subsidies on any agricul¬ 
tural commodities being sold or sold to the 
government of any Communist country (as 
defined in section 620(f) of the Foreign As¬ 
sistance Act of 1961) or to any agency or na¬ 
tional thereof.” 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the motion to 
recommit. 

The previous question was ordered. 
Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, on that I de¬ 

mand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were—yeas 186, nays 187, answered 
“present” 2, not voting 56, 

[Roll No. 131] 

YEAS—186 

as follows: 

Abbitt Dwyer McLoskey 
Abele Fascell MacGregor 
Abernethy Feighan Marsh 
Alger Findley Martin, Calif. 
Anderson Fino Michel 
Arends Fisher Miller, N.Y. 
Ashbrook Ford Milliken 
Auchincloss Foreman Minshall 
Ayres Fulton, Pa. Moore 
Baker Gibbons Morse 
Baldwin Glenn Morton 
Barry Goodell Mosher 
Bates Goodling Nelsen 
Battin Griffin O’Konski 
Becker Gross Osmers 
Beermann Grover Ostertag 
Belcher Gubser Pickle 
BeU Gurney Pike 
Bennett, Fla. Haley Pillion 
Bennett, Mich. Hall Pirnie 
Berry Halleck Poll 
Betts Halpern Quie 
Bolton, Harrison Quillen 

Oliver P. Harsha Randall 
Bow Harvey, Ind. Reid, Ill. 
Brock Harvey, Mich. Reid, N.Y. 
Bromwell Herlong Reifel 
Broomfield Hoeven Rhodes, Ariz. 
Brotzman Horan Rich 
Brown, Ohio Horton Riehlman 
Broyhill, N.C. Hosmer Robison 
Broyhill, Va. Hull Rogers Colo. 
Bruce Hutchinson Rogers, Fla. 
Byrnes, Wis. Ichord Rogers, Tex. 
Cahill Jarman Roudebush 
Carey Jensen Rumsfeld 
Casey Johansen St. George 
Cederberg Johnson, Pa. Saylor 
Chamberlain Jonas Schadeberg 
Chenoweth Keith Schenck 
Clancy Kilbum Schneebeli 
Clausen, King, N.Y. Schweiker 

Don H. Knox Schwengel 
Clawson, Del Kunkel Scott 
Cleveland Kyi Secrest 
Collier Laird Short 
Conte Langen Shriver 
Corbett Latta Sibal 
Cunningham Lennon Skubitz 
Curtin Lesinski Smith, Calif. 
Curtis Lipscomb Smith, Va. 
Dague Lloyd Snyder 
Derounian McClory Springer 
Derwinski McCulloch Stafford 
Devine McDade Staggers 
Dole Mclntire Stinson 

Taft Van Pelt Widnall 
Talcott Waggonner Williams 
Teague, Calif. Wallhauser Wilson, Bob 
Thomson, Wis. Weaver Wilson, Ind. 
Tollefson Westland Wydler 
Tuck Wh alley Wyman 
Tupper Wharton 

Addabbo 

NAYS—187 

Griffiths O’Neill 
Albert Hagan, Ga. Passman 
Andrews, Hagen, Calif. Patman 

N. Dak. Hansen Patten 
Ashley Harding Pepper 
Aspinall Hardy Perkins 
Barrett Harris Philbin 
Beckworth Hawkins Pilcher 
Blatnik Healey Poage 
Boggs Hechler * Price 
Boland Henderson Pucinski 
Bolling Holifleld Purcell 
Bonner Holland Rains 
Brademas Jennings Reuse 
Brooks Joe Ison Rhodes, Pa. 
Brown, Calif. Johnson, Calif. Rivers, Alaska 
Burke Johnson, Wis. Rivers, S.C. 
Burkhalter Jones, Mo. Roberts, Tex. 
Burleson Karsfcen Rooney, N.Y. 
Burton, Calif. Karth Rooney, Pa. 
Byrne, Pa. Kastenmeier Roosevelt 
Cameron Kelly Rosenthal 
Celler Keogh Rostenkowski 
Chelf King, Calif. Roush 
Clark Kirwan Roybal 
Cohelan Kluczynski Ryan, Mich. 
Cooley Kornegay St. Onge 
Corman Landrum Senner 
Daddario Lankford Shipley 
Daniels Libonati Sickles 
Davis, Ga. Lindsay Sikes 
Davis, Tenn. Long, La. Sisk 
Dawson Long, Md. Slack 
Delaney McDowell Smith, Iowa 
Dent McFall Staebler 
Denton McMillan Steed 
Diggs Macdonald Stephens 
Dingell Madden Stratton 
Donohue Mahon Stubblefield 
Downing Mailliard Sullivan 
Dulski Mathias Taylor 
Duncan Miller, Calif. Teague, Tex. 
Edwards Mills Thomas 
Everett Minish Thompson, La. 
Evins Monagan Thompson, NJ. 
Finnegan Montoya Thompson, Tex. 
Flood Moorhead Trimble 
Flynt Morgan Tuten 
Fountain Morris Udall 
Fraser Morrison Ullman 
Frelinghuysen Moss Van Deerlin 
Friedel Mul ter Vanik 
Fulton, Tenn. Murphy, Ill. Vinson 
Gary Murphy, N.Y. Watts 
Gathings Murray Weltner 
Giaimo Natcher White 
Gilbert Nedzi Whitener 
GUI Nix Whitten 
Gonzalez O'Brien, N.Y. Willis 
Grabowski O’Hara, Ill. Wright 
Gray O’Hara, Mich. Young 
Green, Oreg. Olsen, Mont. Zablocki 
Green, Pa. Olson, Minn. 

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—2 

Fuqua Matthews 

NOT VOTING— -56 

Adair Fogarty Pelly 
Andrews, Ala. Forrester Pool 
Ashmore Gallagher PoweU 
Avery Garmatz Roberts, Ala. 
Baring Grant Rodino 
Bass Hanna Ryan, N.Y. 
Bolton, Hays St Germain 

Frances P. Hebert Selden 
Bray Hoffman Sheppard 
Buckley Huddleston Siler 
Burton, Utah Jones, Ala. Toll 
Colmer Kee Utt 
Cramer Kilgore Watson 
Dorn Leggett Wickersham 
Dowdy Martin, Mass. Wilson, 
Edmondson Martin, Nebr. Charles H, 
Elliott Matsunaga Winstead 
Ellsworth May Younger 
Fallon Meader 
Farbstein Norblad 

So the motion to recommit was re- 
jected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
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Mr. Matthews for, with Mr. Hebert against. 
Mr. Younger for, with Mr. Garmatz against. 
Mr. Kilgore for, with Mr. Fallon against. 
Mr. Fuqua for, with Mr. Forrester against. 
Mr. Burton of Utah for, with Mr. Rodino 

against. 
Mr. Pelly for, with Mr. Leggett against. 
Mrs. May for, with Mr. Buckley against. 
Mr. Hoffman for, with Mr. Powell against. 
Mr. Utt for, with Mr. Toll against. 
Mr. Martin of Nebraska for, with Mr. Mat- 

sunaga against. 
Mr. Cramer for, with Mr. Hanna against. 
Mr. Ellsworth for, with Mr. Farbstein 

against. 
Mr. Colmer for, with Mr. Hays against. 
Mr. Dowdy for, with Mr. Wickersham 

against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Ashmore with Mrs. Kee. 
Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Baring. 
Mr. Roberts of Alabama with Mi*. Edmond¬ 

son. 
Mr. Selden with Mr. Winstead. 
Mr. Huddleston with Mr. Bray. 
Mr. Andrews with Mr. Avery. 
Mr. Grant with Mr. Siler. 
Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Norblad. 
Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Meader. 
Mr. Dorn with Mrs. Frances P. Bolton. 
Mr. Sheppard with Mr. Martin of Massa¬ 

chusetts. 
Mr. St Germain with Mr. Ryan of New 

York. 
Mr. Elliott with Mr. Watson. 
Mr. Pool with Mr. Adair. 

Mr. MILLER of California changed'his 
vote from “yea” to “nay.” 

Mr. MARTIN of California changed 
his vote from “nay” to “yea.” 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a live pair with the gentleman from 
Louisiana, Mr. Hebert. If he were 
present he would have voted “nay.” I 
voted “yea.” I withdraw my vote and 
vote “present.” 

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
live pair with the gentleman from 
Georgia, Mr. Forrester. If he were 
present he would have voted “nay.” I 
voted “yea.” I withdraw my vote and 
vote “present.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were—yeas 311, nays 64, not voting 56, 
as follows: 

[Roll No. 132] 

YEAS—311 

Abbitt Bolling Clark 
Abele ^ Bolton, Clausen, 
Abernethy Oliver P. Don H. 
Addabbo Bonner Cleveland 
Albert Brademas Cohelan 
Anderson Bromwell Cooley 
Andrews, Brooks Corman 

N. Dak. Brotzman Cunningham 
Arends Brown, Calif. Daddario 
Ashley Brown, Ohio Dague 
Aspinall BroyhlU, N.C. Daniels 
Auchincloss Broyhill, Va. Davis, Ga. 
Ayres Burke Davis, Tenn. 
Baldwin Burkhalter Dawson 
Barrett Burleson Delaney 
Barry Burton, Calif. Dent 
Battin Byrne, Pa. Denton 
Beckworth Byrnes, Wis. Diggs 
Belcher Cameron Dingell 
Bennett, Mich. Casey Dole 
Berry Cederberg Donohue 
Betts Celler Downing 
Blatnik Chamberlain Dulski 
Boggs Chelf Duncan 
Bolland Chenoweth Dwyer 
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Edwards 
Everett 
Evins 
Felghan 
Finnegan 
Fino 
Fisher 
Flood 
Flynt 
Fogarty 
Foreman 
Fountain 
Fraser 
Frledel 
Fulton, Tenn. 
Fuqua 
Gallagher 

Gary 
Gathlngs 
Giaimo 
Gibbons 
Gilbert 

Gill 
Glenn 
Gonzalez 
Grabowski 

Gray 
Green, Oreg. 
Green, Pa. 
Griffin 
Griffiths 
Gross 
Gubser 
Hagan, Ga. 
Hagen, Calif. 
Hall 
Halleck 
Halpem 
Hansen 
Harding 
Hardy 
Harris 
Harrison 
Harsha 
Harvey, Ind. 
Hawkins 
Healey 
Hechler 
Henderson 
Hoeven 
Holifield 
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Landrum 
Langen 
Lankford 
Latta 
Lennon 
Lesinskl 
Libonati 
Lindsay 
Long, La. 
Long, Md. 
McCulloch 
McDade 
McDowell 
McFall 
Mclntire 
McLoskey 
McMillan 
Macdonald 
MacGregor 
Madden 
Mahon 
Marsh 
Martin, Calif. 
Mathias 
Matthews 
Michel 
Miller, Calif. 
Milliken 
Mills 
Minish 
Monagan 
Montoya 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Morgan 
Morris 
Morrison 
Morse 
Morton 
Moss 
Multer 
Murphy, HI. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Murray 
Natcher 
Nedzi 
Nelsen 
Nix 
O’Brien, N.Y. 
O’Hara, HI. 
O’Hara, Mich. 

Rielhman 
Rivers, Alaska 
Rivers, S.C. 
Roberts, Tex. 
Robison 
Rogers Colo. ' 
Rogers, Tex. 
Rooney, N..Y 
Rooney, Pa. 
Roosevelt 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roudebush 
Roush 
Roybal 
Ryan Mich. 
St. Onge 
Schadeberg 
Schwengel 
Scott 
Secrest 
Senner 
Shipley 
Short 
Shriver 
Sickles 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Skubitz 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, Va. 
Springer 
Staebler 
Stafford 
Staggers 
Steed 
Stephens 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Sullivan 
Talcott 
Taylor 
Teague, Calif. 
Teague, Tex. 
Thomas 
Thompson, La. 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thompson, Tex. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Trimble 

Holland O’Konski Tuck 
Horan Olsen Mont. Tupper 
Horton Olson, Minn. Tuten 
Hull O’Neill Udall 
Hutchinson Ostertag Ullman 
Ichord Patman Van Deerlin 
Jarman Patten Vanik 
Jennings Pepper Van Pelt 
Jensen Perkins Vinson 
Joelson Phllbin Waggonner 
Johnson, Calif. Pickle Wallhauser 
Johnson, Pa. Pilcher Watson 
Johnson, Wis. Pillion Watts 
Jonas Pimie Weaver 
Jones, Mo. Poage Weltner 
Karsten Poff Westland 
Karth Price Wharton 
Kastenmeier Pucinski White 
Keith Purcell Whitener 
Kelly Quie Whitten 
Keogh Quillen Williams 
King, Calif. Rains WiUis 
Kirwan Randall Wilson, Bob 
Kluczynski Reid, HI. Wilson, Ind. 
Knox Reid, N.Y. Wright 
Komegay Re if el Wyman 
Kunkel Reuss Young 
Kyi Rhodes, Ariz. Zablocki 
Laird Rhodes, Pa. 

NAYS—64 

Alger Devine Mosher 
Ashbrook Fascell Osmers 
Baker Findley Pike 
Bates Ford Rich 
Becker Frellnghuysen Rogers, Fla. 
Beermann Fulton, Pa. Rumsfeld 
BeU Goodell St. George 
Bennett, Fla. Goodling Saylor 
Bow Grover Schenck 
Brock Gurney Schneebell 
Broomfield Haley Schweiker 
Cahill Harvey, Mich. Sibal 
Carey Herlong Smith, Calif. 
Clancy Hosmer Snyder 
Clawson, Del Johansen Stinson 
Collier Kilburn Taft 
Conte King, N.Y. Tollefson 
Corbett Lipscomb Whalley 
Curtin McClory Widnall 
Curtis Mailllard Wydler 
Derounian Miller, N.Y. 
Derwinski Minshall 

May 20 

NOT VOTING—66 

Adair Farbstein Passman 
Andrews, Ala. Forrester Pelly 
Ashmore Garmatz Pool 
Avery Grant Powell 
Baring Hanna Roberts, Ala. 
Bass Hays Rodino 
Bolton, Hubert Ryan, N.Y. 

Frances P. Hoffman St Germain 
Bray Huddleston Selden 
Bruce Jones, Ala. Sheppard 
Buckley Kee Siler 
Burton, Utah Kilgore Toll 
Colmer Leggett Utt 
Cramer Lloyd Wickersham 
Dorn Martin, Mass. Wilson, 
Dowdy Martin, Nebr. Charles H. 
Edmondson Matsunaga Winstead 
Elliott May Younger 
Ellsworth Meader 
Fallon Norblad 

So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mrs. May for, with Mr. Younger against. 
Mr. Martin of Nebraska for, with Mr. Utt 

against. 
Mr. Cramer for, with Mr. Pelly against. 
Mr. Hebert for, with Mr. Hoffman against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Matsunaga with Mr. Bass. 
Mr. Garmatz with Mrs. Kee. 
Mr. Fallon with Mr. Baring. 
Mr. Powell with Charles H. Wilson. 
Mr. Farbstein with Mr. Dorn. 
Mr. Ryan of New York with Mr. Winstead, 
Mr. Rodino with Mr. Meader. 
Mr St Germain with Mr. Norblad. 
Mr. Hanna with Mr. Burton of Utah. 
Mr. Hays with Mr. Ellsworth. 
Mr. Leggett with Mr. Huddleston. 
Mr. Kilgore with Mr. Selden. 
Mr. Buckley with Mr. Avery. 
Mr. Forrester with Mr. Adair. 
Mr. Colmer with Mr. Martin of Massachu 

setts. 
Mr. Ashmore with Mr. Bruce. 
Mr. Elliott with Mrs. Frances P. Bolton. 
Mr. Andrews of Alabama with Mr. Shep 

pard. 
Mr. Wickersham with Mr. Toll. 
Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Grant. 
Mr. Roberts of Alabama with Mr. Pool. 
Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Bray. 
Mr. Passman with Mr. Siler. 

Mr. WHALLEY changed his vote from 
“yea” to “nay.” 

Mr. CORMAN changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

Mr. SCHWENGEL changed his vote 
from “nay” to “yea.” 

The result of the vote, was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

RESIGNATION FROM A COMMITTEE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House, 
the following resignation from a com7 
mittee: 

Congress of the United States, 

House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C., May 19y 
Hon. John McCormack, 

Speaker of the House, 
House of Representatives, 

Dear Mr. Speaker: I hereby respectfully 
submit my resignation from Jfne Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs of theyiouse of Repre¬ 
sentatives. 

Sincerely yours, 
Fred B. Rooney. 

The SPEAKER/^Without objection, 
the resignation i s/ccepted. 

There was ngr objection. 

RESIGNATION FROM A COMMITTEE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following resignation from a com- 
mitte 

CoyGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C^ May 19, 1964. 
bn. John W. McCormack, 

Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Speaker: I hereby respect¬ 
fully submit my resignation from the Com¬ 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service of the 
House of Representatives. 

Sincerely yours, 
Albert Watson, 

Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the resignation is accepted. 

There was no objection. 

CORRECTION OF ROLLCALL VOTE 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I have 
just learned that on the rollcall vote on 
the motion to recommit which was of¬ 
fered by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Bow] my colleague, the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. Bray] is recorded as hav¬ 
ing voted “no.” I know that the gentle¬ 
man from Indiana [Mr. Bray] left town 
around 1 o’clock. He is not here and so 
could not have voted. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Record be 
corrected in that regard. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO COM¬ 
MITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND 
FOREIGN COMMERCE 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
privileged resolution, House Resolution 
729, and ask for its immediate considera¬ 
tion. 

The Clerk read the resolution as fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved, That the following-named Mem¬ 
bers be, and they are hereby, elected mem¬ 

bers of the standing committee of the House 
o^tepresentatives on Interstate and Foreign 
Conferee: Albert W. Watson, South Caro¬ 
lina, T|nd Fred B. Rooney, of Pennsylvania. 

The\esolution was agreed to. 
A mot\n to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

CALLVF THE HOUSE 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I 
make the point onprder that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Ohio makes the point\f order that a 
quorum is not present\Evidently, a 
quorum is not present. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speak<\, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol¬ 

lowing Members failed to answer to ubeir 
names: 
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feller would win the primary with 34 percent 
of the vote. 

the Christian Science Monitor: 
.feel it important that I comment on this 

paragraph which appeared in Godfrey Sperl- 
ing’s'column dated March 18, 1964: 

“Hert parenthetically, Mr. Harris disclosed 
something he had not told before. ‘In 1956 
I polled vVhsconsin and found that [Senator 
Estes] Kefauver would beat [Adlal E.] Ste¬ 
venson there. It was on the basis of this 
finding that Stevenson decided not to go into 
the Wisconsin primary.” 

In the first place, this paragraph repre¬ 
sents a breach of'Confidence on the part of 
Mr. Harris—both aXconcerns our firm and 
Mr. Stevenson. The\956 study he referred 
to was a confidential siudy undertaken by 
this organization for theNstevenson for Pres¬ 
ident Committee. While\lr. Harris worked 
on this study, he was at tmt time working 
for this firm and thus bounfl to honor our 
policies. One of the cardinal policies of this 
firm (of which Mr. Harris is wellSaware) is to 
treat confidential information obtained on 
behalf of a client as confidential-\with no 
statute of limitations running on it 

In the second place, the results bf the 
study did not find that Senator KefaUver 
would beat Mr. Stevenson in the prim' 
In view of Mr. Harris’ breach of confident^ 
Mr. Stevenson has given me permission to re¬ 
lease the figures. 

These were the preferences stated accord¬ 
ing to party affiliation: 

[In percent] 

Demo¬ 
crat 

Inde¬ 
pendent 

Com¬ 
bined 
Demo¬ 

crat and 
inde¬ 

pendent 

Repub¬ 
lican 

Kefauver.... 30 44 36 44 
Stevenson... 57 29 45 26 
None_ 3 7 4 11 
Other_ .. 0) 1 1 1 
Don’t know.. 10 19 14 18 

i Less than 0.5 percent. 

Thus, instead of a Kefauver victory, the 
study indicated a Stevenson victory—with 
the chance of a close vote only if enough 
Republicans crossed over to the Democratic 
primary in an effort to get rid of Stevenson. 
Mr. Stevenson elected not to enter the Wis¬ 
consin primary because of the burden on his 
time, strength, and resources of the Florida 
and California primaries where he was work¬ 
ing vigorously and both of which he wonv 
The Wisconsin study we did, in fact, re: 
sured Mr. Stevenson in his belief he coytfd 
win Wisconsin. 

I might further comment that Mr. Harris’ 
background look at the prediction Xn the 
Wisconsin primary bears some resemblance 
to his backward look at his predictions in 
the New Hampshire primary thi^^ear. Two 
sets of figures were published Jm. Newsweek 
before election (one showing/voter prefer¬ 
ences if all candidates were fisted on the bal¬ 
lot; the other showing h(rt? they said they 
would mark the ballotsbr Mr. Harris used 
neither of these sets of ifgures when he pre¬ 
dicted on Walter Cronkite’s program election 
eve: Goldwater and Lodge tied at 26 percent; 
Rockefeller 23 percent; Nixon 21 percent. 
Since the primar^ his preelection estimate 
has become the/fl-percent figure for Lodge 
in his set of figures showing preferences if 
all candidate/ were listed on the ballot, as 
published ipr Newsweek.—Elmo Roper, 

New Yoj 

GA' ATTACK IGNORED BY PRESS 

. MOORE (at the request of Mr. 
vey of Michigan) was given permis- 

on to extend his remarks at this point 

in the Record and to include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, not many 
days ago during the course of special 
orders under which the gentleman from 
South Dakota [Mr. Berry], the gentle¬ 
man from Florida [Mr. Sikes], the gen¬ 
tleman from Texas [Mr. Fisher] and I 
spoke on the GATT session that opened 
in Geneva on May 4, we were joined by 
some 75 other members of both political 
parties. Those who took part came 
from 38 of the 50 States of the United 
States. The time consumed was 2 hours 
on April 28 and an hour and a half on 
April 29. 

Mr. Speaker, I know of no other oc¬ 
casion when such a massive expression 
of opinion, outside of speeches made in 
the course of legislation, has been poured 
out on any other subject on the floor of 
this House. 

Let us get the setting. Two years ago 
the trade expansion bill of 1962 came be¬ 
fore Congress with a fanfare also seldom 
equaled in peacetime. This bill was 
booked as the supreme piece of legislay 
tion during that session of Congres/ 
The whole executive branch of the C/v- 
jrnment, including all the departments 

the Government that have an interest 
in \he subject of tariffs and trade, were 
mobilized to a high pitch. Theyengaged 
in theonost unabashed executive lobby¬ 
ing in promotion of a bill hepore Congress 
that maiW of us can remember, both in 
the months preceding the submission of 
the bill anX during the many months 
that the bill was before us. 

The metropolitan/press featured nu¬ 
merous speeches\v'the President, Secre¬ 
taries, Under Sectaries, and other high 
officials of the Cabinet in support of the 
legislation. These speeches had no dif¬ 
ficulty in finding theirVvay to the front 
pages undar prominent Headlines. The 
same waf/rue of speeches made by inter¬ 
ested prominent citizens whose support 
was emisted for the legislator 

Expressions of opposition fared re¬ 
markably less favorably in pointSof fre- 

fency of coverage and display na the 
lews columns. They seldom gained a 

' first-page position and the news lineage 
was, by comparison with that of the prc 
ponets, very condensed. The reasoning'1 
and philosophy of their opposition was 
never spelled out in detail but confined 
to a few selected brief quotations. By 
contrast the reasoning and philosophy 
of the proponents often ran columns at 
a time. 

Altogether the amount of newsprint 
devoted to the promotion of the legisla¬ 
tion reached the point of supersaturated 
reporting and publication. 

In pursuit of the legislation, far-reach¬ 
ing deals were made by the executive 
branch in order to build up support and 
to weaken the opposition. This part was 
treated with remarkable indulgence by 
the press which in other instances is not 
so passive a bystander or winker at im¬ 
proprieties. A handful of mild editorial 
remonstrances appeared in the metro¬ 
politan press. No outburst. No thunder 
or lightning. A remarkable restraint of 
the editorial conscience. 

As everyone knows, thanks to a few 
under-the-table deals, the bill was passed 

with votes to spare. Its success was 
hailed as something approaching /he 
millennium. It marked the crowhing 
achievement, it was said, of tty? 87th 
Congress. 

Now, after a year and a half /nd much 
time for observation of the legislation as 
its course was marked by failure after 
failure to do what it was supposed to do; 
after taking note of the course of our 
trade, including our /creeping export 
trade—that is, exports minus the part 
attributable to subsidies, grants, and 
give-aways—the sharp increase in the 
imports of ma/y manufactured and 
semi-manufactiired products, bringing 
distress to a^number of industries that 
had previously been virtually immune to 
import competition—such as steel, beef, 
shoes, cfiemicals, woolens, electronics, 
and so forth—after seeing the continuing 
outward flow of American investments 
and/ the continuing accumulation of 
deficits in our foreign account; Mr. 

:aker, after noting all this and more, 
tny Members began to have the great¬ 

est misgivings not only about the fur¬ 
ther slashing of tariff rates but about 
our existing position. 

They had seen the sharp gains in pro¬ 
ductivity abroad hand in hand with the 
still lagging wage costs, not only threat¬ 
ening but actually pushing many of our 
industries into premature and unsea- 
sonal automation that only fed our un¬ 
employment rolls. They had seen the 
abject failure of the bright new and 
much-touted adjustment assistance pro¬ 
visions of the Trade Act to come to the 
rescue of distressed industries. They 
had seen the long trail of industries that 
filed before the Tariff Commission with 
plea after plea against further tariff cuts 
from early December through March of 
this year. They had reflected on the fu¬ 
tility of these pleas because the Tariff 
Commission had been stripped by the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962 of its earlier 
function of finding peril points. Also 
they had taken note of the determina¬ 
tion of the trade policy-makers to go for¬ 
ward with broad category tariff reduc¬ 
tions and saw that this policy belied the 
industry-by-industry and item-by-item 
approach of the Tariff Commission hear¬ 
ings. 

Mr. Speaker, many of the Members 
ftad had a bellyful of the professions of 
concern expressed on occasion after oc¬ 
casion by the high members of the execu¬ 
tive branch toward the distress of the 
industries that called on them. These 
members\ were aware of the many 
avowals or\sympathy and promises of 
help, very feVof which ever materialized. 

On April 2(T»and 29 the outbursts rep¬ 
resented a reaction against the occur¬ 
rences since October 1962 when the 
Trade Expansion Act was passed. The 
hypocritical sympathies and words of 
comfort expressed orh numerous occa¬ 
sions by executive spokesmen had 
palled. It became obviouhto many as a 
result of climbing imports that one after 
another of our industries Xfe already 
overexposed. 

The general rise in business ^activity, 
Mr. Speaker, is no answer to anyone who 
reads the underlying trend of our inter¬ 
national economic position. The 
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Dunced narrowing of the payments 
icit has done nothing to reduce the 

accumulated claims against us. These 
are n^gh enough to wipe out our entire 
gold supply, and the mountainous claims 
are stilf there, though apparently grow¬ 
ing less rapidly, at least for the time be¬ 
ing, than formerly. The foreign claims 
still tower o^>cr the dollar and have not 
been whittled Back 1 cent. 

Mr. Speaker,\he time for juggling is 
past. It is time that we assess our true 
international competitive position as it 
actually stacks up.\More than half a 
dozen important industries that long 
were net exporters haveSjhif ted to the net 
import position. AmongSthese are steel, 
textiles, automobiles, petroleum, shoes, 
typewriters, sewing machines, and so 
forth. In other industries theSnet export 
position is narrowing, such asVmachine 
tools, synthetic chemicals, man-made 
fibers, and so forth. In yet otn^r in¬ 
stances imports in the past 10 ofc 15 
years have reached a level of supplying 
more than half of our market, such 
in the New England fisheries, tuna or?' 
the west coast; also in ceramic mosaic 
tile, nails, barbed wire, hardwood ply¬ 
wood, lead and zinc, iron screws, radio 
sets, and so forth. 

Mr. Speaker, the speed with which the 
tide of imports has risen in numerous 
instances in the past dozen years has 
been such that no domestic industry can 
be regarded as immune even if it has not 
yet been seared; nor can the industries 
that are now under pressure look to a 
surcease of their affliction in the normal 
course of events. The only industry that 
has successfully withstood the import 
onslaught without help has been the au¬ 
tomobile industry. Few other industries 
have the vast resources of this industry. 
Even so, our automobile industry has 
invested heavily in Europe, thus hedg¬ 
ing in part its capital position against 
future retreat. 

Several industries have virtually been 
driven from their manufacturing activi¬ 
ties in the country that gave them birth 
and conferred success upon them. I re¬ 
fer to the watch industry, the sewing 
machine industry, and now the type¬ 
writer industry. Their avenue of self- 
preservation lay in emigration. Re-, 
cently one of the lesser automobile com^ 
panies threw up the sponge and mo veer to 
Canada. This was the Studebaker Cforp. 

The trend, indeed, has been nmning 
in that direction ominously in Jme past 
4 or 5 years. Unless something is done 
to protect their economic flanks, the steel 
industry, the textile industry, and the 
chemical industry will follow a similar 
trail. The cotton textile industry, it is 
true, has gained a respite that will last 
another 3 years. TheiC unless something 
is done, it will be back where it was, or 
worse, should the/cariff meantime be re¬ 
duced. 

The great executive branch seems to 
have the capacity to view with complete 
equanimityxhis emigration of our indus¬ 
tries. Ah'the same time it undertakes 
to attack poverty as if the untenable 
competitive position of many of our great 
industries, face to face with their for¬ 
eign/ rivals, had nothing to do with the 

impoverishment that we see in Appala¬ 
chia and elsewhere. 

Mr. Speaker, much of this is ascribed 
to technological developments and auto¬ 
mation, as in the case of the coal indus¬ 
try; but I ask whence comes the great 
pressure for unseasonal automation if 
not from imports? Why, for example, 
must the steel industry, which in 1962 
provided 5V2 percent more steel with 
22 Vz percent fewer workers than 10 years 
earlier, rush headlong into more auto¬ 
mation and higher production per man¬ 
hour except for pressure from imports? 
The industry will, if it can, save its po¬ 
sition by disgorging additional tens of 
thousands of workers whom it will not 
be able to rehire. 

What, Mr. Speaker, is the great and 
lofty virtue that resides in import trade 
that it should make such unrelenting 
exactions on our labor force? What do 
we worship when we make endless sacri¬ 
fices to please some outworn doctrine 
such as free trade, outmoded as it has 
become as a result of modem technology 
and the cost disparities of the world? 

If the purpose is to ward off evil spirits, 
it us say so; but let us identify the evil, 

spirits and determine whether they ca 
be satisfied or whether their hunger will 
grow\as we feed them. I think we have 
accumulated ample evidence to demon¬ 
strate that they are insatiable. 

I think\t is time that we stopped driv¬ 
ing our industries abroad anu leaving 
our workers in take the brum of the in¬ 
dustrial exoduk It is als-o/ume that we 
were relieving our workers of the back¬ 
lash of automation thsft is the frantic 
resort of industriesdeeking to save them¬ 
selves through greaj^r mechanical effi¬ 
ciency. 

I say that weyfiave ’Already gone too 
far. Thanks ter our eaghr tariff reduc¬ 
tions, many yr our industries are now 
competitivehr outflanked; and it seems 
that it is we who are forced wynake the 
adjustments to the rest of theNyorld. 

Whyy It was this country thaNed the 
world/to mass production, mas\ con¬ 
sumption, and industrial efficiency. ’Now 
otjsrer countries confront us with the' 

Its of their adoption of our systei 
/hy should we now suffer the conse-'' 

quences of our leadership as if we had 
inflicted something evil on the World? 
It is a ridiculous demand but it is em¬ 
bodied in our intemporate trade policy 
as represented by the senseless Trade 
Expansion Act of 1962. Why should we 
be penalized, held back and busted, for 
leading the other countries into hot pur¬ 
suit of our industrial example? 

We gave them something they did not 
have. They found it good and “bought” 
it. If what this country accomplished 
industrially is worthy of feverish imita¬ 
tion by others, why, I ask again, should 
the burden of adjustment fall on us? 
Yet that is exactly what is demanded by 
the trade policy. What style of reward 
is this? 

I do not say that other countries 
should be penalized. Nothing of the kind 
is implied in making safe our economic 
flank so that we can continue to gain the 
benefits of industrial advancement, 
without being eked out of the benefits 

by low-cost imports. To demand fair¬ 
ness of competition from imports is no 
more and no less than what we demand 
of competition at home, and for the \ 
salutary reason. 

With respect to imports there i/ no 
other way of drawing the sting of un¬ 
fairness than through tariffs oy quotas 
and we should be free to use Jthese ac¬ 
cording to the requirements eL fairness. 
We now lack this recourse /Almost com¬ 
pletely. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I wWh to call atten¬ 
tion to a phenomenon of this trade battle 
that has weighed heavily against the 
interests of domestic industry. 

In the beginning I made reference to 
the vast amounf/of newspaper publicity 
by which the trade bill was supported, 
and the niggardly treatment of those 
who were opposed to the intemperance of 
the legislation. 

I must/confess that I was not surprised 
a couponof weeks ago, because of past ex¬ 
perience, over the deep silence of the 
metropolitan press after the phenomenal 
attack that was launched on this floor 
Against the Trade Expansion Act and its 

offspring, the Geneva GATT Conference. 
Such an outburst against what has been 
described as a great stroke of legislation, 
in fact the highlight of the 87th Con¬ 
gress, went virtually unnoticed in the na¬ 
tional press. 

One wonders what is the anatomy of 
news. Is news merely something that the 
newspapers wish to print, something that 
furthers their own philosophy? When is 
that which would be news if uttered un¬ 
der some circumstances not news when 
uttered under different circumstances? 

Is there no semblance of obligation to 
report what happens on this floor when 
the news media do not subscribe to what 
is said? By what license do the news 
media make far-reaching rejection of 
news on their own account? 

Is there no recourse against such self- 
appointed censorship of the news? 

Mr. Speaker, the press occupies a stra¬ 
tegic position in the dissemination of 
news and it owes it to the public to let it 
know what their Representatives say in 
Congress when 80 Members from 38 
States express themselves on a subject of 
rreat importance to the country—a sub¬ 
let that itself has been much in the 

news. This was especially true in this 
instance which was on the eve of the 
most^ar reaching and most highly pub- 
licizedVariff-cutting conference in the 
history of the trade agreements program. 

I do nok know what answer the press 
may have other than to ignore this pro¬ 
test. This wsmld be in keeping with its 
almost undevi^ing practice with respect 
to expressions made in opposition to the 
Government’s policy. We see here the 
totalitarian effect produced in treatment 
of news when big pf^ss agrees with big 
government. 

It is a blot of ignomirW on our joural- 
ism that should be erased/ 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1965 

(Mr. FOREMAN (at the request of Mr. 
Harvey of Michigan) was given permis- 
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sion to extend his remarks at this point 
in the Record and to include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. FOREMAN. Mr. Speaker, I com¬ 
mend the Appropriations Subcommittee 
for their diligence in making many of 
the reductions they did in this bill H R. 
11202; however, there are many more 
cuts that could and should have been 
made in this costly bill. By my votes on 
the amendments to this bill, I have 
worked to reduce its cost and control— 
such as voting for eliminating the pro¬ 
posed peanut laboratory and against 
money for guarantees for sales of agri¬ 
cultural products to Communist nations. 
I am glad to see this bill has been re¬ 
duced $1,059,632,215 below the 1964 ap¬ 
propriation. There are many good pro¬ 
grams in this bill such as, Agriculture 
Research Service, Soil Conservation 
Service, and the Great Plains soil con¬ 
servation program. We must exercise all 
reasonable efforts to conserve our water 
and soil resources in this country. Be¬ 
cause of my feeling and support for such 
conservation practices, I reluctantly sup- 
port this overall bill today. 

COMMITTEE ON INCREASED 
MINORITY STAFFING 

(Mr. SCHWENGEL (at the request 
of Mr. Harvey of Michigan) was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the Record and to include ex¬ 
traneous matter.) 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, at 
the time our distinguished colleague, the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Ford] 
was elected chairman of the Republican 
conference in the House of Representa¬ 
tives in January 1963, he established a 
special committee of the conference to 
study the problem of committee staffing 
imbalance and to make periodic reports 
based on what they found out. 

The Committee on Increased Minority 
Staffing has been hard at work since the 
beginning of the 1st session of the 88th 
Congress. With a limited staff, much 
help from many interested people, and 
a lot of time spent by volunteer hel] 
the committee has developed a strong 
case for more committee staff helmffor 
the minority. Through study andJfocu- 
mentation, they have shown hjilw the 
spirit of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946 in regard to comnu/tee staffs 
has been almost completelv^gnored by 
the committee chairmen ^md the ma¬ 
jority. 

The Legislative Reorganization Act of 
1946 provided for nonpartisan staffing. 
Everyone agrees on ttfat point. The dis¬ 
tinguished majorit/leader of the House, 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
Albert], on theynoor of this very Cham¬ 
ber, on February 27, 1963, said: 

The staffs of the committees of the Con¬ 
gress shoulc^riot be partisan or under parti¬ 
san con try * * * but should be nonparti¬ 
san. 

BulVMr. Speaker, that is not the situ- 
ationr today. For the most part, the 
staffs of the committees of Congress are 

ider the direct control of the chairman, 
committee staffs nonpartisan, do 

they offer equal service to members of 
the majority and the minority, when, as 
we have found on one committee, nine 
staff members are in the chairman’s 
congressional district engaged in politi¬ 
cal work and not available to the other 
members of the committee? Are com¬ 
mittee staffs nonpartisan, when no mem¬ 
ber of the minority on one committee of 
the House may assign them work with¬ 
out prior clearance with the committee 
chairman? This certainly cannot be 
called nonpartisan. The point is, Mr. 
Speaker, that if the committee chairmen 
of the Congress did abide by the Legis¬ 
lative Reorganization Act, we would 
have no problem of minority staffing. 

The rules indicate that professional 
staff members are to be nonpartisan. 
I do not want partisan staffing. I only 
want more and enough staff members 
who are solely responsible to the mi¬ 
nority membership of congressional com¬ 
mittees, regardless of who constitutes the 
minority. We do not advocate a viola¬ 
tion of the intent of the Reorganizatior 
Act, but rather to go back to that origin^ 
intent of nonpartisan staffing. We 

vdorse the principle of truly professional 
^taff who are completely nonpartisan. 

it we have found that this isynot the 
ca«t We have labored for /s years 
und<?K the Reorganization Adf, and it is 
clear ^rat the minority nyfst have an 
adequacynumber of comipnttee staff re- 
sponsibleV) it. 

A minonty party thOt is handcuffed 
because of aMack ofyftaff assistance on 
which it musk depend for researching 
and writing tenHeJo make a less effective 
Congress. The Mtfty in opposition in our 
form of government must be construc¬ 
tive, articulate, anXabove all, it must 
offer souncycriticismVff majority pro¬ 
posals. Tins it cannot\jo without ade¬ 
quate stan assistance. 

Let rare read you a sectJVi from “To¬ 
wardya More ResponsibleN^Two-Party 
Sysym,” the American Political Science 
Ranew, 1950: 
Committee staff: Staff assistance sftould be 

Available to minority as well as minority 
’ members of a committee whenever theyNant 
it. It should not be within the power of\he 
majority, as it is now, to deny this assistant 
The excellent work of the Legislative Refer¬ 
ence Service of the Library of Congress should 
not be expected to take the place of the 
more intensive type of analysis best done by 
committee staffs. Committee staff for mem¬ 
bers of both parties is essential to provide 
a basis for sound party operations. It also 
contributes to the needed minimum of occu¬ 
pational security for professional staff mem¬ 
bers. 

I have attempted to point this out 
many times during speeches, articles I 
have written and letters I have written. 
We have received much editorial com¬ 
ment throughout the country. Mr. Ros- 
coe Drummond, nationally syndicated 
columnist has many times pointed out 
that the committee staffing imbalance is 
thwarting good government. The Re¬ 
publican Governors have all indicated 
their interest in and their support of 
minority staffing. But, this should not 
be an issue that divides Republicans and 
Democrats, liberals and conservatives, 
isolationists or internationalists. It 

should have the support of all Americans 
interested in sound, effective govern¬ 
ment, as I am sure we all are. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time, I Wuld like 
to pay tribute to my colleague, the gentle¬ 
man from New Hampshire tMr. Cleve¬ 
land], who has devoted much time and 
a lot of work to an article/ne wrote con¬ 
cerning this very problem. This article 
is due to be published in the George 
Washington University Law Review in 
June, and I am sxpo many of you will 
want to read it. 

In his article, the gentleman from New 
Hampshire [Mr. Cleveland] points to a 
staff abuse ajmut which all of you have 
no doubt h«ra,rd by now. As the result 
of carefuLexamination of available pay¬ 
roll recmhs, our colleague, the gentleman 
from New Hampshire [Mr. Cleveland] 
pointed out that during 1963, $62,419.44 
washpent by the taxpayer-financed Pub- 
liq/works Committee to pay the salaries 

nine so-called committee staff em¬ 
ployees, who, as stated under the Legis¬ 

lative Reorganization Act, “shall not en¬ 
gage in any work other than committee 
business and no other duties may be 
assigned to them,” and who during 1963 
and previous years were rarely seen in 
Washington and made no contribution to 
the work of the Public Works Commit¬ 
tee. These nonpartisan staff members of 
the Public Works Committee were in New 
York engaged in political work for the 
chairman. 

I have done some checking since this 
abuse was first brought out in the news¬ 
papers and find that from January 
through March of the 2d session of the 
88th Congress $14,938.59 has been paid 
to Public Works staff members who 
maintain similar status. This intoler¬ 
able padding of the payroll must stop. 
It is time for the Congress itself to set 
the example of economy and assure the 
taxpayers that they will get the full value 
of their dollar. It is a fact that these 
nine staff members who are engaged in 
political work in the chairman’s congres¬ 
sional district equal the total number of 
staff members allotted to the miority 
membership of the Public Works Com¬ 
mittee. This is grossly unfair, and it is 
totally inexcusable. 

I am asking that the House Public 
>rks Committee, the members of the 
mse Administration Committee and 

the^esponsible leaders of this House to 
give \mmediate consideration to this 
mattereind to investigate the facts rela¬ 
tive to This matter and find ways and 
means to\orrect this most glaring abuse 
of the taxpayer's money. 

Mr. Speaaer, before I conclude, I 
should like to 9ay that the Committee on 
Increased Minority Staffing met yester¬ 
day and unanimously adopted a resolu¬ 
tion calling on ther'Committee on House 
Administration to investigate all the 
facts concerning thi^natter since all 
the authorization of buacets of the com¬ 
mittees of the House muSt be approved 
by that committee. The resolution also 
asks that the House Administration Com¬ 
mittee proceed to make a study of this 
general subject and to determine 
whether or not and to what extent this 
and other improper practices are carried 

No. 101- 
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on fla other committees and to make rules 
to properly supervise and direct the staff 
members in matters of this kind. 

The complete text of our resolution 
follows: 
Resolution 'Unanimously Adopted by the 

Committee 8n Increased Minority Staff¬ 

ing of the 'Republican Conference in 

the House ofNpepresentatives, Tuesday, 

May 19, 1964 

(Fred Schwengel,'chairman; John Ander¬ 

son; James Cleveland; Thomas Curtis; 

Charles Goodell; Robert Griffin; John 

Lindsay; Catherine May\ Robert McClory; 

Albert Quie; John Rhodes; Paul Schenck.) 

To the House Administration Committee: 
Whereas the authorizationNfor all moneys 

of the committees of the House must be ap¬ 
proved by this committee; and \ 

Whereas this committee has sell, a preced¬ 
ent and has properly investigated and made 
rules for the proper expenditure of'mondys 
to be used by standing committees am} spe¬ 
cial committees of the House; and 

Whereas under the provisions of the leg¬ 
islative Reorganization Act of 1946 it 
intended that professional members of com5 
mittee staffs would “not be partisan or under 
partisan control” as stated by the majority 
leader of the House, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Albert], on February 27, 
1963 (Congressional Record, p. 2893) but, 
in fact, committee staff members in practice 
do not always abide by that practice which 
has forced the minority to ask for adequate 
staff representation on a formula basis or 
other basis; and 

Whereas it is now known that certain 
members on the Public Works Committee 
payroll have never been in the Washington 
office and are not working directly or indi¬ 
rectly on any projects under consideration 
by the Public Works Committee; and 

Whereas in the 1st session of the 88th 
Congress, over $60,000 has been spent by the 
Public Works Committee for work about 
which the minority of the committee have 
not been informed; and 

Whereas it is the obligation of the minority 
to be articulate and constructive in its con¬ 
tribution to the work of the committee, and 
that the minority is willing to give full ac¬ 
counting of their staff work; and 

Whereas it is impossible for the minority 
to function without adequate staff and 
space: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Committee on Increased 
Minority Staffing petition the Committee on 
House Administration to investigate the 
facts relative to this matter which have been 

point in the record and to include extra¬ 
neous matter.) 

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Speaker, today 
the Cuban people will remember that 62 
years ago they won independence from 
Spain. They will remember that the 
United States helped them in their fight 
for freedom. And they will remind 
themselves that the major struggle in the 
world today, as in Cuba, is between liber¬ 
ty and tyranny. Five years ago the Cu¬ 
ban people who believed that a new dawn 
of freedom had come to their land soon 
recognized that Castroism was the cloak 
for communism and tyranny. But we 
have news today that the spark of free¬ 
dom and the hopes of the Cuban people 
for regaining their liberty still bum 
fiercely within their hearts. And, Mr. 
Speaker, those who still live in freedom 
must sustain that flame and must pledge 
anew their support for the right of all 
captive people to the unabridged enjoy¬ 
ment of human rights and liberty. 

It must be disheartening to the Cubans 
, and other captive peoples throughout 

le world to see the Western nations, in¬ 
cluding our own United States, placing 
their hopes in a change of heart of the 
Conununist despots, rather than in any 
allegiance to the ideals of liberty 
justice \hat still lives in their heayts. 
These people know and understand/the 
menace and the objectives of commu¬ 
nism. TheyVre fighting the war/against 
communism—Hhey are fightinar to keep 
freedom alive in. the world. And unless 
we strengthen tne bond of unity between 
those who today Sjre residing Commu¬ 
nist tyranny and those/who still have 
their freedom, and gi/e them promise 
and hope, the forces dr\Communist des¬ 
potism may engulf afll mankind. 

Free nations do'not support the en¬ 
emies of tyrannjr when weNappease the 
Communist dilators and compete with 
one another to come to the resoue of the 
Communist/ regimes whose economies 
are in a state of disarray. It is incom¬ 
prehensible to me why the free nations 
rush ter supply these Communist coun¬ 
tries ywith food when their supplies aro 
inadequate—why we send entire indus¬ 
trial plants to Communist countries to' 

ington Law Review and cited in the princigrti 
papers of New York City; namely, the New 
York Times, New York Herald-Tribune/ 'New 
York Daily News, New York World-Telegram 
& Sun, New York Post, New York Journal - 
American, and others; and be it further 

Resolved, That when these facts are con¬ 
sidered and if found to be true the Commit¬ 
tee on House Administration take proper ac¬ 
tion to correct abuse of pujriic funds; and, 
be it further 

Resolved, That the Hqdse Administration 
Committee proceed fo/hwith to make a 
study of this general/subject to determine 
whether or not and to what extent this and 
other improper pr/ctices are carried on in 
other committees/nd to make rules to prop¬ 
erly supervise and direct the staff members in 
matters of th)s kind. 

jr 

ANNIVERSARY OF CUBAN INDE¬ 
PENDENCE FROM SPAIN 

(Mr RUMSFELD (at the request of 
Mr/HARVEY of Michigan) was given per- 
niission to extend his remarks at this 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, in yes¬ 
terday morning’s Louisville Courier- 
Journal there appears an editorial which/ 
is another example that the editoria 
writers of this newspaper are either woe¬ 
fully ignorant, stupidly irresponsibly; or 
congenital liars. 

In this editorial concerning thd “pov¬ 
erty tour” taken by the gentlenfan from 
Nebraska and me, they would/lead their 
readers to believe that all /the tenants 
on the Johnson property in Atagua 
County, Ala., are elderh/ The fact is 
that of the five houses on Johnson prop¬ 
erty which we visited/ane was occupied 
by an elderly couple'and four by young 
families with inf am children. 

These same editorial writers would 
have their readers believe that all these 
tenants pay only rent of $5 per month. 
Their own newspaper correctly reported 
that some/enants sharecrop. One that 
we visiteef gave the landlord 1,000 pounds 
of cotton out of 4,000 raised for his rent. 
Cotton is 32 y2 cents per pound. The 
Firs/Lady received from this one tenant 
alyne $325 for his 10-acre crop, more 

lan three-fourths of the taxes on the 
''entire 2,860 acres in this one county. 
U.S. News & World Report says there are 
around a dozen tenants—we know noth¬ 
ing about the living conditions of the 
others. 

The statement that “worse instances 
of poverty exist in the Third Congres¬ 
sional District of Kentucky” is nothing 
short of a blatant misrepresentation. I 
have covered this district from one end 
to the other—up the alleys in the city— 
down the creeks in the country—and 
while living conditions in some places 
leave much to be desired—nothing ap¬ 
proaches the deplorable condition of the 
dwellings we visited on the Johnson 
property. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, these editorial writ¬ 
ers say that the “poverty bill” is not 
to give people anything—but to help 
them become productive. How nice it 
would be if they would read the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, if “ignorance is bliss,” 
these editorial writers are “living it up.” 

revealed and set out in detail in an article help strengthen their economies and thus 
on minority staffing written by Congressman /provide the muscle to extend their rule. 
James C. Cleveland for the j3eorge Washv And, more surprising, we make sure that 

T'"” J ” “ ” easy credit terms are extended—and so 
provide the means for an expansion of 

SW 

communism. Where once communism 
could not enter, the way is being made 
easy through the policies of the Western 
nations. 

Mr. Speaker, on this anniversary of 
Cuban independence from Spain, we can¬ 
not and must not stand silent. We must 
reassure those who continue bravely to 
hope and aspire for freedom and self- 
determination that we are with them. 
We cannot dim their hopes—we cannot 
abandon them to fight alone, if indeed 
we do cherish freedom and liberty as we 
profess. 

THE JOHNSON POVERTY TOUR 

(Mr. SNYDER (at the request of Mr. 
Harvey of Michigan) was given permis¬ 
sion to extend his remarks at this point 
in the Record and to include extraneous 
matter.) 

ENGLAND AGRICULTURE 
IOUSLY THREATENED BY UN- 

fJAL GRAIN FREIGHT RATES 

(Mr\CLEVELAND (at the request of 
Mr. Harvey of Michigan) was given per¬ 
mission ro extend his remarks at this 
point in the Record and to include ex¬ 
traneous matter.) 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, New 
England suffenk from a discriminatory 
differential in rail freight rates for feed 
grains that threatens to destroy our 
poultry and dairy industry. The extra 
transportation fees tl^at New England 
users have to pay for sheir feed grains 
shipped from the Midwest give livestock 
producers in the States of'Pennsylvania, 
Maryland, Delaware, and'Virginia an 
unfair advantage in the competition for 
the big eastern markets. TheVailroads 
have seen fit not to act on thisScritical 
situation despite its injurious effects and 
despite the vigorous and continuedS?ro- 
tests made from all over New England. 
This unequal freight rate differential ha 
severely hit New England’s poultry in-N 
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88th CONGRESS 
2d Session H. R. 11202 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

May 21 (legislative day, March 30), 1964 

Read twice and referred to tlie Committee on Appropriations 

AN ACT 
Making appropriations for the Department of Agriculture and 

related agencies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, 

and for other purposes. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Bepresenta- 

2 fives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 That the following sums are appropriated, out of any money 

4 in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the Depart- 

5 ment of Agriculture and related agencies for the fiscal 

6 year ending June 30, 1965, and for other purposes; namely: 

II 
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DEPARTMENT OE AGRICULTURE 

TITLE I—GENERAL ACTIVITIES 

Agricultural Research Service 

SALARIES and expenses 

Eor expenses necessary to perform agricultural research 

relating to production, utilization, marketing, nutrition and 

consumer use, to control and eradicate pests and plant and 

animal diseases, and to perform related inspection, quarantine 

and regulatory work, and meat inspection: Provided, That 

appropriations hereunder shall be available for field employ¬ 

ment pursuant to the second sentence of section 706 (a) of 

the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed 

$75,000 shall be available for employment under section 15 

of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a) : Provided 

further, That appropriations hereunder shall be available for 

the operation and maintenance of aircraft and the purchase of 

not to exceed two for replacement only: Provided further, 

That appropriations hereunder shall be available pursuant to 

title 5, United States Code, section 565a, for the construction, 

alteration, and repair of buildings and improvements, but 

unless otherwise provided, the cost of constructing any one 

building (except headhouses connecting greenhouses) shall 

not exceed $20,000, except for five buildings to be con¬ 

structed or improved at a cost not to exceed $45,000 

each, and the cost of altering any one building during the 
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fiscal year shall not exceed $7,500 or 7.5 per centum of the 

cost of the building, whichever is greater: Provided further, 

That the limitations on alterations contained in this Act 

shall not apply to a total of $100,000 for facilities at Belts- 

ville, Maryland: 

Research: Tor research and demonstrations on the pro¬ 

duction and utilization of agricultural products; agricultural 

marketing and distribution, not otherwise provided for; home 

economics or nutrition and consumer use of agricultural and 

associated products; and related research and services; and 

for acquisition of land by donation, exchange, or purchase at a 

nominal cost not to exceed $100, $97,656,000: Provided, 

That the limitations contained herein shall not apply 

to replacement of buildings needed to carry out the Act of 

April 24, 1948 (21 U.S.C. 113 (a) ) ; 

Plant and animal disease and pest control: Tor oper¬ 

ations and measures, not otherwise provided for, to control 

and eradicate pests and plant and animal diseases and for 

carrying out assigned inspection, quarantine, and regulatory 

activities, as authorized by law, including expenses pursuant 

to the Act of February 28, 1947, as amended (21 U.S.C. 

114b-c), $65,255,000, of which $1,500,000 shall be ap¬ 

portioned for use pursuant to section 3679 of the Revised 

Statutes, as amended, for the control of outbreaks of insects 

and plant diseases to the extent necessary to meet emergency 

conditions: Provided, That no funds shall be used to formu- 
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1 late or administer a brucellosis eradication program for the 

2 current fiscal year that does not require minimum matching 

3 by any State of at least 40 per centum: Provided further, 

4 That no funds in excess of $250,000 shall be available for 

5 carrying out the screwworm eradication program that does 

6 not require minimum matching by State or local sources of 

7 at least 50 per centum of the expenses of production, irradia- 

8 tion, and release of the screwworm flies: Provided further, 

9 That, in addition, in emergencies which threaten the livestock 

10 or poultry industries of the country, the Secretary may trans- 

11 fer from other appropriations or funds available to the agen- 

12 cies or corporations of the Department such sums as he may 

13 deem necessary, to be available only in such emergencies for 

14 the arrest and eradication of foot-and-mouth disease, rinder- 

15 pest, contagious pleuropneumonia, or other contagious or 

16 infectious diseases of animals, or European fowl pest and 

17 similar diseases in poultry, and for expenses in accordance 

18 with the Act of February 28, 1947, as amended, and any 

19 unexpended balances of funds transferred under this head in 

20 the next preceding fiscal year shall be merged with such 

21 transferred amounts; 

22 Meat inspection: For carrying out the provisions of 

23 laws relating to Federal inspection of meat, and meat-food 

24 products, and the applicable provisions of the laws relating 

25 to process or renovated butter, $30,454,000; 

26 Special fund: To provide for additional labor to be em- 
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ployed under contracts and cooperative agreements to 

strengthen the work at research installations in the field, 

not more than $1,000,000 of the amount appropriated under 

this head for the previous fiscal year may he used by the 

Administrator of the Agricultural Research Service in de¬ 

partmental research programs in the current fiscal year, 

the amount so used to be transferred to and merged with 

the appropriation otherwise available under “Salaries and 

expenses, Research”. 

Cooperative State Research Service 

PAYMENTS AND EXPENSES 

For payments to agricultural experiment stations, for 

grants for cooperative forestry research, and for other ex¬ 

penses, including $40,863,000 to carry into effect the provi¬ 

sions of the Hatch Act, approved March 2, 1887, as amended 

by the Act approved August 11, 1955 (7 U.S.C. 361a- 

361i), including administration by the United States De¬ 

partment of Agriculture; $1,000,000 for grants for coopera¬ 

tive forestry research under the Act approved October 10, 

1962 (16 U.S.C. 582a-582a-7) ; $310,000 for penalty 

mail costs of agricultural experiment stations under section 

6 of the Hatch Act of 1887, as amended; and $267,000 for 

necessary expenses of the Cooperative State Research Serv¬ 

ice, including administration of payments to State agricultural 

experiment stations, funds for employment pursuant to the 
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second sentence of section 706 (a) of the Organic Act of 

1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed $30,000 for em¬ 

ployment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 

U.S.C. 55a) ; in all, $42,440,000. 

Extension Service 

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION WORK, PAYMENTS AND EXPENSES 

Payments to States and Puerto Rico: For payments 

for cooperative agricultural extension work under the Smith- 

Lever Act, as amended by the Act of June 26, 1953, the Act 

of August 11, 1955, and the Act of October 5, 1962 (7 

U.S.C. 341-349), $65,725,000; and payments and contracts 

for such work under section 204 (b) -205 of the Agricultural 

Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1623-1624), $1,570,000; 

in all, $67,295,000: Provided, That funds hereby appropri¬ 

ated pursuant to section 3(c) of the Act of June 26, 1953, 

shall not be paid to any State or Puerto Rico prior to avail- 

abilit}7 of an equal sum from non-Eederal sources for expendi¬ 

ture during the current fiscal year. 

Retirement and Employees’ Compensation costs for ex¬ 

tension agents: For cost of employer’s share of Federal 

retirement and for reimbursement for benefits paid from the 

Employees’ Compensation Fund for cooperative extension 

employees, $7,410,000. 

Penalty mail: For costs of penalty mail for cooperative 

extension agents and State extension directors, $3,113,000. 
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Federal Extension Service: For administration of the 

Smith-Lever Act, as amended by the Act of June 26, 

1953, the Act of August 11, 1955, and the Act of October 5, 

1962 (7 U.S.C. 341-349), and extension aspects of the 

Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-1627), 

and to coordinate and provide program leadership for the 

extension work of the Department and the several States 

and insular possessions, $2,451,000. 

Farmer Cooperative Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to carry out the Act of July 2, 

1926 (7 U.S.C. 451-457), and for conducting research 

relating to the economic and marketing aspects of farmer 

cooperatives, as authorized by the Agricultural Marketing 

Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-1627), $1,082,000. 

Soil Conservation Service 

CONSERVATION OPERATIONS 

For necessary expenses for carrying out the provisions of 

the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-590f), includ¬ 

ing preparation of conservation plans and establishment of 

measures to conserve soil and water (including farm irriga¬ 

tion and land drainage and such special measures as may be 

necessary to prevent floods and the siltation of reservoirs) ; 

operation of conservation nurseries; classification and map¬ 

ping of soil; dissemination of information; purchase and erec- 
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tion or alteration of permanent buildings; and operation and 

maintenance of aircraft, $100,511,000: Provided, That the 

cost of any permanent building purchased, erected, or as 

improved, exclusive of the cost of constructing a water 

supply or sanitary system and connecting the same to any 

such building and with the exception of buildings acquired in 

conjunction with land being purchased for other purposes, 

shall not exceed $2,500, except for one building to be con¬ 

structed at a cost not to exceed $25,000 and eight build¬ 

ings to be constructed or improved at a cost not to exceed 

$15,000 per building and except that alterations or im¬ 

provements to other existing permanent buildings cost¬ 

ing $2,500 or more may be made in any fiscal year in an 

amount not to exceed $500 per building: Provided further, 

That no part of this appropriation shall be available for the 

construction of any such building on land not owned by the 

Government: Provided further, That no part of this appro¬ 

priation may be expended for soil and water conservation 

operations under the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.O. 

590a,-590f), in demonstration projects: Provided further, 

That this appropriation shall be available for field employ¬ 

ment pursuant to the second sentence of section 706 (a) of 

the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed 

$5,000 shall be available for employment under section 15 
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of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.O. 55a) : Provided 

further, That qualified local engineers may be temporarily 

employed at per diem rates to perform the technical planning 

work of the service. 

watershed planning 

Tor necessary expenses for small watershed investiga¬ 

tions and planning, $5,524,000, to remain available until 

expended. 

WATERSHED PROTECTION 

For necessary expenses to conduct river basin surveys 

and investigations, and research and to carry out preventive 

measures, including, but not limited to, engineering opera¬ 

tions, methods of cultivation, the growing of vegetation, and 

changes in use of land, in accordance with the Watershed 

Protection and Flood Prevention Act, approved August 4, 

1954, as amended (16 U.S.O. 1001-1008), and the provi¬ 

sions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.O. 590a-f), 

to remain available until expended, $60,324,000, with 

which shall be merged the unexpended balances of funds 

heretofore appropriated or transferred to the Department 

for watershed protection purposes: Provided, That this ap¬ 

propriation shall be available for field employment pursuant 

to the second sentence of section 706 (a) of the Organic Act 

of 1944 (5 IT.S.C. 574), and not to exceed $100,000 shall 

H .K. 11202-2 
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be available for employment under section 15 of the Act of 

August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a) : Provided further, That 

not to exceed $4,000,000, together with the unobligated 

balance of funds previously appropriated for loans and related 

expense, shall be available for such purposes. 

FLOOD PEEVE NTION 

For necessary expenses, in accordance with the Flood 

Control Act, approved June 22, 1936 (33 U.S.C. 701-709, 

16 U.S.C. 1006a), as amended and supplemented, and in 

accordance with the provisions of laws relating to the activ¬ 

ities of the Department, to perform works of improvement, 

including funds for field employment pursuant to the second 

sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 

(5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed $100,000 for employ¬ 

ment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 

U.S.C. 55a), to remain available until expended; 

$25,423,000, with which shall be merged the unexpended 

balances of funds heretofore appropriated or transferred to 

the Department for flood prevention purposes: Provided, 

That no part of such funds shall be used for the purchase 

of lands in the Yazoo and Little Tallahatchie watersheds 

without specific approval of the county hoard of supervisors 

of the county in which such lands are situated: Provided 

further, That not to exceed $1,000,000, together with the 

unobligated balance of funds previously appropriated for 
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loans and related expense, shall be available for such 

purposes. 

GREAT PLAINS CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to cany into effect a program of 

conservation in the Great Plains area, pursuant to section 

16(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 

Act, as added by the Act of August 7, 1956 (16 U.S.C. 

590p), $14,176,000, to remain available until expended. 

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

For necessary expenses in planning and carrying out 

projects for resource conservation and development, and for 

sound land use, pursuant to the provisions of section 32 (e) 

of title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as 

amended (7 U.S.C. 1011; 76 Stat. 607), and the provisions 

of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-f), 

$1,496,000, to remain available until expended: Provided, 

That not to exceed $500,000 of such amount shall be avail¬ 

able for loans and related expenses under subtitle A of the 

Consolidated Farmers Home Administration Act of 1961, 

as amended: Provided further, That this appropriation shall 

be available for field employment pursuant to the second 

sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 

U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed $50,000 shall be available 
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1 for employment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 

2 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a). 

3 Economic Eesearch Service 

4 SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

5 Eor necessary expenses of the Economic Eesearch Serv- 

^ ice in conducting economic research and service relating to 

7 agricultural production, marketing, and distribution, as 

8 authorized by the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 

^ U.S.O. 1621-1627), and other laws, including economics 

of marketing; analyses relating to farm prices, income and 

H population, and demand for farm products, use of resources 

12 in agriculture, adjustments, costs and returns in farming, and 

12 farm finance; and for analyses of supply and demand for 

14 farm products in foreign countries and their effect on pros- 

15 pects for United States exports, progress in economic de- 

16 velopment and its relation to sales of farm products, 

17 assembly and analysis of agricultural trade statistics and 

18 analysis of international financial and monetary programs 

19 and policies as they affect the competitive position of United 

20 States farm products; $9,476,000: Provided, That not less 

21 than $350,000 of the funds contained in this appropriation 

22 shall he available to continue to gather statistics and conduct 

23 a special study on the price spread between the farmer and 

24 consumer: Provided further, That this appropriation shall 

25 be available for employment pursuant to the second sentence 
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of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 

574), and not to exceed $75,000 shall be available for em¬ 

ployment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 

(5 U.S.C. 55a) : Provided further, That not less than 

$145,000 of the funds contained in this appropriation shall 

be available for analysis of statistics and related facts on 

foreign production and full and complete information on 

methods used by other countries to move farm commodities 

in world trade on a competitive basis. 

Statistical Reporting Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Tor necessary expenses of the Statistical Reporting 

Service in conducting statistical reporting and service work, 

including crop and livestock estimates, statistical coordination 

and improvements, and marketing surveys, as authorized 

by the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621- 

1627) and other laws, $11,431,000: Provided, That no part 

of the funds herein appropriated shall be available for any 

expense incident to publishing estimates of apple production 

for other than the commercial crop. 

Agricultural Marketing Service 

MARKETING SERVICES 

For expenses necessary to carry on services related to 

agricultural marketing and distribution as authorized by the 

Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621- 
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1 1627) and other laws, including the administration of mar- 

2 keting regulatory acts connected therewith and for adminis- 

3 tration and coordination of payments to States; and this ap- 

4 propriation shall he available for field employment pursuant 

5 to section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 

6 574), and not to exceed $25,000 shall be available for em- 

7 plovment at rates not to exceed $75 per diem under section 

8 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 IT.S.C. 55a), in carrying 

9 out section 201 (a) to 201 (d), inclusive, of title II of the 

10 Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1291) and 

11 section 203 (j) of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946; 

12 $39,389,000. 

13 PAYMENTS TO STATES AND POSSESSIONS 

14 I1 or payments to departments of agriculture, bureaus and 

15 departments of markets, and similar agencies for marketing 

16 activities under section 204(b) of the Agricultural Market- 

17 ing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1623(b)), $1,500,000. 

18 SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM 

19 For necessary expenses to carry out the Special Milk 

20 Program, as authorized by the Act of August 8, 1961 (7 

21 U.S.C. 1446, note), $99,831,000, to be derived by trans- 

22 fer from funds available under section 32 of the Act of 

23 August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c). 
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1 SCHOOL LUNCH PEOGEAM 

2 For necessary expenses to carry out the provisions of 

3 the National School Lunch Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 

4 1751-1760), $146,400,000: Provided, That no part of 

5 this appropriation shall be used for nonfood assistance under 

6 section 5 of said Act: Provided further, That $45,000,000 

7 shall be transferred to this appropriation from funds avail- 

8 able under section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935, for 

9 purchase and distribution of agricultural commodities and 

10 other foods pursuant to section 6 of the National School 

11 Lunch Act. 

12 EEMOVAL OF SURPLUS AGEICULTUEAL COMMODITIES 

13 (SECTION 3 2) 

14 No fimds available under section 32 of the Act of 

16 August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c) shall be used for any 

16 purpose other than commodity program expenses as author- 

17 ized therein, and other related operating expenses, except 

18 for (1) transfers to the Department of the Interior as 

19 authorized by the Fish and Wildlife Act of August 8, 1956, 

20 (2) transfers otherwise provided in this Act, (3) not more 

21 than $2,924,000 for formulation and administration of mar- 

22 keting agreements and orders pursuant to the Agricultural 

23 Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, and the 
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Agricultural Act of 1961, (4) not more than $45,000,000 

for expenses for the Pilot Pood Stamp Program and 

(5) not in excess of $25,000,000 to be used to increase 

domestic consumption of farm commodities pursuant to au¬ 

thority contained in Public Law 88-250, the Department 

of Agriculture and Related Agencies Appropriation Act, 

1964, of which amount $2,000,000 shall remain available 

until expended for construction, alteration and modification 

of research facilities. 

Foreign Agricultural Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for the Foreign Agricultural 

Service, including carrying out title VI of the Agricultural 

Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1761-1768), market development 

activities abroad, and for enabling the Secretary to coordinate 

and integrate activities of the Department in connection 

with foreign agricultural work, including not to exceed 

$35,000 for representation allowances and for expenses pur¬ 

suant to section 8 of the Act approved August 3, 1956 (7 

U.S.C. 1766), $18,790,000: Provided, That not less than 

$255,000 of the funds contained in this appropriation shall 

be available to obtain statistics and related facts on foreign 

production and full and complete information on methods 

used by other countries to move farm commodities in world 

trade on a competitive basis: Provided further, That, in 
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addition, not to exceed $3,117,000 of the funds appropriated 

by section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935, as amended 

(7 U.S.C. 612c), shall be merged with this appropriation 

and shall be available for all expenses of the Foreign Agri¬ 

cultural Service. 

Commodity Exchange Authority 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to carry into effect the pro¬ 

visions of the Commodity Exchange Act, as amended (7 

U.S.C. l-17a), $1,100,000. 

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation 

Service 

EXPENSES, AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND 

CONSERVATION SERVICE 

For necessary administrative expenses of the Agricultural 

Stabilization and Conservation Service, including expenses 

to formulate and carry out programs authorized by title III 

of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended (7 

U.S.C. 1301-1393) ; Sugar Act of 1948, as amended (7 

U.S.C. 1101-1161) ; sections 7 to 15, 16(a), 16 (d), 16(e), 

16 (f), and 17 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot¬ 

ment Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 590g-590q; 7 U.S.C. 

1010-1011) as added by section 132 of the Act of August 8, 

1961; subtitles B and C of the Soil Bank Act (7 U.S.C. 

H.R. 11202-3 
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1831-1837, 1802-1814, and 1816) ; and laws pertaining 

to the Commodity Credit Corporation, $105,602,000: Pro¬ 

vided, That, in addition, not to exceed $87,508,000 may be 

transferred to and merged with this appropriation from the 

Commodity Credit Corporation fund (including not to exceed 

$35,668,000 under the limitation on Commodity Credit 

Corporation administrative expenses) : Provided, further, 

That other funds made available to Agricultural Stabilization 

and Conservation Service for authorized activities may be 

advanced to and merged with this appropriation. 

SUGAR ACT PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry into effect the pro¬ 

visions of the Sugar Act of 1948 (7 U.S.C. 1101-1161), 

$86,400,000, to remain available until June 30 of the next 

succeeding fiscal year. 

AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry into effect the program 

authorized in sections 7 to 15, 16 (a), and 17 of the Soil 

Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, approved Feb¬ 

ruary 29, 1936, as amended (16 U.S.C. 590g-590(o), 

590p (a), and 590q), including not to exceed $6,000 for 

the preparation and display of exhibits, including such dis¬ 

plays at State, interstate, and international fairs within 

the United States, $225,000,000, to remain available 

until December 31 of the next succeeding fiscal year 

for compliance with the programs of soil-building and soil- 
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1 and water-conserving practices authorized under this head 

2 in the Department of Agriculture and Related Agencies 

3 Appropriation Acts, 1963 and 1964, carried out during the 

1 period July 1, 1962, to December 31, 1964, inclusive: 

5 Provided, That none of the funds herein appropriated shall 

6 be used to pay the salaries or expenses of any regional in- 

1 formation employees or any State information employees, but 

8 this shall not preclude the answering of inquiries or supply- 

9 ing of information at the county level to individual farmers: 

10 Provided further, That no portion of the funds for the current 

H year’s program may be utilized to provide financial or techni- 

12 cal assistance for drainage on wetlands now designated as Wet- 

1^ land Types 3 (III) ,4 (IV), and 5 (V) in United States 

11 Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service Circu¬ 

it lar 39, Wetlands of the United States, 1956: Provided fur- 

16 ther, That necessary amounts shall be available for adminis- 

U trative expenses in connection with the formulation and ad- 

16 ministration of the 1965 program of soil-building and soil- 

19 and water-conserving practices, including related wildlife 

20 conserving practices, imder the Act of February 29, 1936, as 

21 amended (amounting to $220,000,000, excluding administra- 

22 tion, except that no participant shall receive more than 

23 $2,500, except where the participants from two or more 

24 farms or ranches join to carry out approved practices designed 

25 to conserve or improve the agricultural resources of the com- 
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munity) : Provided further, That not to exceed 5 per centum 

of the allocation for the current year’s agricultural conserva¬ 

tion program for any county may, on the recommendation 

of such county committee and approval of the State com¬ 

mittee, be withheld and allotted to the Soil Conservation 

Service for services of its technicians in formulating and 

carrying out the agricultural conservation program in the 

participating counties, and shall not be utilized by the Soil 

Conservation Service for any purpose other than technical 

and other assistance in such counties, and in addition, on the 

recommendation of such county committee and approval of 

the State committee, not to exceed 1 per centum may be 

made available to any other Federal, State, or local public 

agency for the same purpose and under the same conditions: 

Provided further. That for the current year’s program $2,- 

500,000 shall be available for technical assistance in formu¬ 

lating and carrying out agricultural conservation practices: 

Provided further, That such amounts shall be available for 

the purchase of seeds, fertilizers, lime, trees, or any other 

farming material, or any soil-terracing services, and making 

grants thereof to agricultural producers to aid them in carry¬ 

ing out farming practices approved by the Secretary under 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

21 

programs provided for herein: Provided further, That no 

part of any funds available to the Department, or any bureau, 

office, corporation, or other agency constituting a part of 

such Department, shall be used in the current fiscal year for 

the payment of salary or travel expenses of any person who 

has been convicted of violating the Act entitled “An Act to 

prevent pernicious political activities”, approved August 2, 

1939, as amended, or who has been found in accordance with 

the provisions of title 18, United States Code, section 1913, 

to have violated or attempted to violate such section which 

prohibits the use of Federal appropriations for the payment 

of personal services or other expenses designed to influence 

in any manner a Member of Congress to favor or oppose any 

legislation or appropriation by Congress except upon request 

of any Member or through the proper official channels. 

CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry out a conservation 

reserve program as authorized by subtitles B and C of the 

Soil Bank Act (7 U.S.C. 1831-1837, 1802-1814, and 

1816), and to cany out liquidation activities for the acreage 

reserve program, to remain available until expended, 

$194,000,000, with which may be merged the unexpended 
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balances of funds heretofore appropriated for soil bank pro¬ 

grams: Provided, That no part of these funds shall be paid 

on any contract which is illegal under the law due to the 

division of lands for the purpose of evading limits on annual 

payments to participants. 

CROPLAND CONVERSION PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to promote the conservation and 

economic use of land pursuant to the provisions of section 

16(e) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 

Act (16 U.S.C. 5901i, 590p), as amended, $7,200,000, to 

remain available until expended. 

Office of Rural Areas Development 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise provided for, of 

the Office of Rural Areas Development in providing leader¬ 

ship, coordination, liaison, and related services in the rural 

areas development activities of the Department, $124,000: 

Provided, That this appropriation shall be available for field 

employment pursuant to the second sentence of section 706 

(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not 

to exceed $3,000 shall be available for employment under 

section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a). 
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Office of the Inspector General 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the Inspector 

General, including employment pursuant to the second sen¬ 

tence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 

U.S.O. 574), $9,874,000. 

Office of the General Counsel 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, including payment of fees or 

dues for the use of law libraries by attorneys in the field 

service, $3,784,000. 

Office of Information 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of Information for 

the dissemination of agricultural information and the co¬ 

ordination of informational work and programs authorized 

by Congress in the Department, $1,648,000, of which 

total appropriation not to exceed $537,000 may be used 

for farmers’ bulletins, which shall be adapted to the interests 

of the people of the different sections of the country, an 

equal proportion of four-fifths of which shall be available to 

be delivered to or sent out under the addressed franks fur- 
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nished by the Senators, Representatives, and Delegates in 

Congress, as they shall direct (7 U.S.C. 417), and not less 

than two hundred and thirty-two thousand two hundred and 

fifty copies for the use of the Senate and House of Repre¬ 

sentatives of part 2 of the annual report of the Secretary 

(known as the Yearbook of Agriculture) as authorized by 

section 73 of the Act of January 12, 1895 (44 U.S.C. 241) : 

Provided, That in the preparation of motion pictures or ex¬ 

hibits by the Department, this appropriation shall be avail¬ 

able for employment pursuant to the second sentence of sec¬ 

tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), 

and not to exceed $10,000 shall be available for employment 

under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 

55a). 

National Agricultural Library 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the National Agricultural 

Library, $1,347,000: Provided, That this appropriation shall 

be available for employment pursuant to the second sentence 

of section 706 (a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 

574), and not to exceed $35,000 shall be available for 

employment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 

(5 U.S.C. 55a). 
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Office of Management Services 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to enable the Office of Manage¬ 

ment Services to provide management support services to 

selected agencies and offices of the Department of Agricul¬ 

ture, $2,482,000. 

General Administration 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the Secretary 

of Agriculture and for general administration of the Depart¬ 

ment of Agriculture, including expenses of the National 

Agricultural Advisory Commission; repairs and alterations; 

and other miscellaneous supplies and expenses not other¬ 

wise provided for and necessary for the practical and effi¬ 

cient work of the Department of Agriculture, $3,530,000: 

Provided, That this appropriation shall be reimbursed from 

applicable appropriations for travel expenses incident to the 

holding of hearings as required by the Administrative Pro¬ 

cedures Act (5 U.S.C. 1001) : Provided further, That not 

to exceed $2,500 of this amount shall be available for official 

reception and representation expenses, not otherwise pro¬ 

vided for, as determined by the Secretary. 
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TITLE II—CREDIT AGENCIES 

Rural Electrification Administration 

To carry into effect the provisions of the Rural Elec¬ 

trification Act of 1936, as amended (7 U.S.C. 901-924), 

as follows: 

Loan Authorizations 

For loans in accordance with said Act, and for carrying 

out the provisions of section 7 thereof, to be borrowed from 

the Secretary of the Treasury in accordance with the pro¬ 

visions of section 3(a) of said Act, as follows: Rural elec¬ 

trification program, $365,000,000, of which $90,000,000 

shall be placed in reserve to be borrowed under the same 

terms and conditions to the extent that such amount is re¬ 

quired during the current fiscal year under the then existing 

conditions for the expeditious and orderly development of 

the rural electrification program; and rural telephone pro¬ 

gram, $70,000,000, of which $7,000,000 shall be placed in 

reserve to he borrowed under the same terms and conditions 

to the extent that such amount is required during the current 

fiscal year under the then existing conditions for the expedi¬ 

tious and orderly development of the rural telephone 

program. 
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SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For administrative expenses, including not to exceed 

$500 for financial and credit reports, funds for employment 

pursuant to the second sentence of section 706(a) of the 

Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed 

$150,000 for employment under section 15 of the Act of 

August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a), $11,641,000. 

Farmers Home Administration 

DIRECT LOAN ACCOUNT 

Direct loans and advances under subtitles A and B, and 

advances under section 335 (a) for which funds are not other¬ 

wise available, of the Consolidated Fanners Home Adminis¬ 

tration Act of 1961 (7 U.S.C. 1921), as amended, may be 

made from funds available in the Fanners Home Adminis¬ 

tration direct loan account as follows: real estate loans, 

$60,000,000; and operating loans, $300,000,000, of which 

$50,000,000 shall be placed in reserve to he used only to 

the extent required during current fiscal year under the then 

existing conditions for the expeditious and orderly conduct 

of the loan program. 
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1 EUEAL RENEWAL 

2 For necessary expenses, including administrative ex- 

3 penses, in carrying out rural renewal activities under section 

4 32(e) of title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant 

5 Act, as amended, $1,200,000, to remain available until 

6 expended. 

7 EUEAL HOUSING FOE THE ELDEELY EEVOLVING FUND 

8 For loans pursuant to section 515 (a) of the Housing 

9 Act of 1949, as amended (42 U.S.O. 1485), including ad- 

10 vances pursuant to section 335 (a) of the Consolidated 

11 Farmers Home Administration Act of 1961 (7 U.S.C. 

12 1985) in connection with security for such loans, 

13 $3,500,000. 

14 SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

15 For necessary expenses of the Farmers Home Admin- 

16 istration, not otherwise provided for, in administering the 

17 programs authorized by the Consolidated Farmers Home 

18 Administration Act of 1961 (7 U.S.C. 1921), as amended, 

19 title V of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended (42 U.S.C. 

20 1471-1484), and the Rural Rehabilitation Corporation Trust 

21 Liquidation Act, approved May 3, 1950 (40 U.S.C. 440- 

22 444) ; $39,544,000, together with not more than $2,000,000 

23 of the charges collected in connection with the insurance of 

24 loans as authorized by section 309(e) of the Consolidated 

25 Farmers Home Administration Act of 1961, as amended, 
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and section 514(b) (3) of the Housing Act of 1949, as 

amended: Provided, That, in addition, not to exceed 

$500,000 of the funds available for the various programs 

administered by this Agency may be transferred to this 

appropriation for temporaiy field employment pursuant to 

the second sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act 

of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574) to meet unusual or heavy workload 

increases. 

TITLE III—CORPORATIONS 

The following corporations and agencies are hereby 

authorized to make such expenditures, within the limits of 

funds and borrowing authority available to each such cor¬ 

poration or agency and in accord with law, and to make 

such contracts and commitments without regard to fiscal 

year limitations as provided by section 104 of the Govern¬ 

ment Corporation Control Act, as amended, as may be 

necessary in carrying out the programs set forth in the 

budget for the current fiscal year for such corporation or 

agency, except as hereinafter provided: 

Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE AND OPERATING EXPENSES 

For administrative and operating expenses, $6,942,000. 

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION FUND 

Not to exceed $3,638,000 of administrative and oper¬ 

ating expenses may be paid from premium income. 
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Commodity Credit Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT FOR NET REALIZED LOSSES 

To partially reimburse the Commodity Credit Corpora¬ 

tion for net realized losses sustained during the fiscal year 

ending June 30, 1963, pursuant to the Act of August 17, 

1961 (15 U.S.C. 713a-ll, 713a-12), $1,724,000,000. 

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

Nothing in this Act shall he so construed as to prevent 

the Commodity Credit Corporation from carrying out any ac¬ 

tivity or any program authorized by law: Provided, That 

not to exceed $37,351,000 shall be available for administra¬ 

tive expenses of the Corporation: Provided further, That 

$945,000 of this authorization shall be available only to 

expand and strengthen the sales program of the Corporation 

pursuant to authority contained in the Corporation’s charter: 

Provided further, That not less than 7 per centum of this 

authorization shall be placed in reserve to be apportioned 

pursuant to section 3679 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, 

for use only in such amounts and at such times as may become 

necessary to carry out program operations: Provided further, 

That all necessary expenses (including legal and special 

services performed on a contract or fee basis, but not includ- 
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ing other personal services) in connection with the acquisi¬ 

tion, operation, maintenance, improvement, or disposition 

of any real or personal property belonging to the Corporation 

or in which it has an interest, including expenses of collec¬ 

tions of pledged collateral, shall be considered as nonadminis- 

trative expenses for the purposes hereof. 

Public Law 480 

For expenses during fiscal year 1965, not otherwise 

recoverable, and unrecovered prior years* costs, includ¬ 

ing interest thereon, under the Agricultural Trade Develop¬ 

ment and Assistance Act of 1954, as amended (7 U.S.C. 

1701-1709, 1721-1724, 1731-1736), to remain available 

until expended, as follows: (1) Sale of surplus agricultural 

commodities for foreign currencies pursuant to title I of said 

Act, $1,612,000,000; (2) commodities disposed of for 

emergency famine relief to friendly peoples pursuant to title 

II of said Act, $220,453,000; and (3) long-term supply 

contracts pursuant to title IV of said Act, $55,000,000. 

International Wheat Agreement 

For expenses during fiscal year 1965 and unrecovered 

prior years’ costs, including interest thereon, under the Inter¬ 

national Wheat Agreement Act of 1949, as amended (7 
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U.S.C. 1641-1642), $31,838,000, to remain available until 

expended. 

Bartered Materials for Supplemental Stockpile 

For expenses during fiscal year 1965 and unrecovered 

prior years’ costs related to strategic and other materials 

acquired as a result of barter or exchange of agricultural 

commodities or products and transferred to the supplemental 

stockpile pursuant to Public Law 540, Eighty-fourth Con¬ 

gress (7 U.S.C. 1856), $82,860,000, to remain available 

until expended. 

TITLE IV—RELATED AGENCIES 

Farm Credit Administration 

Limitation on Administrative Expenses 

Not to exceed $2,876,000 (from assessments collected 

from farm credit agencies) shall be obligated during the cur¬ 

rent fiscal year for administrative expenses. 

TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 501. Within the unit limit of cost fixed by law, 

appropriations and authorizations made for the Department 

under this Act shall be available for the purchase, in addition 

to those specifically provided for, of not to exceed four hun¬ 

dred and seventy-two passenger motor vehicles, of which 

four hundred and fifty-two shall be for replacement only, 

and for the hire of such vehicles. 
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Sec. 502. Provisions of law prohibiting or restricting 

the employment of aliens shall not apply to employment 

under the appropriation for the Foreign Agricultural Service. 

Sec. 503. Funds available to the Department of Agricul¬ 

ture shall be available for uniforms or allowances therefor as 

authorized by the Act of September 1, 1954, as amended (5 

U.S.O. 2131). 

Sec. 504. No part of the funds appropriated by this Act 

shall be used for the payment of any officer or employee of 

the Department who, as such officer or employee, or on 

behalf of the Department or any division, commission, or 

bureau thereof, issues, or causes to be issued, any prediction, 

oral or written, or forecast, except as to damage threatened 

or caused by insects and pests, with respect to future prices 

of cotton or the trend of same. 

Sec. 505. Except to provide materials required in or 

incident to research or experimental work where no suitable 

domestic product is available, no part of the funds appro¬ 

priated by this Act shall be expended in the purchase of 

twine manufactured from commodities or materials pro¬ 

duced outside of the United States. 

Sec. 506. Not less than $1,500,000 of the appropria¬ 

tions of the Department for research and service work author¬ 

ized by the Acts of August 14, 1946, July 28, 1954, and 
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1 September 6, 1958 (7 U.S.C. 427, 1621-1629; 42 U.S.C. 

2 1891-1893), shall be available for contracting in accordance 

3 with said Acts. 

4 This Act may be cited as the “Department of Agricul- 

5 ture and Related Agencies Appropriation Act, 1965”. 

Passed the House of Representatives May 20, 1964. 

Attest: RALPH R. ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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5* TAXATION. Both Houses agreed to the conference report on H. R, 11376, to 

provide a one-year extension of certain excise-tax rates. This bill will 

now be «ent to the President. pp6 14926-31, 14935-6 

6. Tft^NSPORTATION. By a vote of 47 to 36, agreed to the House amendment t< 

Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964. This bill will ny' 
sen\to the President, pp. 14931-2, 14935-49 

7. LANDS, passed 

tenants 

certain mo\ 

as reported S« 1509, to authorize reimbursement to/owners and 

certain lands or interests therein acquired by the U/ S. for 

ing expenses, losses, and damages, pp, 14949-50 

8. RECLAMATION, \assed as reported S. 1123, to provide for construction of the 

lower Teton division of the Teton Basin project, Idaho, /pp* 14950-2 

9. NOMINATION. Received the nomination of John A. Schnitjlcer to be a member of 
the Cv>C Board of Directors, p. 14953 

^10. APPROPRIATIONS. Sen. Johnston submitted an amendment intended to be proposed 

to H. R„ 11202, the agricultural appropriation bill, to provide that after 

July 1, 1964, appropriations available for classing or grading cotton without 

charge to producers shall be available for providing micronaire readings on 

cotton without charge to producers and to authorize transfer of CCC funds 
for this purpose, p. 14885 

11. ESTES INVESTIGATION. At the request of/6en. McClellan, the Government 

Operations Committee was granted sukextension until Sept. 30, 1964, to file 

a report on the Bilie Sol Estes investigation. p. 14883 

12® PERSONNEL. Sen, McCarthy commended the^niblic service of Milliard W» Cochrane, 

for Director of Agricultural Eoonomics.^op* 14895-6 
Both Houses received from tme State Department a proposed bill "to 

encourage and facilitate details and transfers of Federal employees for 

service with international^xjrganizations"; t^Vl. Foreign Affairs and S* 

Foreign Relations Committees. pp. 14883, 1502; 

) / , 
13. ELECTRIFICATION. Received from the Administrator ef REA reports on the 

approval of a loan t/ the Colorado-Ute Electric Association, Inc., Montrose, 

Colo., for $5,352,Q/do and a loan to the Golden Valle\Electric Association, 

Inc., Fairbanks, /laska, for $18,930,000; to Appropriations Committee, 
p. 14883 / \ 

Sen. Lausch^discussed and inserted several items on t\e development of 

nuclear powers for civilian purposes, pp. 14889-92 
Sen. Jackson reviewed and inserted several items on the proposed plan for 

joint Government-industry development of an electric-power incertie between 

the Pacific Northwest and Southwest, pp. 14896-9 

HOUSE 

14. APPROPRIATIONS, Began debate on H. R. 11812, the foreign aid appropriation 

lRLll* Previously adopted by a vote of 222 to 162, a resolution waivingypoints 

/of order on the bill. pp. 14959-96 

CIVIL RIGHTS. The Rules Committee reported a resolution to concur in the 

Senate amendments to H, R. 7152, the civil rights bill. p. 14996 
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.6. TRAVEL? PERSONNEL. The Rules Committee reported without amendment H. Res, 
792, to grant additional travel authority to the Agriculture Committee 
(H. Rept. 1528). p. 14996 

17, FARM LABOR. Rep. Talcott inserted a letter from the City Council of King 0lty, 
Calif., discussing farm labor problems and urging the delaying of the Alimi- 

PP< 

19. 

20. 

nation of braceros. 15007-8 

18. FOREIGN'''TRADE. Rep. Udall stated that he does not ’’endorse sweeping changes 
in the Tkade Expansion Act” but joins "in the expression of concern that 
tariff negotiations proceed with caution...and attention to the interests of 
America’s producers as well as its consumers," p. 15011 

MUSHROOM INDUSTI 
protect the dec] 

Received a Pa. State Legislature memorial urging action to 
Lning domestic mushroom industry, p. 15024 

FOREST LANDS* A subcommittee of the Agriculture Committee voted to report to 
the full committee h\r. 10069, to authorize exchange of lands adjacent to 
the Lassen National Fo^e3t, Calif,, and S. 2218, to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to accept certain national foresjt lands in Cocke County, Teni 
p. D530 

21. ELECTRIFICATION, The Interstate and ForeigryCommerce Committee voted to report 
(but did not actually report)\l. R. 9752,y^ith amendment, to preserve the 
jurisdiction of the Congress ov^r construction of hydroelectric projects on 
the Colorado River, p. D531 

22. CONTAINERS, The Interstate and Fore^m Commerce Committee voted to report 
(but did not actually report ) H. K. 5673, with amendment, the proposed Steel 
Shipping Container Identificatiop/Act.Xp. D531 

23, WATER RESEARCH. Received the conference re)^prt on S. 2, the proposed "Water 
Resources Research Act of 1904" (H. Rept. 5^26). Authorizes appropriations 
rising to $100,000 annually^ to assist each StS^te in establishing a water 
research agency, generally the land-grant collage. Authorizes appropriations 
to the Interior Department of $1,000,000 for 196$u rising to $5,000,000 for 
1969 and succeeding ye^rs, to aid these agencies do a dollar-for-dollar 
matching basis. Authorizes appropriation of $1,000)1)00 annually for 10 years 
to Interior to assist other educational institutions'in water research, 
subject to veto b\/the Interior and Insular Affairs Committees. Requires 
Interior to obtain advice and cooperation from other Federal water agencies 
and not to duplicate their work. Provides for a Government-wide center to 
catalog current and projected water-resources research. Requires the 
President tor coordinate water-research programs, pp. 14997-8( 

ITEMS IN APPENDIX 

24. FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS, Extension of remarks of Sen. Mundt insert 
article written by Idaho Gov. Smylie "pointing up some problems of 
smaller States in their contemporary relationships with the Federal 
L.and urging that States be given a greater voice in the coordinated 

/of Federal-State-local cooperative programs." pp. A355-7 

ELECTRICICATION; POVERTY. Extension of remarks of Rep. Saylor suggesting 
to aid the Appalachian area by restricting residual oil imports, reject 
further proposals to build uneconomic hydroelectric plants and stop Federal 
subsidies for atomic electric power, pp. A 3568-9 

vernment, 
anning 
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proveSthe economic and social conditions of 
the tribal membership. 

The Opposed legislation will allow pro¬ 
gram flexibility looking toward permanent 
economic growth and development of the 
reservation. e concur with the principles 
of the tribe’s jirogram and recommend that 
the judgment \unds be made available to 
the tribe for mor® detailed planning as pro¬ 
posed in the enclosed bill. 

The Bureau of thk Budget has advised us 
that there is no objection to the submission 
of this proposed legislation to the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, \ 
D. Otis Beasley, 

Assistant Secretary*>/ the Interior. 

AGRICULTURE DEPARTMENT AP¬ 
PROPRIATION BILL, 1965—AMEND¬ 
MENT (AMENDMENT NO. 1082) 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
submit an amendment, intended to be 
proposed by me, to the bill (H.R. 11202) 
making appropriations for the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture and related agencies 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, 
and for other purposes, and ask that it 
be printed and appropriately referred. 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Record a letter from R. V. Segars, 
addressed to me, and requesting the pro¬ 
posed amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem¬ 
pore. The amendment will be received, 
printed, and appropriately referred; and, 
without objection, the letter and pro¬ 
posed amendment will be printed in the 
Record. 

The amendment was referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

The letter and amendment presented 

by Mr. Johnston are as follows: 

Woodrow, S.C., June 24,1964. 
Senator Olin D. Johnston, 

New Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Johnston: It was good to 
talk to you over the telephone the other 
night. All of us in South Carolina are proud 
of you for the way you fought the civil rights 
bill and I know that you were disappointed 
to see it pass. 

We missed you at our reception but we 
certainly understood your not being there 
and we appreciated very much your sending 
Tom and Bob. It was a pleasure to have 
them both. 

I called your office earlier this week and in 
your absence talked to Tom Chadwick about 
a problem that the cotton farmers are facing. 

The Department of Agriculture has added 
another factor called micronaire reading in 
addition to the classification of grade and 
staple for establishing the value of cotton in 
the loan. It is their intention to charge the 
farmers 6 cents per bale for this service. We 
feel that the Government should not place 
any more expense on the farmer and I am 
sure you agree. 

Briefly this cost could be removed from 
the farmers by obtaining an amendment to 
H.R. 11202 now pending before the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations, to provide an 
increase in funds and authorize usage of 
them to provide micronaire readings with¬ 
out charge to farmers, in the section of the 
bill having to do with Agricultural Marketing 
Service. The suggested language of such an 
amendment is attached hereto. 

Senators from other cotton States are 
being contacted by their constituents along 
these same lines. 

We would certainly appreciate your help 

on this matter and we hope that the cotton 
farmers can be spared any more loss of in¬ 
come. 

With kindest personal regards. 
Yours very truly, 

Ray V. Segars, Jr. 

ENCLOSURE TO SENATOR OLIN D. JOHNSTON, 

JUNE 24, 1964 

“On page 14, line 12 (of H.R. 11202 as 
printed and before the committee) delete 
‘$39,389,000’ and insert in lieu thereof: 
‘$39,989,000: Provided, That on and after 
July 1, 1964, appropriations available for 
classing or grading cotton without charge 
to producers thereof shall be available for 
providing micronaire readings on cotton 
without charge to producers thereof; and 
hereafter there may be transferred to any 
such appropriation such sums from nonad- 
ministrative funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation as may be necessary for provid¬ 
ing such micronaire readings in addition to 
other funds available for this purpose, such 
transfer, except for the cost of micronaire 
readings on cotton in which producers have 
obtained Commodity Credit Corporation 
price support, to be reimbursed from subse¬ 
quent appropriations therefor.’ ” 

ADJUSTMENT OF RATES OF BASIC 
COMPENSATION OF CERTAIN OF¬ 
FICES AND EMPLOYEES— 
AMENDMENTS (AMENDMENT NO. 
1981) 
Mr. LAU^CHE. Mr. President, I send 

to the desk an amendment to the pay 
raise bill, H.RM1049. This amendment 
deals with the pension on retirement pay 
that Members of Congress receive. 

Under existing law, the annual pay¬ 
ment is predicated Nnpon the average 
salaries of the 5 highest years of pay. 

My amendment woulcjchange that re¬ 
quirement that the baseNie the 5 high¬ 
est years, and would makevthe base tt 
average pay of Members \f Congress 
through the years which t{iey h/ve 
served. 

Mr. President, I send the amejdfnent 
to the desk and ask that it be priMed. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pcb tem¬ 
pore. The amendment will be /eceivjd, 
printed, and will lie on the table. 

Mr. CLARK. On behalf of Senator^ 
Hart, Case, Neuberger, and myself, I 
send an amendment to the/desk and ask 
that it be printed. We iritend to offer 
this amendment to the amendment pro¬ 
posed by the Senator worn New York 
[Mr. Keating] to H.R./11049, an act to 
adjust and raise the Msic compensation 
of Federal officers ana employees in the 
Federal Government and for other pur¬ 
poses. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem¬ 
pore. The amendment will be received, 
printed, and lie /n the table. 

Mr. CLARK/ Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a copy of the 
amendment /nay be printed in the Con¬ 

gressional Record at this point in my 
remarks. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem¬ 
pore. \yithout objection, it is so or¬ 
dered. 

Th^amendment (No. 1083) is as fol¬ 
lows: 

Aythe end of the bill insert the following 
new title: 

14885 
"TITLE VI-INTEGRITY IN GOVERNMENT 

“Sec. 601. (a) Each Member of the Senate, 
and the House of Representatives (include 
ing the Resident Commissioner), each civ/ 
or military officer and each employee of the 
executive or legislative branch of the Gov¬ 
ernment of the United States or anjo' de¬ 
partment or agency thereof who is compen¬ 
sated at a rate in excess of $15,000 per an¬ 
num shall file annually, and each individual 
who is a candidate of a political party in a 
general election for the office of Senator 
or Representative, or Resident Commissioner 
in the House of Representatives but who, at 
the time he becomes a candid/te does not 
occupy any such office, shall fi/e within one 
month after he becomes a caryaidate for such 
office, with the Comptroller General a report 
containing a full and complete statement 
of— 

“(1) the amount and source of each item 
of income, each item of/reimbursement for 
any expenditure, and e/ch gift or aggregate 
of gifts from one source (other than gifts 
from any relative /or his spouse) re¬ 
ceived by him or l/y him and his spouse 
jointly during tlae preceding calendar 
year which exceafls $100 in amount or 
value; including Any fee or other honorar¬ 
ium received by him for or in connection 
with the preparation or delivery of any 
speech or addr/ss, attendance at any conven¬ 
tion or other assembly of individuals, or 
the preparation of any article or other com¬ 
position fo/ publication, and the monetary 
value of subsistence, entertainment, travel, 
and othejr facilities received by him in kind; 

"(2) tie value of each asset held by him, 
or by Him and his spouse Jointly, and the 
amount of each liability owned by him, or 
by him and his spouse jointly, as of the close 
of y)e preceding calendar year; 

3) all dealings in securities or commod¬ 
ities by him, or by him and his spouse 

intly, or by any person acting on his behalf 
■r pursuant to his direction during the pre¬ 

ceding calendar year; and 
“(4) all purchases and sales of real prop¬ 

erty or any interest therein by him, or by 
him and his spouse jointly, or by any per¬ 
son acting on his behalf or pursuant to his 
direction, during the preceding calendar 
year. 

“(b) Except as hereinbefore provided, re¬ 
ports required by this section (other than 
reports so required by candidates of political 
parties) shall be filed not later than April 
30 of each year. In the case of any person 
who ceases, prior to such date in any year, 
to occupy the office or position the occu- 

ancy of which imposes upon him the re¬ 
nting requirements contained in subsec- 

tidn (a) shall file such report on the last 
dajnhe occupies such office or position, or on 
such later date, not more than three months 
after s\ch last day, as the Comptroller Gen¬ 
eral maw prescribe. 

“(c) Reports required by this section shall 
be in such\form and detail as the Comp¬ 
troller General may prescribe. The Comp¬ 
troller Generajmay provide for the grouping 
of items of incoje, sources of income, assets, 
liabilities, dealings in securities or commod¬ 
ities, and purchases and sales of real prop¬ 
erty, when separateNitemization is not feas¬ 
ible or is not necessakv for an accurate dis¬ 
closure of the income, liet worth, dealing in 
securities and commodities, or purchases 
and sales of real property sf any individual. 

"(d) Each report requirej by this section 
shall be made under penally for perjury. 
Any person who willfully fails, to file a re¬ 
port required by this section, oV who know¬ 
ingly and willfully flies a false report under 
this section, shall be fined $2,000\jr impris¬ 
oned for not more than five years, ok both. 

“(e) All reports filed under this section 
shall be maintained by the ComptrollcwGen- 
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erX as public records which, under such 
reasonable regulations as he shall prescribe, 
shall\e available for inspection by members 
of the\ubllc. 

“(f) F»r the purposes of any report re¬ 
quired byNthis section, a individual shall be 
considered to have been a Member of the 
Senate or House of Representatives, a Resir 
dent Commissioner, or an officer or employee 
of the executive\pr legislative branch of the 
Government of the United States or any de¬ 
partment or agency thereof, during any 
calendar year if he served in any such posi¬ 
tion for more than s\ months during such 
calendar year. 

“(g) As used in this section— 
“(1) The term ‘income\means gross in¬ 

come as defined in section u^of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954. 

"(2) The term ‘security’ mea!hs security as 
defined in section 2 of the Secrnsjties Act of 
1933, as amended (15 U.S.C. 77b). 

“(3) The term ‘commodity’ meOns com¬ 
modity as defined in section 2 of the Com¬ 
modity Exchange Act, as amended (7\£7.SC. 

2). 
“(4) The term ‘dealings in securitiesXor 

commodities’ means any acquisition, holding, 
withholding, use, transfer, disposition, oi 
other transaction involving any security or 
commodity. 

“Sec. 602. Section 5 of the Administrative 
Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. 1004) is amended by 
inserting at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

“ ‘(e) Communications to agency: All writ¬ 
ten communications and memoranda stating 
the circumstances, source, and substance of 
all oral communications made to the agency, 
or any officer or employee thereof, with re¬ 
spect to such case by any person who is not 
an officer or employee of the agency shall be 
made a part of the public record of such case. 
This subsection shall not apply to communi¬ 
cations to any officer, employee, or agent of 
the agency engaged in the performance of 
investigative or prosecuting functions for the 
agency with respect to such case.’ 

“Sec. 603. (a) (1) There is hereby author¬ 
ized to be established a Commission to be 
known as the ‘Commission on Legislative 
Standards’ (hereinafter referred to as the 
‘Commission’) which shall be composed of 
four members to be appointed by the Presi¬ 
dent pro tempore of the Senate and four 
members to be appointed by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. 

“(2) The member^ shall be citizens of the 
United States (A) who are interested in good 
government and who by reason of profes¬ 
sional training and experience are peculiarly 
qualified to carry out the duties of the Com¬ 
mission, and (B) who hold no elective or 
party office or position. 

“(3) The Commission shall select a Chap¬ 
man and a Vice Chairman from among/its 
members and shall establish rules fpir its 
procedure. 

“(4) Any vacancy in the Commissibn shall 
not affect its powers, but shall by filled in 
the same manner in which the Original ap¬ 
pointment was made. 

“(5) The members of the Coifimission shall 
each receive $50 per diem when engaged in 
the actual performance oy duties vested in 
the Commission, plus Reimbursement for 
travel, subsistence, an<yother necessary ex¬ 
penses incurred by th/m in the performance 
of such duties. 

“(b) Five members of the Commission 
shall constitute a/quorum. 

“(c) (1) The (commission shall have power 
to appoint an/ fix the compensation of such 
personnel ay it deems advisable, without 
regard to tne provisions of the civil service 
laws and/the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amende/. 

“ (2Y The Commission is authorized with- 
ouyregard to any other provision of law to 
reimburse employees, experts, and consult¬ 
ants for travel, subsistence, and other neces¬ 

sary expenses incurred by them in the per¬ 
formance of their official duties and to make 
reasonable advances to such persons for such 
purposes. 

“(d) The Commission shall conduct a 
thorough study of problems of conflicts of 
interest and of relations with executive and 
other agencies which confront Members of 
Congress with a view to devising and recom¬ 
mending measures and procedures to deal 
with such problems. 

“(e) (1) The Commission or any duly au¬ 
thorized subcommittee thereof may, for the 
purposes of carrying out the provisions of 
this section, hold such hearings and sit and 
act at such times and places, administer such 
oaths, and require by subpena or otherwise 
the attendance and testimony of such wit¬ 
nesses and the production of such books, 
records, correspondence, memorandums, 
papers, and documents as the Commission 
or such subcommittee may deem advisable. 
Subpenas may be issued under the signature 
of the Chairman of the Commission, or the 
chairman of any such subcommittee (with 
the approval of a majority of the members 
thereof), and may be served by any person 
designated by the Chairman of the Commis¬ 
sion or the chairman of any such subcom¬ 
mittee. The provisions of sections 102 to 
L04, inclusive, of the Revised Statutes 
CU.S.C., title 2, secs. 192-194), shall apply 
in\he case of any failure of any witness to, 
comply with any subpena or to testify whe) 
summoned under authority of this subs/c- 
tion. 

“(2) 'f'he Commission may authorial the 
ChairmanXto make the expenditures/herein 
authorized \nd such other expenditures as 
the Commission may deem advisable. When 
the Commission ceases its activtcies it shall 
submit to the NAppropriationa/ Committees 
of the Senate anckthe HouseiOf Representa¬ 
tives a statement its fiscal transactions 
properly audited by c(ie C9<nptroller General 
of the United States. 

“(3) The CommissioiXis authorized to se¬ 
cure from any department, agency, inde¬ 
pendent instrumentality uS, the Government 
or congressional committee\ny information 
it deems necessary to carry out its functions 
under this section; and each\uch depart¬ 
ment, agency, smd instrumentality is author¬ 
ized and dire/ted to furnish such information 
to the Commission, upon request\^ade by 
the Chairman of the Commission. 

“(f) Tne Commission shall submit k final 
report/of its activities and the results of 
its stndies and investigations, together wifh 
sue)* legislative recommendations as it m: 
dpem advisable, to the Congress not late: 

lan January 30, 1965, at which time the 
'Commission shall cease to exist. 

“(g) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this section.” 

Mr. CLARK. This is the Case-Clark- 
Neuberger bill, S. 1261, rewritten as an 
amendment to the pay bill. It requires 
disclosure by Senators and all members 
of the executive branch, employees and 
officers of the Senate and of the House, 
and Members of the Congress, of their 
assets, securities, and real property 
transactions. It requires ex parte com¬ 
munications to regulatory agencies to be 
made a part of the public record. And 
it sets up a committee on legislative 
standards, consisting of four Members 
of the Senate and four Members of the 
House, to conduct a study of legislative 
conflicts of interest of employees of the 
legislative and executive branches. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1084 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
submit an amendment to H.R. 1945, the 
Federal pay bill. The amendment elim¬ 
inates the proposed $7,500 annual pay 

increase for Members of Congress. I ask 
that my amendment be printed. 

The congressional pay increase is ury 
justified, unnecessary, and because /it 
represents a dramatic example to the lrst 
of the country, it could be seriously 
inflationary. 

Members of Congress at theiVpresent 
$22,500 pay level already receive more 
than three times the income/l the aver¬ 
age American family. 

According to the U.S./department of 
Commerce, the average'income of the 
American family is $7^200. Only about 
2 percent of Ameripan families receive 
this. 

When people ayi paid this handsomely 
in any line of work, the only convincing 
argument that/even more should be paid 
is clear proof/chat without additional pay 
candidates/simply cannot be recruited 
to do the/ob. 

But iy the case of Congress, seats are 
now more hotly contested than ever. It 
has become commonplace for candidates 
for/the House of Representatives and 
their supporters to spend $30,000 or more 
n a single race. 

Senate campaigns in the past few years 
typically cost $250,000 and up to more 
than a million dollars for a lone 
candidate. 

When candidates and their supporters 
are willing to spend this kind of money, 
how in the world can we say a lush 33 Vi- 
percent increase in salary is needed to 
secure people willing to serve as 
Congressmen? 

No one has seriously argued that in¬ 
creased pay for Members of Congress 
will increase the competence or integrity 
of those who serve in the Congress. 

Can this huge increase be justified on 
moral grounds? Are the trials and trib¬ 
ulations of congressional office so cruel 
that Members deserve this pay increase 
as solace? The answer is a loud “No.” 

A seat in the House or Senate is the 
best job in the world. If we could af¬ 
ford it, most of us would pay to hold 
this job. It is challenging, exciting, and 
gives a marvelous opportunity open to 
a very tiny minority of Americans for 
serving country and conscience. 

Very few Members are in the Congress 
f&r the money. And no one should be. 
We\can get along on the $22,500. 

Congress has given itself as well as the 
rest ofythe country a tax cut this year. 
If the Member of Congress has other in¬ 
come, the\tax saving will be even more. 
For the typical Member of Congress this 
will mean an\$800 increase in take-home 
pay, even if \e has no other income. 
That should be\nough. 

Implied in thevtax cut at the time 
of its passage wasNthat Congress would 
keep Federal spending down. How in 
the world can Congress even pretend to 
do this, unless it starts'with itself. 

Can anyone seriously Believe in econ¬ 
omy if he votes himself a mige one-third 
increase in salary on top ofV salary al¬ 
ready three times the size of the income 
enjoyed by the average American fam¬ 
ily and higher than the familA income 
enjoyed by all but 2 percent of American 
families? 

On the other hand, the President 
made a persuasive case for increasi 
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SENATE - continued 

23. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATION BILL, 1965. A subcommittee of the 
Appropriations Committee approved for full committee consideration with amend¬ 
ments this bill, H. R. 11202. p. D632 

24. NATIONAL DEBT; TAXATION. The Finance Committee reported with amendments S. 2281, 
to clarify the components of, and to assist in the management of, Jme national 
debt an\the tax structure (S. Kept. 1322). p. 17480 

25. ELECTRIFICATION. The Commerce Committee voted to report (but df£d not actually 
report) witt^imendments S. 2028, to remove certain authority/of the FPC over 
non-profit cooperatives engaged in transportation for saleyof electric energy 
in interstate cWnmerce. p. B632 

28. FISH. The Commerce^ommittee voted to report (but did y(ot actually report) 
with amendments S. ^Res. 174, authorizing the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries 
to conduct a survey oX the marine and fre3h-water commercial fishery resources 
of the U.S., its territories, and possessions, py D632 

27. RECREATION. The Interior a^d Insular Affairs C^nmittee voted to report (but 
did not actually report) S,Xs2249, amended, providing for the establishment 
of the Indiana Dunes National\Lakeshore, p/ D633 

oOo 
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ylU. TAXATION. Passed as reported H, R. U6U9^ to amend the Internal Revenue Code soy 
as to authorize the use of certain volatile fruit-flavor concentrates in the 
cellar treatment of wine. ppP 17li6l~2 

15. ELECTRIFICATION. Sen. Humphrey spoke in favor of his bill, S0 2853, to e^zab- 
lx^h an Office of Solar Energy in the Interior Department, pp. T7k71~< 

sn. Morse spoke in favor of provisions to insure protection of preference 
customers in connection with the intertie proposal regarding electric power in 
the Pacific Northwest, pp. 17^73-80 

ITEMS IN APPENDIX 

16. WATER RESOURCES. Sen. Yarborough and Rep, Secrest inserted. various reports pre¬ 
sented to the annual meeting of the National Congress of Rivers and Harbors, 
pp, AU090-2, AU095-7 

17* WILDERNESS. Extension of remarks of Sen. Hartke inserjzing an article which pre¬ 
sents the importanceNof the wilderness bill, p* khty 

Speech in the HouseSby Rep, Cleveland supporting^ the wilderness bill, pp< 
AU105-6 

18, PCTERTY, Extension of remarks of Rep. Devine apposing the poverty bill as 
Applying "193U solutions to problems.” /p. Aii09U 

19. INFLATION. Rep0 Younger inserted, an article, ”U. S. Inflation Since 1933." pp< 
AU099-100 

20. FARM PROGRAM, Extension of remarks afi^Rep. Short inserting a copy of a radio 
broadcast which "makes the point th?!t\Congress seems responsive to the expressec 
wish of farm people..." and "refutes Mr\ Freeman’s argument that farmers have a 
small voice in Congress." p. AiCK)9 

BIZLS INTRODUCED' 

2a. PERSONNEL. S, 3078, by Sen* Morse, to authorizevthe employment of retired per¬ 
sonnel of the Federal Government by the Board orSEducation of the District of 
Columbia, and to authorise the employment of retired personnel of the Board c 
Education of the Distinct of Columbia, by the Federal Government; to D. C. Com, 

22. NUTRITION. H. R„ 12/230, by Rep, Lesinski, to amend theSPublic Health Service 
Act to provide for an Institute of Nutrition; to Interstate and Foreign Commerce 

COMMITTEE HEARINGS AUG. 5: 

Proxmire dair^/nill; technical help in community projects; election \nd functions of 
ASG committeemen; additiena! crop jpo-mance contibn.es; importation oK.seed screen¬ 
ings; H. Agriculture (exec). Tariff schedules, H. Wayc and Means (ex^c)(White, 
FAS, to Answer questions). Land and water conservation fund, S, Interior (exec). 
Manpower utilization, S. Labor and H. Post Office. Housing bill, H. Banking and 
Currency (exec). Resolution that House agree to Senate amendments to meatvimport 
restriction bill, H. Rules. Public works appropriation bill, S. Appropriations 
(9ftec). 

—0— 
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HIGHLIGHTS: Senate passed agricultural appropriation bill.\ House passed poverty 
bill. Senate passed publiy works appropriation bill. Senate debated foreign-aid 
authorization bill. Sen/Miller inserted editorial criticizing administration's 
farm program. Rep. Poaa4 introduced Public Law 480 bill. 

SENATE - August 7 

1. AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1965. The Appropriations Committee reported 
with amendments this bill, H. R. 11202 (S. Rept. 1331). Attached to this 
Digest is the committee report, which includes a statement of committee actions, 
p. 17886  

C WORKS APPROPRIATION BILL, 1965. Passed with amendments this bill, H. R, 
1579 (pp* 17895-936). Senate conferees were appointed (p. 17936). Rejected, 

57, an amendment by Sen. Nelson to reduce reclamation work by $1,500,000 
(p. 17922). 
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i. FOREIGN AID. Continued debate on H. R. 11380, the foreign-aid authorization 
w bill. pp. 17937-47 . . 

/v' INSURANCE* Both Houses received from this Department a proposed bill to 
aW\d the Federal Crop Insurance Act, including a provision to remove the /eil- 

in\on appropriations; to Senate Agriculture and Forestry Committee and Htuse 
AgrlWli,ure Committee, pp. 17885, 18037 

5. FARR PROGRAM. Sen. Miller inserted and commended an editorial by Di^Hanson 
criticizing the administration’s farm program* p. 17949 

6. CONSEKUATlON^v Sen. Mansfield inserted an article stating that ‘Urns Congress may 
be known as ’"Ihe Conservation Congress.’1 p, 17858 

7. TRANSPORTATION. \en. Cotton inserted and commended an article by Ben Kelley 
indicating a belief that the ”freight-car shortage” is a/myth. pp.. 17888-9 

8. MARKETING, Sen. McGee, inserted a letter from the Riv^r Markets Group, Nehrr., 
commending the work ox\Sen. McGovern in connection with the bill to establish 
the National C omuls si onN^n Food Marketing, p. 17^0 

. HOUSE - August 7 

9. POVERTY. Concluded debate on\. R. 11377, th§ poverty bill. By.a 228-190 vote, 
agreed to an amendment by Rep,NLandrum to.Substitute the text of S. 2842, a 
similar bill, with several modifications./ During consideration in Committee of 

‘e "■'A-oIa, adopted a motion to strike ora the enacting clause, by a 170-135 
vote. Then reversed this action b\a/record vote of 197-225. pp. 17972-1807.5 

10. RICE EXPORTS. Rep. Thompson, Tex,/ spoke against plans for the Common Market t 
impose a tariff on U. S. long-afin rite, p. 17953 

BERNESS. Rouse conferees irfere appoints*! on S. 4, to establish a National 
To-J^rneSS Preservation System, Senate coHferees have been appointed, p, 
18025 ' x 

r2. ALASKA . RELIEF. Agreed/to the conference repor^^on S. 2881, to provide assi' 
f°i construction of areas damaged by the recent earthquake. 

p. 18026 ' ^ J 

13. AREA REDEVELOP!'®^. Rep. Talcott criticized administration of the ARA program 
and referred t« a recent GAO report on this matter. pV 18029 

The Ruy§ Committee reported a resolution for consideration of S. 1163, 
to amend obtain provisions of the Area Redevelopment AcX p. 18037 

14. RECLAMATION, The Interior and Insular Affairs Committee reputed with amendmei 
H. R*/337, to authorize construction of the Lower Teton division of the Teto, 
Basi^r reclamation project, Idaho (H. Rept. 1715-p«-18037 

15* UW' .The RuleS Cornmittee reported a resolution forVonsidsrati 
rr ;™4, to provide for continuous improvement of the administrative pro&- 

^oofinFed9ra? agencies by creating an Administrative Conference of\he U. $* 
p. 1S037 x 

16. FEED REUEF. The Agriculture Committee reported without amendment H. R. 
o fix penalties for misuse of feed made available for relieving distress 

for preservation of foundation herds (H. Rept. 1720). p. 18037 



Calendar No. 1275 
88th Congress ) SENATE j Report 

2d Session j ( No. 1331 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND RELATED 

AGENCIES APPROPRIATION BILL, 1965 

August 7, 1964.—Ordered to be printed 

) 
Mr. Holland, from the Committee on Appropriations, submitted 

the following 

REPORT 

[To accompany H.R. 11202] 

The Committee on Appropriations, to which was referred the bill 
(H.R. 11202) making appropriations for the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture and related agencies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, 
and for other purposes, report the same to the Senate with various 
amendments and present herewith information relative to the changes 
made: 

Amount of bill as passed House_1 $5, 282, 496, 000 

Amount of increase by Senate committee (net)_ 56, 176, 525 

Amount of bill as reported to Senate_ 5, 338, 672, 525 

Amount of appropriations, 1964 (adjusted)_ 6, 246, 297, 215 

Amount of estimates for 1965_ 1 5, 683, 456, 600 

The bill as reported to the Senate: 

Under the appropriations for 1964_ 907, 624, 690 

Under the estimates for 1965_ 344, 784, 075 
1 Includes comparability adjustment of $99,831,000 for sec. 32 funds (special receipts) replaced in bill by 

appropriation (general funds). 

35-010 
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General Statement 

The Senate committee bill is in the amount of $5,338,672,525, an 
increase of $56,176,525 over the House bill (as adjusted), and is 
$344,784,075 under the budget estimates (as adjusted), and $907,- 
624,690 under the 1964 Appropriation Act. 

The bill includes $1,630,579,525 for the regular activities of the 
Department under titles I and II of the bill. This is a decrease of 
$20,329,690 under 1964, an increase of $81,176,525 over the House 
bill (as adjusted), and $1,644,075 under the budget estimates (as 
adjusted). 

Under title III of the bill there is carried the appropriations author¬ 
ized by various laws to be made to (1) reimburse the Commodity 
Credit Corporation for losses incurred, for regular price support activi¬ 
ties, and (2) to reimburse the Commodity Credit Corporation for the 
cost of the foreign assistance programs, including the various titles 
under Public Law 480, as amended; together with appropriations for - 
the expenses of the International Wheat Agreement; and for the cost1 
of bartered materials for the supplemental stockpile. 

There is shown below a summary, by titles of the bill, setting forth 
the amounts considered by the committee on budget estimates and 
amendments thereto, the amounts carried in the House bill, the 
amounts recommended by the committee, together with a comparison 
of the committee recommendations, plus or minus the budget esti¬ 
mates, as amended. 

Summary of the bill by titles 

Title Budget esti¬ 
mates, 1965 

House bill, 
1965 

Senate com¬ 
mittee, 1965 

Senate com¬ 
mittee (+) or 

(—) budget 
estimates 

Title I—General activities_ __ 
Title II—Credit agencies. .. _ 

Title III—Corporations: 
Federal Crop Insurance Corpora¬ 

tion. 

i $1,573,421,600 
58,802,000 

i $1,493,518,000 
55, 885,000 

$1,573,157,524 
57,422,000 

-$264,075 
-1,380,000 

6,942,000 

1, 724,000,000 

6,942,000 

1, 724,000,000 

6,942,000 

1, 574,000,000 
Reimbursement for net realized 
losses___ .... 

Subtotal, corporations__ .. 

Foreign assistance programs: 
Public Law 480: 

Sales for foreign currencies.. 
Emergency famine relief_ 
Long-term supply contracts. 

Subtotal, Public Law 480. 
International wheat agree¬ 
ment.. 

-150,000,000 

1,730.942,000 1,730,942,000 1,680,942,000 -150,000,000 

1,893,000,000 
220,453,000 
55,000,000 

1,612,000,000 
220, 453,000 
56,000,000 

1,737,000,000 
220,453,000 
35,000,000 

' - ' 

-156,000,000 

-20,000.000 

2,168,453,000 

31,838,000 

120,000,000 

1,887, 453,000 

31,838,000 

82,860,000 

1,992, 453,000 

31,838,000 

102,860,000 

-176,000,000 

Bartered materials for supple¬ 
mental stockpile_ . 

Total, title III. 
Title IV—Related agencies: Farm 

Credit Administration. _ 

-17,140,000 

4,051,233,000 

(2,876,000) 

3,733,093,000 

(2,876,000) 

3,708,093,000 

(2,876,000) 

-343,140,000 

Grand total_... 5,683,456, 600 5,282,496,000 5,338,672,525 -344,784,075 

1 Includes comparability adjustment of $99,831,000 for sec. 32 funds (special receipts) replaced in bill by 
appropriation (general funds). 
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Importance of Pesticides to American Agriculture 

In the past two decades pesticides have become a crucial element 
in the spectacular technological progress of modern American agricul¬ 
ture and forestry. They have given greater protection from pests 
than any previously known methods. They have made farmers in 
the United States the most efficient in the world and have provided 
the public with a wide range and wholesome supply of high-quality 
foods, at moderate prices. They have been the chief weapons in 
fighting new pests and diseases which could have reduced food supplies 
materially. They have protected our forest products and recreational 
areas and have aided public health officials in the continuing fight 
against pestborne diseases. 

The level of living of consumers would be drastically reduced if 
pesticides were not used today. It has been estimated that livestock 
output would be reduced by about 25 percent and crop production 
by nearly 30 percent in the first years of nonuse. Farm exports would 

| be eliminated by such a reduction and prices of farm products might 
increase by 50 to 75 percent. Consumers would pay higher prices 
for poorer quality products. The effect of these losses would be 
cumulative over the years. 

PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH THE USE OF PESTICIDES 

Despite the great benefits derived from their use, pesticides have 
created problems of persistence and of environmental contamination 
that have been reemphasized by claims that the recent occurrences 
such as the Mississippi River fish kill and contamination of milk from 
cattle fed forage containing residues may result after pesticides 
treatments. The Department of Agriculture has sought new ways 
of fighting pests without the attendant pesticide residue hazards, and 
within available resources, much has been accomplished. New, less 
persistent pesticides have been developed; new methods of application 
have been developed to lessen the amounts used and to direct pesti¬ 
cides to target organisms; highly effective chemical attractants have 
been developed to use in conjunction with pesticides thus reducing the 
amounts needed; crops resistant to insects, diseases, and nematodes 

| have been developed; and new nonchemical or biological methods 
and controls have been achieved. The uppermost consideration in 
these new developments and in their use in cooperative programs to 
control pests has been safety for man, animals, fish, and wildlife. 
These hazards have been kept to a minimum, and research results to 
date have shown some progress in connection with these residue 
problems. 

SUMMARY OF INTENSIFIED PROGRAM 

An intensified program of research, education, and regulation is 
needed to reduce further and to eventually eliminate the need for 
using hazardous chemicals in agricultural production and processing 
and in control of forest pests. A coordinated Department program 
involving six of its agencies—the Agricultural Research Service, the 
Cooperative State Research Service, the Cooperative Extension 
Service, the Economic Research Service, the Forest Service, and the 
National Agricultural Library—has been presented to the Congress 
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in (S. Doc. 85) recommending increases for these agencies in order 
to make a concentrated attack on the pesticide residue problem. 

The research increase involves five major categories, each designed 
to contribute to the goal. The first is for increased studies on control 
of plant pests and diseases and animal parasites by biological, non¬ 
chemical, and sterility methods, or by use of attractants, repellants, 
etc., and plant genetic and breeding research to develop resistant 
varieties to obviate or reduce the need for any chemical or other 
controls. The second is for basic research on biology, ecology, physi- 
ology, pathology, metabolism, and nutrition of insects, plants, and 
animals to develop safe means of control of plant pests and diseases 
and animal parasites. Third, research on more specific, less persistent 
conventional pesticides, improved methods of application, and de¬ 
velopment of detection methods of determining residues in processing 
and marketing of agricultural commodities. Fourth, research on 
toxicological and pathological effects of pesticides and other agri¬ 
cultural chemicals in livestock, and on fate and effects of such residues > 
in soils and in crop and farmstead water supplies; and on effects oft. 
trace levels of pesticides occurring in our current food and feed sup¬ 
plies. Fifth, economic research on comparative farm costs and returns 
and collection of basic data on current practices, costs, and methods 
of controlling insects, involving use of toxic chemicals in major agri¬ 
cultural areas of the Nation; and effects of restrictions on the use of 
toxic chemicals in agricultural production. 

The proposal also includes an intensified extension educational 
program on use of pesticides and residue problems, for dissemination 
to the general public including producers of agricultural commodities, 
and also specialized library reference services to scientists on new 
research and other information on problems related to pesticide 
residues. 

In addition, increased funds are proposed for expansion of the 
program of evaluation of pest control programs with special reference 
to the environmental impact associated with control and eradiation 
procedures, including the initiation of monitoring pesticides in agri¬ 
culture, as well as funds for financing the Department’s activities 
under the new plan for interdepartmental coordination and strengthen¬ 
ing of registration and enforcement activities. g 

In order to provide adequate facilities for the accelerated research^ 
program additional funds have also been recommended for the con- 

/"struction of three new Federal facilities and the planning of three 
others. The proposal also provides for construction of facilities at 
State agricultural experiment stations for accelerating pesticides 
research. 

The total increase requested to implement this program in fiscal 
1965, is $29 million, of which $5.8 million is for construction, includ¬ 
ing plans. Testimony of Department witnesses indicated that the 
request presented to the Bureau of the Budget was for $65 million, 
of which $28,577,000 was for construction. The reductions made by 
the Bureau of the Budget were principally through providing only 
the planning funds for construction of research buildings for which 
construction contracts could not be awarded until fiscal year 1966. 
Their reduction in actual program funds was 36 percent. 

The committee has recommended the inclusion in the bill of the 
full $29 million requested in Senate Document 85 for research pro- 
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gram increases, and for the construction of facilities and for accelerat¬ 
ing research at the State agricultural experiment stations and through 
basic research contracts and grants. A program summary is printed 
in the table below showing the use to be made of the $29 million 
during fiscal 1965 for pesticides in the various agencies, and by 
several items in the agricultural appropriation bill. 

Summary of program and construction items, by agency, for the pest control research 
and education (budget amendment for fiscal 1965) 

[In thousands of dollars] 

Agency 
1964 
base 

1965 
budget 

esti¬ 
mate 

1965 budget amendment 

Grand 
total 

Pro¬ 
gram 

Facilities 

Total 
Con¬ 
struc¬ 
tion 

Plan¬ 
ning 1 

Research and education: 
Agricultural Research Service2_ 
Forest Service_______ 
Economic Research Service_ 

21,881 
3,835 

24,194 
4,186 

12,200 
1,850 

500 
5, 550 
2,300 

200 

800 
900 

758 13,758 
2,750 

500 
8,792 
2,300 

200 

37,952 
6,936 

500 
16,053 
4,300 

200 

Cooperative State Research Service_ 6,995 
2,000 

7,261 
2,000 

3,242 

National Agricultural Library__ 

Total, research and education. 
Disease and pest control: Agricultural Re¬ 

search Service___ 

34,711 

1,604 

37,641 

2,438 

22,600 

600 

4,942 758 

100 

28,300 

700 

65,941 

3,138 

Grand total.-... 36,315 40,079 23,200 4,942 858 29,000 69,079 

■ This includes funds for planning research facilities valued at $10,725,000. 
2 Includes research in marketing. 

PERSONAL PROPERTY 

It is the feeling of the committee that the agencies included in 
this bill have not made maximum use of excess personal property 
available through the General Services Administration. The com¬ 
mittee urges all agencies to make vigorous efforts during the coming 
year to utilize General Services Administration property and when 
fiscal year 1966 budget estimates are justified to make a report on 
accomplishments and comparisons with previous years. 

TITLE I—GENERAL ACTIVITIES 

Agricultural Research Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES RESEARCH 

RESEARCH 

1964appropriations_ $96,433,075 
1965 budget estimates_ 116, 832, 875 
House bill_ 97, 656, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 120, 564, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_+ 24, 130, 925 
Estimates, 1965_ +3, 731, 125 
House bill_+ 22, 908, 000 

The Agricultural Research Service is the principal research agency 
within the Department of Agriculture and is responsible within the 
Department for the conduct of a number of research programs which 
include: (a) Farm research, (b) utilization research and development, 
(c) marketing research, (d) nutrition and consumer use research, 
and (e) oversea research conducted under the special foreign currency 
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program, which is financed under a separate appropriation item. 
The committee recommends an appropriation of $120,564,000, 

for this item, including $5,248,000 for the preparation of plans, the 
construction, and the renovation of research facilities. 

The amount recommended is $24,130,935 over the comparative 
appropriations for 1964 including marketing research, and it is $3,- 
731,125 over the budget estimates for 1965, including the amend¬ 
ment to the budget in Senate Document No. 85 totaling $13,758,000 for 
pesticides research. The appropriation recommended is $22,908,000 
over the House bill of which $6,150,000 is comprised of various 
increased items requested in the original budget estimates under this 
head but placed in the House bill under the section 32 provision for 
research purposes. These items, recommended in the amount of 
$6,150,000 have been stricken from section 32 and restored under this 
appropriation item. 

PESTICIDES RESEARCH 

The full budget estimate is recommended for pesticides research 
totaling $13,758,000, plus the $6,150,000 referred to above and the 
$1,400,000 included for research to reduce the cost of production on 
cotton constitute the principal changes over the House bill. 

There follows a brief description of the amounts, and by major 
purpose, in regard to the pesticides amendment for the accelerated 
program increases, and for plans and construction of research facilities: 

(1) For accelerated research on biological controls, 
$6,575,000, comprised of: (a) An increase of $4,200,000 for 
research on control of pests by biological sterility, and non¬ 
chemical methods, or by use of attractants, etc.; (b) An 
increase of $2,175,000 for research on genetic and varietal 
resistance of plants to insects, diseases, and nematodes; and 
(c) An increase of $200,000 for research on nonpesticidal 
methods for the control of insects attacking food, feed, and 
fiber after harvest. 

(2) For the acceleration of basic research, $1,880,000, 
comprised of: (a) An increase of $1,530,000 for basic research 
on biology, taxonomy, ecology, physiology, pathology, 
metabolism, and nutrition of insects, plants, and animals; 
to develop safe means of control of plant pests and diseases 
and animal parasites; and (b) An increase of $350,000 for basic 
research on the biology, ecology, physiology, and nutri¬ 
tion of stored-product insects. 

(3) For the acceleration of research on improved conven¬ 
tional pesticides and methods of application, $2,080,000 
comprised of: (a) An increase of $1,530,000 for research on 
more specific, less persistent conventional pesticides for 
control of insects, diseases, nematodes, weeds, etc., and 
for improved equipment for pesticide application; and (b) 
An increase of $550,000 for research to develop more specific, 
less persistent conventional pesticides, safe methods for their 
use, and simple rapid detection methods of residues in 
harvested commodities. 

(4) For the acceleration of research on toxicology, pathol¬ 
ogy, and fate of pesticides, $1,665,000 comprised of: (a) An 
increase of $345,000 for research on toxicological and path¬ 
ological effects of pesticides, feed additives, etc., on livestock 
as found in their feed and on crops; (6) An increase of 
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$720,000 for research on fate of and the effects of pesticide 
residues in soils, and in crop and farmstead water supplies; 
and (c) An increase of $600,000 for research on the effects 
of pesticides on the composition and nutritive value of the 
current food supply. 

The distribution of the research program by projects is estimated as 
follows: 

Latest 
budget 

estimate, 
1965 

Amendment 
to latest 

budget esti¬ 
mate, 1965 

Revised 
total, 1965 

Salaries and expenses: 
Research: 

Farm research: 
Animal husbandry___ 
Animal disease and parasite__ ___ 
Crops. _ _ . 

$6,739,100 
12,380, 600 
20.677.900 
11.471.900 
12, 259,300 
4,100,500 

$500,000 
600,000 

4,275,000 
4,125, 000 

500, 000 
500, 000 

$7,239,100 
12.980, 600 
24,952, 900 
15,596,900 
12,759, 300 
4,600,500 

Entomology__ _ _ __ 
Soil and water conservation... . . 
Agricultural engineering.. __ 

Subtotal .... .... .. 67,629,300 10, 500,000 78,129,300 

Nutrition and consumer use research: 
Human nutrition. 
All other projects__ 

1.774.900 
1.357.900 

600,000 2.374.900 
1.357.900 

Subtotal__ . _ 3,132.800 600,000 3,732, 800 

Agricultural marketing research.. 
All other projects_ _ _ __ _ ____ _ 

4, 459, 875 
l 25, 458, 600 

2, 394,300 

1,100,000 5,559,875 
1 25. 458, 600 

3,952,300 Construction of research facilities. _ 

Total, research_ _ 

1, 558.000 

103,074, 875 13, 758,000 116, 832,875 

i Excludes $1,000,000 reappropriation for “special fund.” 

(Refer to Senate Hearings, p. 1208 for details of increased use of 
research funds in S. Doc. 85.) 

The research facilities appropriated for under this appropriation 
item include the items in the original budget request, together with 
the item of $1,600,000 for a peanut research facility, for which plans 
and specifications have been developed. Senate Document No. 85, the 
amendment to the budget for accelerated pesticides research, requested 
$1,558,000 for plans and for construction for the following research 
facilities: 

Plans for: 
(1) Facilities for research on livestock insects and toxico¬ 

logical and pathological effects of pesticides on livestock, 
College Station, Tex. (estimated total cost, including plans, 
$3,250,000), $260,000; 

(2) Facilities for research to control plant diseases and 
nematodes and to develop new and safer methods for control 
of insects, including insects of stored products, Beltsville, 
Md. (estimated total cost, including plans, $4,225,000), 
$338,000; 

(3) Laboratory for insect attractants and environmental 
research on stored products insects, Gainesville, Fla. (esti¬ 
mated total cost, including plans, $2,000,000), $160,000; 
and 

(4) Construction of facilities for expanded research on 
insect control in agricultural products in marketing channels, 
Savannah, Ga., $800,000. 
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ACCELERATED COST-OF-PRODUCTION RESEARCH ON COTTON 

As previously indicated, the committee has included in the bill the 
full amount for pesticides research totaling $29 million of a requested 
frogram of $65 million. The committee delayed its closing of the 
hearing on this bill in order to be able to consider the items in the 
pesticides amendment to the budget estimates. 

During the hearings it was also brought out that the Department 
had under consideration a $10 million program to accelerate research 
to reduce cost of production of cotton. The plight of cotton is well 
known and in connection with the farm legislation enacted earlier 
this year a $10 million accelerated cotton research program was au¬ 
thorized under Public Law 88-297. The Secretary of Agriculture was 
directed to formulate a program, and the research officials have 
developed a special cotton program and presented it to the committee. 
In the committee hearings in connection with Senate Document 85 
it was made clear that none of the funds requested in that document 
would go to production or pesticides research on cotton, but a supple¬ 
mental budget request for the $10 million cotton program had been 
submitted to the Bureau of the Budget. 

On two previous occasions the committee has taken the lead in 
recommending funds to provide for accelerating cotton research. 
First, when it recommended funds for the cotton insects laboratory 
at Starkville, Miss., in 1961 to greatly intensify research on the 
boll weevil and other cotton insects which greatly affect the cost of 
production of cotton. Then again last year funds were provided to 
establish a weed control laboratory for an intensified program of 
research on weed control on cotton at a facility to be located at 
Stoneville, Miss. 

The hearing record clearly demonstrates the need for additional 
specialized research facilities as a part of the accelerated cotton 
research program. The committee has recommended the inclusion of 
$1,400,000 in the bill for accelerated cotton research. It has recom¬ 
mended $160,000 to accelerate research on polyhedral viruses to con¬ 
trol the bollworm, tobacco budworm, and cabbage looper on cotton, 
and it has recommended $240,000 to develop plans and specifications 
for the construction of additional research laboratories and to renovate 
existing facilities as shown in the committee hearings on page 1111. 
The facilities recommended are estimated to cost $3 million und are 
listed below: 

(а) Cotton disease research facilities, College Station, Tex. 
(estimated total cost, including plans, $700,000). 

(б) Western insects research facilities and cotton physiology 
research facilities (photoperiodism research) Tempe, Ariz. (esti¬ 
mated total cost, including plans, $1,250,000). 

(c) Cotton physiology research laboratory (growth and fruiting), 
Stoneville, Miss, (estimated total cost, including plans, $550,000). 

(d) Pilot cotton ginning facilities, Stoneville, Miss., and 
Mesilla Park, N. Mex. (estimated total cost, including plans, 
$200,000).. . 

(e) Facilities in the High Plains region in Texas for research on 
ginning and research on storage prior to ginning (estimated total 
cost, including plans, $300,000). 

In view of the serious competitive situation that cotton is faced 
with from a cost of production standpoint, coupled with the com- 
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petition from synthetics, and from imports of low-priced textiles, 
the committee felt that it was well justified in including $1 million 
in addition to the foregoing amounts to be utilized by the agency 
to accelerate research on cotton in existing facilities, and by means 
of contracts and grants on pesticides, breeding, and physiology in¬ 
vestigations. The committee believes that this is the minimum 
effort that should be undertaken for this program in this bill and it 
expects that the Secretary of Agriculture will make eveiy effort to 
see to it that the budget for next fiscal year provides more adequately 
for carrying forward the program that the committee has initiated 
in connection with this bill as well as for other research programs 
financed under this appropriation bill. 

INCREASES IN ORIGINAL BUDGET ESTIMATES 

The budget estimate for fiscal 1965 proposed a net increase of 
$6,641,800 over 1964. Among the increases included was one for 
mandatory pay costs of $1,423,500 for which $1,422,925 was carried 
in the House bill. The other items of increase in the budget for several 
purposes, including the construction and alteration of research facili¬ 
ties, were carried in the budget estimate under this appropriation but 
were approved in the House bill under the section 32 research provision 
agreed to in the processing of the Agricultural Appropriation Act, 
1964. The committee believes that the cost of all research programs 
and especially programs of a long-term nature should be presented, 
justified before the committee, and be financed by the regular appro¬ 
priation process. The committee has restored to direct appropriation 
several items proposed in the original budget estimate as follows: 

(1) For the staffing and operating new and expanded farm research 
laboratories and watershed centers, an appropriation of $1,500,000 is 
included, as requested in the budget estimates, an increase of $300,000 
over the amount provided by the House under section 32. 

(2) For research to avoid or minimize hazards associated with the 
control of agricultural pests, $1,500,000 is recommended, the amount 
in the original estimate, and the amount in the House bill under 
section 32. 

(3) For research on foot-and-mouth disease at Plum Island, N.Y., 
$500,000 is included. This is the amount of the estimate and an 
increase of $250,000 over the amount in the House bill under section 32. 

(4) For food science research $250,000 is recommended by the 
committee. This is the amount requested in the budget estimate, 
but denied by the House. 

(5) For the construction of research facilities at Fort Collins, Colo., 
for sugarbeet, pasture, and range research, the committee recommends 
$1 million as requested in the estimate. This is $550,000 over the 
amount provided by the House under section 32. 

(6) For the construction, alteration, and improvement of research 
facilities at the Agricultural Research Center at Beltsville, Md., the 
committee recommends $850,000, the amount provided by the House 
under section 32, and $544,300 under the estimate. 

(7) The budget request proposed the closing of several small 
research stations for which a decrease of $264,000 was requested in 
the budget. This reduction was denied by the House, and the com¬ 
mittee has concurred in the action taken by the House. In addition, 

S. Rept. 1331, 88—2-2 
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the committee has included $150,000 to be prorated among these 
stations to enable them to carry out their research investigations on a 
more effective basis. 

(8) For stored products insect marketing research to reduce 
pesticide hazards, $200,000 is included as requested in the budget 
estimate and denied by the House. The committee believes that the 
pesticides hazards in regard to stored products is one of the more 
serious aspects in regard to the pesticides problem and strongly 
endorses inclusion of this amount in the bill. 

(9) The budget request recommended several reductions dealing 
with transportation and facilities marketing research involving market 
facility planning, work methods, and transportation and packaging. 
The House denied $662,000 of these reductions requested in the budget 
estimate, and the committee concurs in the action taken by the House 
to continue these very important activities. 

As a part of the same general request the budget estimate eliminated 
the entire research activity for wholesaling and retailing studies^ 
amounting to $200,000. This request of the budget estimate was" 
concurred in by the House, but the committee has restored to the bill 
$200,000 to continue these research investigations. 

ADDITIONAL RESEARCH FACILITIES 

This year the committee has not included in the bill any funds for 
the construction of new research facilities except for those included 
in the original budget and the amendments thereto with the exception 
of the Peanut Research Laboratory for Dawson, Ga., which was passed 
over in connection with the final processing of agricultural appropria¬ 
tion bill last year. 

Several meritorious proposals were made to the committee by 
Members of the Senate and by outside organizations wfith regard to 
the renovation of existing facilities and for the construction of adequate 
research facilities for various purposes. Last year the committee 
asked for and received reports on the feasibility of three laboratory 
facilities: one in regard to the establishment of a wool quality research 
facility; one in regard to the need for establishment of a regional re¬ 
search station to conduct investigations in the northeastern Appa-i 
lachian region; and one for the construction of a Grain Marketing" 
Research Laboratory. 

Previously the committee had received a report on the needs for 
expanded research in food and nutrition. Last year the report to 
the committee on this program was printed as Senate Document 35. 
It specifically outlines the urgent need for accelerating food and nutri¬ 
tion research, together with the need for additional facilities in which 
to carry out an accelerated research program in this vitally important 
area affecting every American citizen. The committee directs the 
Department to give careful attention to this program in connection 
with the formulation of its budget request for fiscal 1966. 

The Agricultural Appropriation Act for 1964 included a total of $10 
million for the enlargement and renovation of existing utilization 
research facilities by a transfer from CCC funds, together with 
$9,500,000 included under section 32, for the construction of the new 
utilization research laboratory in the Southeast. The research mission 
of the new laboratory in the Southeast is to be in accordance with the 
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Department’s research proposals for accelerated utilization research as 
presented and justified in Senate Document 34. 

Other than the agreement with respect to peanut quality research 
as stated in the conference report on the agricultural appropriation bill 
for 1964, the conference committee did not agree to any limitation on 
the research activities to be undertaken at the new utilization research 
laboratory in the Southeast, and the committee expects that the 
Department will proceed to include within its plans for the construc¬ 
tion and equipment of this laboratory those facilities necessary to 
conduct the program of research work as described in Senate Docu¬ 
ment 34. 

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH FINANCED FROM SECTION 32 

The budget estimate did not propose any use of section 32 funds 
for research but the House bill provided the use of the entire $25 
million agreed to last year, with $2 million of this use to partially 
meet the items of construction and renovation of facilities requested 
in the budget under direct appropriation. As previously indicated 
in the report, the committee has restored all budget items, in the 
amounts that it recommends, under direct appropriation from regular 
funds. 

In the appropriation bill for 1962, funds were provided for the 
plans and specifications of a National Peanut Research Laboratory, 
and in 1963 and again in 1964 the budget requested $1,600,000 for 
the construction of this facility to be located at Dawson, Ga. In 
processing the 1964 appropriation bill the conferees agreed to pass 
over this item (without prejudice) until fiscal year 1965. The House 
bill included $450,000 for a peanut facility for a very limited and 
different purpose under section 32 funds. In line with actions taken 
by the committee, as previously indicated in the report, there is 
included in the bill $1,600,000 for the construction of this laboratory 
under regular funds. 

RESEARCH ON HEALTH-RELATED PROBLEMS OF TOBACCO 

The House bill provided $1,500,000 for research on the health- 
related problems of tobacco. This is an unbudgeted item and was 
undoubtedly included in the bill due to the very serious situation 
which has arisen in regard to tobacco in light of certain medical findings 
and publications. The committee has retained $1 million of the 
increase for tobacco research under section 32, proposed by the 
House. 

The committee directs, however, that since the principal problem 
in connection with health stems from the Flue-cured tobacco, which 
constitutes approximately two-thirds of the total production, that 
it would be unwise and unfair to locate all of the additional research 
in connection with this general problem at the University of Ken¬ 
tucky, as proposed by the House. 

The committee directs, therefore, that at least one-half of the $1 
million recommended for this purpose be directed to and utilized in the 
Flue-cured producing areas. The committee directs also that the 
Department of Agriculture, in its own research activities and in co¬ 
operation with the medical research agencies, make certain that it does 
not invade the province of medical research in conjunction with 
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activities undertaken in these or any other funds made available for 
intensified tobacco research investigations. 

COST-OF-PRODUCTION RESEARCH 

The House passed bill authorized $9,400,000 for cost-of-production 
research on a number of commodities without any specific amounts 
being specified for individual commodities or purposes, and the total 
amount provided was in excess of the budget estimate. Many, if not 
most, of the items mentioned in the House report for which these in¬ 
creased funds were to be directed, represent commodities or research 
objectives which have been brought to the attention of this committee. 

For a number of years this committee has included in the appro¬ 
priation bill specific amounts to meet the research objectives of a 
number of items. Last year it included a number of items, most of 
which were halved in the conference agreement. It then agreed in 
conference to a use of $5 million for cost-of-production research under^ 
section 32, at the general discretion of the Department. The record^ 
of the use of these funds by the Department has been printed in the 
Senate hearing record, together with the plans of the Department 
for use of a continued availability of $5 million in fiscal 1965 for re¬ 
search purposes, even though the Department appealed the action 
in the House bill which provided these large sums without any specific 
directions as to purpose or research objectives. During the hearings 
the committee requested the Department to provide it with a specific 
summary as to how the entire $9,400,000 authorized in the House 
bill would be used for cost-of-production research. 

It is evident from the tabulation supplied to the committee that it 
would be unwise to allow wide latitude to the Department in the use 
of research funds. In some instances, the Department proposed to 
apply funds to new activities in considerable amounts, or to enlarge 
research activities never presented to the committee in any manner. 

After very thorough and careful deliberation the committee rec¬ 
ommends the continuance of $5 million for cost-of-production research 
under section 32 funds for 1965. Of this amount $4,130,000 is specified 
by individual research objectives and the balance of $870,000 is 
recommended to be available to the Department for acceleration of# 
existing research programs to meet urgent and unforeseen needs.% 
These unspecified amounts could be used cooperatively by the Agri¬ 
cultural Research Service and the Cooperative State Research Service 
in the various States to meet urgent needs. 

The committee expects that the budget estimates for 1966 will 
include a request for funds under the regular appropriation process, 
in specific amounts recommended as being necessary to carry forward 
the long-term research on the several items listed in this report. The 
committee expects the Department to report in detail on its use of 
the funds for which specific directions are not set forth in this report. 

The specific recommendations of the committee follow: 
(1) For additional staffing of new laboratories and research centers 

for which $1,500,000 was requested in the budget and has been 
approved under the direct appropriation for research, the committee 
recommends an additional $250,000 to be prorated to these new 
laboratories and research centers where most urgently needed. 
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(2) For accelerating research on the mold problem (mycotoxins, 
including aflatoxins) of peanuts and other oilseeds, the committee 
recommends the use of $425,000. 

(3) For cereal leaf beetle research, the committee recommends 
$200,000, and in addition thereto is advised that the State of Michigan 
has pledged $191,000 for cooperative research on the cereal leaf 
beetle. This insect has recently entered this country and has caused 
serious damage in the areas affected. 

(4) Under the heading of meat animal research, the committee has 
provided $75,000 to accelerate parasite research at Beltsville, Md., 
and has included $25,000 for a feasibility study and report on meat 
animal research. The attention of the committee has been directed 
toward the relocation of livestock research in Nebraska and the need 
for modernization of livestock facilities at Miles City, Mont. The 
committee has declined to act upon either of these items this year, or 
for that matter, to include in the bill a number of meritorious items 

pealing with renovation or construction of research facilities. It 
Jairects the Department to make a thorough study of its livestock re¬ 
search program and report to the committee early next year as to the 
scope and objectives of the present program, including the expendi¬ 
tures and the purpose of research at existing locations; together with 
the long-range program of the Department for beef and livestock re¬ 
search, as to objectives and recommended changes. The committee 
strongly supports livestock research as is evidenced by the large appro¬ 
priation already devoted to this general purpose, but believes it should 
be much better informed, not only in regard to these two locations but 
as to the entire program of research—present and proposed—for 
livestock by the departmental agencies and by the States. 

The committee has provided $25,000 under section 32 funds to 
enable the Department to make this study and review of the present 
research program and the development of clear and concrete recom¬ 
mendations to the committee as to specific needs for the future, by 
objective, and by location. 

(5) Under the general heading of horticultural crops, the committee 
has recommended the use of $240,000 for short life of peaches; $37,500 
for acceleration of harvesting of Kona coffee; $25,000 for citrus 

harvesting research; $30,000 for research on mushrooms; $30,000 for 
4rapes; $25,000 for strawberries; and $75,000 for research on the 
York spot disease of apples in the producing area of the northeastern 
Appalachian region; and $80,000 for other horticultural crops, 
including blueberries. 

(6) Included is $325,000 for poultry disease research, principally 
upon avian leukosis. 

(7) For acceleration of soil and water conservation research, the 
committee has included $50,000 for an acceleration of research in the 
Humboldt River watershed basin; $50,000 for acceleration of research 
on the Sleepers River watershed and the drainage of lakeshed and 
mountain soil in East Franklin, Vt., and $125,000 for soil and water 
research for Baton Rouge, La. 

(8) For sugar crops the committee has included $375,000, of which 
$265,000 is for sugarbeets and $110,000 for sugarcane. 

(9) For tobacco research to accelerate research on the sucker 
control problem, $35,000. 
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(10) For accelerated production and marketing research on flori- 
cultural crops $150,000 is included. 

(11) For accelerated pecan research, the committee recommends 
$175,000. 

(12) For dairy and dairy products, $150,000 is recommended with 
the expectation that this amount will be directed toward the residue 
problem affecting milk and the production of milk. 

(13) For accelerated research on soybeans, $465,000. 
(14) For accelerated research on peanuts, $125,000. 
(15) For accelerated research on safflower, $50,000. 
(16) For accelerated research on cottonseed, $175,000. 
(17) For bee research, the committee has recommended a total of 

$127,500, of which $15,000 is for bee research at Laramie and $112,500 
is for the nosema disease of bees. 

(IS) For accelerated research on marshland mosquito, the com¬ 
mittee recommends $40,000. 

(19) For accelerating wheat research on Durum wheat at the Spring 
Wheat Quality Laboratory, the committee recommends $100,000. 

(20) For accelerating research investigations dealing with the auto¬ 
mation of gravity water applications for irrigation, the committee has 
included $95,000 for this program of research headquartered at Fort 
Collins, Colo. 

UTILIZATION AND INDUSTRIAL USES RESEARCH 

In connection with utilization research to find new and industrial 
uses for agricultural commodities, the Congress provided funds last 
year for the renovation, enlargement, and construction of some of the 
utilization research capacities recommended in Senate Document 34. 
Last year $5 million was provided for expanded utilization research 
through contracts and grants by the Argicultural Research Service 
pending the construction of new facilities provided last year, and as a 
part of the accelerated utilization research program to develop new 
uses for agricultural commodities. The House bill provided 
$9,400,000 under section 32 for this purpose without any directions as 
to use to be made of the funds. The Department has requested that 
these funds provided under section 32 not be included in the bill. 

As indicated in connection with the production research the com-| 
mittee believes that every effort should be made to accelerate utiliza¬ 
tion research, but that the increases approved by the Congress should 
be directed toward some specific research objectives and in specific 
amounts. The committee has, therefore, reduced the amount in the 
House bill from $9,400,000 to $5 million under section 32 pending the 
enlargement of research capacities authorized last year. The detailed 
research objectives and the amounts recommended for each objective 
are as follows: 

(1) Food consumption survey urgently needed as a basis for 
planning utilization and marketing research and other programs, 
$900,000; 

(2) Research on mold problem (mycotoxins, including afla- 
toxins) of peanuts, other oilseeds and cereals, including problems 
in marketing channels, $450,000; 

(3) Agricultural marketing research on cotton, fruits and vege¬ 
tables, grains, oilseeds, meat, poultry, dairy and dairy products, 
stored products, flowers, and tobacco, $900,000; 

(4) Research to identify health-related constituents of tobacco, 
$200,000; 
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(5) Development of new and improved industrial products 
from cereals, $650,000; 

(6) Development of new and improved cotton textiles, re¬ 
search on cycloprene acids in cottonseed, $500,000; 

(7) Development of new dehydrated and frozen milk, meat, 
poultry and egg products, new and improved industrial uses for 
animal fats and hides, wool and mohair, $500,000; and 

(8) Development of new and improved industrial products 
from soybeans, flaxseed, peanuts, castor, and safflower, $300,000; 

(9) Research on horticultural crops, including citrus, grapes, 
and other fruit and vegetable products, $500,000; and 

(10) Research on processing of sugar sorghum and forage crops, 
$100,000. 

PLANT AND ANIMAL DISEASE AND PEST CONTROL 

1964 appropriations_$64, 318, 000 >1965 budget estimates_1 69, 605, 000 
House bill_ 65, 255, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 69, 036, 400 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation 1964_ +4, 718, 400 
Estimates, 1965_ —568, 600 
House bill_ +3, 781, 400 

1 S. Docs. 82, 83, and 85 increased the original estimate by $3,950,000. 

The committee recommends an appropriation of $69,036,400 to 
carry out the various inspection, quarantine, regulatory, and control 
programs financed under this appropriation item. The recommended 
amount is $4,718,400 over fiscal 1964 and is $3,781,400 over the 
House bill and $568,600 under the amended budget estimates for 
fiscal 1965. 

The committee has included $105,000 over the House bill for 
strengthening plant quarantine inspection at ports of entry to meet 
the increasing danger of pests and diseases being introduced from 
foreign countries resulting from the unprecedented volume of world 
travel and commerce entering the United States. The committee 
restoration provides an increase of $230,000 over 1964. An increase 
of $100,000 over the House bill to restore the estimate of $175,000 is 
included to strengthen animal inspection and quarantine to prevent 
the introduction and dissemination of foreign animal diseases. 

The committee has concurred in the action of the House to deny 
$95,000 of the increase for activities under the Virus-Serum-Toxin 
Act to assure safety and potency of veterinary biologies. The amount 
provided is $100,000 over 1964. 

The committee has included the full estimate of $800,000 for 
registration and enforcement activities related to “economic poisons” 
regulated under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act, as amended, and related laws. This is an increase of $300,000 
over the amount carried in the House bill. 

The committee has also included the $700,000 requested in Senate 
Document 85 for plant and animal disease and pest control activities, 
of which $100,000 is for plans and specifications for a laboratory at 
Beltsville, Md., to cost $1,250,000 as a part of the pesticides facility 
proposed under the “Research” appropriation item. The program 
increase of $600,000 contains $420,000 for acceleration of the evalua- 
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tion of pest control and eradication procedures and initiation of 
necessary field activities to monitor pesticides in agriculture, and 
$180,000 is provided to implement additional activities under the 
interagency agreement between the Department of Agriculture, the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, and the Department 
of the Interior relating to pesticides registration. 

The committee has recommended an appropriation of $1 million 
for a new cooperative cost-sharing boll weevil eradication program in 
the Caprock area of the High Plains of Texas. This is an increase of 
$800,000 over the amount recommended by the House. The eradica¬ 
tion costs are to be shared dollar for dollar, between the Department, 
the producers, and affected cotton production industry in the area. 
In addition, producers will be expected to pay their normal production 
control costs. If allowed to continue, the threatened buildup in 
weevil population would soon spread through the valuable cotton 
acreage of the Texas High Plains, which produces about 15 percent of 
the American cotton crop at an annual value of about $400 million, 
and it could then spread to the cotton areas of Arizona, California, 
and New Mexico. 

For eradication of the screw-worm in the Southwest the committee 
has denied the request in Senate Document 83 to place the screw-worm 
eradication program in the Southwest on a federally financed basis 
and concurs in the House recommendation of $2,750,000 to continue 
this program on a full cost-sharing program. The committee feels 
that in view of the great losses claimed to have been suffered by the 
livestock producers of the Southwest, prior to initation of the pro¬ 
gram of control, that they or the States immediately affected should 
be willing to share a portion of the cost. Further, the committee 
feels that the establishment of the sterile screw-worm barrier has not 
fully proven itself in view of the 22 infestations which were recorded 
in Oklahoma in 1963, and the 1,305 which were recorded in Texas in 
the same year to the north and east of the barrier zone. 

The committee feels very strongly that it should not deviate from 
50-50 cost-sharing control costs of this program, or of any other con¬ 
trol program. To do so would encourage a lack of interest and 
responsibility on the part of the areas involved as well as to impose an 
undue share of costs upon the Federal Government. 

The committee’s attention has been called to a serious infestation 
of the cereal leaf beetle in Michigan and the midwestern area. The 
committee expects this eradication program will be carried on a full 
cost-sharing basis also. 

The committee has also included $3,460,200 in the bill for continua¬ 
tion of the cooperative, cost-sharing fire ant eradication program. 
This is an increase of $993,200 over the budget estimate and as 
carried in the House bill, and an increase of $515,200 over the amount 
approved in the agricultural appropriation bill for fiscal 1964 prior to 
the reduction by the Department of the $500,000 increase which had 
been agreed to by the conferees on the agricultural appropriation bill, 
1964. The amount recommended is the amount that the agency 
had recommended in its original budget estimates for fiscal 1965. 

For the cooperative cost-sharing sheep scabies eradication program 
the committee has provided $1,448,500, an increase of $783,200 over 
the budget estimate for 1965 and the same amount as the agency had 
requested in its original budget for 1965. The committee recom- 
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mendation represents an increase of $593,100 over the amount 
appropriated in the agricultural appropriation bill for 1964 prior to 
the $200,000 reduction which the Department made against this 
program. The committee has restored the amounts for the fire ant 
eradication program and the sheep scabies program as indicated. 

In order to preclude the reprograming of funds agreed to by the 
conference committee in regard to this appropriation item the 
committee hereby directs the Secretary of Agriculture to advise 
and to obtain advance concurrence from the Appropriations Committee 
in regard to any proposed changes in programing amounts for projects 
or activities financed under this appropriation item. It directs 
that there be no repetition of the action taken in connection with 
funds made available in the Appropriations Act for 1964 for certain 
specific activities, which were then sharply decreased by action of 
departmental officials. The committee is unable to reconcile this 
action by the Department in regard to approved programs, in which 
there is full cost sharing of eradication costs. 

MEAT INSPECTION 

1964 appropriations_$27,896,000 
1965 budget estimates_._ 30,837,000 
House bill_ 30,454,000 
Committee recommendation_ 30,837,000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +2,941,000 
Estimates, 1965__ 
House bill_ +383,000 

The committee recommends an appropriation of $30,837,000 for 
the mandatory Federal meat inspection program. This is an increase 
of $383,000 over the amount recommended in the House bill and is the 
amount of the budget estimate. It is $2,941,000 over the amount 
available for fiscal 1964. The recommended appropriation includes an 
increase over 1964 of $861,000 for the reclassification of non veterinar¬ 
ian meat inspectors, pursuant to recently issued civil service standards 
and $697,000 for mandatory pay increases. 

The restoration by the committee of $383,000 over the amount car¬ 
ried in the House bill includes $220,000 for periodic salary advance¬ 
ments and $163,000 to meet the increased workload for fiscal 1965. 
The committee has been advised that even the full amount of the 
budget estimate will not be sufficient to meet the expanded require¬ 
ments of the meat inspection program. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES (SPECIAL FOREIGN CURRENCY PROGRAM) 

1964 appropriations_ $1, 250, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 1 4, 000, 000 
House bill..___ 
Committee recommendation_ 4, 000, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +2, 750, 000 
Estimates, 1965_ _ 
House bill_ +4, 000, 000 

1 S. Doc. 82 reduced the original estimate by $1,000,000 

S. Rept. 1331, 88-2-3 
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The committee recommends an appropriation of $4 million for 
salaries and expenses for the special foreign currency research program. 
This is the amount of the revised budget estimate and an increase of 
$2,750,000 over the appropriation for 1964. The House had denied 
any appropriation for this oversea research program authorized under 
sections 104 (a) and (k) of Public Law 480. Of the amount recom¬ 
mended $2 million is for market development research and $2 million 
is for projects dealing with scientific research. 

The committee expects the Department to be very selective in the 
development and approval of projects undertaken with funds approved 
under this program in order that the results achieved from such research 
will be beneficial to American agriculture. 

Forest Service 

FOREST PROTECTION AND UTILIZATION, FOREST RESEARCH 

Senate Document 85 contained the pesticides budget amendment 
for various research and related activities of agriculture, and contained 
a supplemental estimate for 1965 for the Forest Service in the amount 
of $2,750,000 for pesticides research. The appropriations for the 
Forest Service are normally considered by the Subcommittee for the 
Interior Department and Related Agencies although the Forest 
Service is an agency of the Department of Agriculture. The com¬ 
mittee has included in this bill the additional amount for forestry 
research, including $900,000 for construction and renovation of re¬ 
search facilities. Like all other items transmitted as a part of Senate 
Document 85 the funds appropriated for research purposes under 
this head will be directed toward coping with the pesticides problems 
as they affect the forests and forestry products. 

Cooperative State Research Service 

1964 appropriations_ $41, 428, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 1 51, 232, 000 
House bill_ 42, 440, 000 
Committee recommendation- 52, 482, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964- +11,054,000 
Estimates, 1965_ +1, 250, 000 
House bill- +10,042,000 

> S. Doc. 85 increased the estimate considered by the House by $8,792,000. 

The committee recommends an appropriation of $52,482,000, an 
increase of $11,054,000 over the 1964 appropriation and an increase of 
$1,250,000 over the revised budget estimates, including estimates of 
$8,792,000 submitted in Senate Document 85. The amount recom¬ 
mended is $10,042,000 over the House bill. 

The bill as passed by the House included an increase of $1 million 
over 1964 for distribution to the States under the regular Hatch Act 
formula, and in addition to this amount the committee recommends 
$1,250,000 which is to be directed toward adjustment of salaries of 
research workers at the State experiment stations. Last year the 
committee included $2,500,000 in the bill for this purpose but only 
$1,250,000 was retained in the final enactment of the agricultural 
appropriation bill, 1964. The committee action will make available 
to the State experiment stations the balance of the Federal share 
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required for this purpose to enable the State experiment stations to 
make salary adjustments to their research employees who are paid 
in part from Federal funds, comparable to the pay raises granted to 
Federal employees under the Federal Pay Act of 1962. 

As indicated above the committee has included the increase of 
$8,792,000 in Senate Document 85 for pesticides research; and the 
funds allocated to the States under the formula for the pesticides 
program could be used by the States for testing milk residues. The 
specific amounts and purpose of these sums are as follows: $3 million 
additional for payments to the State experiment stations; making a 
total available under this heading of $45,113,000. There is included 
$1,550,000 for grants to States for forestry research and this amount 
represents an increase of $550,000 over the amount in the original 
estimate and the House approved bill. The increase is to be directed 
toward pesticides research. For the first time the committee has 
included $2 million for grants for support of basic scientific research 
under the act approved September 6, 1958. Grants made under this 
item will also be directed toward the pesticides problem. 

The committee has also included, as requested in the budget 
amendment, $3,242,000 for grants for facilities under the act of July 2, 
1963, Public Law 88-74. Under this act the funds appropriated are 
distributed to the States under the formula for the construction and 
renovation of research facilities and must be matched dollar for dollar 
by the State experiment stations. The use of funds for this purpose is 
justified on the basis of the pesticides research program and the 
committee expects that the amounts available to each State will be 
used for that purpose. 

Extension Service 

PAYMENTS TO STATES AND PUERTO RICO 

1964 appropriations_ $67, 295, 000 
1965 budget estimates_1 66, 805, 000 
House biU_ 67, 295, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 72, 100, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +4, 805, 000 
Estimates, 1965_ +5, 295, 000 
House bid_ +4,805,000 

1 S. Doc. 85 increased the original estimate by $2,100,000. 

For the appropriation item, cooperative extension work, payments 
and expenses, under which funds are distributed to the States under 
the Smith-Lever Act, the committee recommends an appropriation 
of $72,100,000. The appropriation recommended is $4,805,000 
over the appropriation for 1964 and a similar amount over the House 
bill, and it is $5,295,000 over the revised estimates for 1965. The 
original budget estimate recommended a decrease of $2,590,000 which 
constitutes one-half of the Federal share of the pay costs necessary 
to bring about an adjustment in salary of extension workers com¬ 
parable to that granted Federal workers in the Federal pay legisla¬ 
tion under Public Law 87-793. The original budget estimate for 
1965 proposed to decrease this item by $2,590,000 but the House 
reinstated this amount in the bill and the committee has included 
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$2,705,000 additional to provide the remaining increment for pay 
adjustment purposes. 

It is the belief of the committee that the action taken by the Bureau 
of the Budget to reduce funds for cooperative extension work is based 
upon unsound information or judgment and the committee hopes that 
there will not be a repetition of this action in connection with this and 
other cooperatively financed programs and activities. 

The amendment to the budget dealing with the pesticides program 
requested an additional $2,100,000 to accelerate the specialized exten¬ 
sion assistance given by county agents to users of pesticides, and the 
committee has included this amount in the bill because it believes it 
is essential that producers be aware of the directions to be followed 
in connection with the use of various chemicals in connection with 
agricultural production. 

RETIREMENT AND EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION FUND COSTS 

1964 appropriations_ $7, 272, 500 
1965 budget estimates_1 7, 510, 000 
House bill_ 7, 410, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 7, 510, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +237, 500 
Estimates, 1965_ _ 
House bill_ +100,000 

■ S. Doc. 85 Increased the original estimate by $100,000. 

The committee recommends an appropriation of $7,510,000 for 
retirement costs, an increase of $237, 500 oves 1964 and $100, 000 over 
the amount carried in the House bill. The Senate increase over the 
House bill is for an increment of $100,000 for additional retirement 
costs in connection with Senate Document 85. 

Penalty mail 
An appropriation of $3,113,000 is included for penalty mail. This 

is the amount of the budget request and the amount carried in the 
House bill, and the same amount provided in fiscal 1964. 

Federal Extension Service 

1964 appropriations_$2, 401, 000 A 
1965 budget estimates_ 1 2, 551, 000 ™ 
House bill_ 2, 451, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 2, 551, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +150,000 
Estimates, 1965_ 
House bill_ +100,000 

1 S. Doc. 85 increased the original estimate by $100,000. 

The committee recommends an appropriation of $2,551,000 for the 
Federal Extension Service. This agency administers the payments to 
States for cooperative extension work and provides technical leadership 
and specialized assistance to the States in connection with all phases of 
the extension program. The appropriation recommended is $150,000 
over the appropriation for 1964 and is $100,000 over the amount 
carried in the House bill. Increases over 1964 include $50,000 for 
mandatory pay costs and $100,000 presented and justified as a part of 
the budget request for the pesticides program submitted in Senate 
Document 85 and is to be used for that particular purpose. 
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Farmer Cooperative Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
1964 appropriations_ $1, 059, 200 
1965 budget estimates_ 1, 102, 200 
House bill_ 1, 082, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 1, 102, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +42, 800 
Estimates, 1965_ —200 
House bill_ +20,000 

The Farmer Cooperative Service conducts research and performs 
advisory and educational services dealing with the organization, 
financing, management, and related operating problems of farmer 
cooperatives. 

An appropriation of $1,102,000 is recommended for fiscal 1965. 
This is an increase of $42,800 over the adjusted appropriations for 
1964, and is $200 under the budget estimate. The amount recom¬ 
mended includes an increase of $22,800 for increased pay act costs 
pursuant to Public Law 87-793, and $20,000 which had been denied in 
the House bill to provide for increased costs of mandatory within- 
grade salary advancements. 

Soil Conservation Service 

CONSERVATION OPERATIONS 
1964 appropriations_ $97, 926, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 98, 750, 000 
House bill_ 100, 511, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 100, 511, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +2, 585, 000 
Estimates, 1965_ +1,761,000 
House bill__ 

The committee recommends an appropriation of $100,511,000 for 
conservation operations. Funds appropriated under this item are 
used to conduct a nationwide program of technical assistance to soil 
conservation districts, conduct soil surveys, operate plant materials 
centers, and to carry out related technical advisory activities in 
conjunction with our national soil conservation programs. 

The amount recommended is $2,585,000 over the 1964 appropriation 
and is the same amount carried in the House bill, and is $1,761,000 
over the budget estimate for 1965. The committee has concurred in 
the House action to provide $1,815,000 for increased pay act costs 
under Public Law 87-793, and to provide $770,000 for technical assist¬ 
ance to needy districts. In addition, the committee has approved 
the increase requested in the budget for plant materials centers of 
$53,000; and has also directed that $70,000 of funds available be used 
for rehabilitating the plant materials center at Pullman, Wash., and 
that $102,000 be used to establish a plant materials center to serve the 
Eastern Coastal Plains area on a site to be donated by the State of 
New Jersey. 

The committee expects to receive a report by January 1, 1965, on 
the feasibility and estimated first-year cost of establishing several 
conservation center showcases throughout the Nation to dramatize 
the benefits of soil, water, and watershed conservation work of the 
Department. The committee believes that establishment of such 
centers would greatly aid conservation education efforts directed 
toward, and in cooperation with, student and youth groups, foreign 
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trainees, agricultural and conservation organizations and urban 
visitors. There is considerable merit in establishing and operating 
several conservation centers, in cooperation with local districts, in 
several agricultural regions to show the need for, the effectiveness of, 
and the significance of conservation work to all our citizens. 

WATERSHED PROTECTION 

1964 appropriations_$63, 447, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 65, 848, 000 
House bill amounts_1 65, 848, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 65, 848, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +2,401,000 
Estimates, 1965___ 
House bill_ _ 

1 Adjusted to include watershed planning recommended as a separate appropriation in the House bill. 

The committee recommends an appropriation of $65,848,000, the 
amount requested in the budget estimate and an increase of $2,401,000 
over 1964. The committee recommends an increase over 1964 of 
$428,000 for mandatory pay costs as recommended in the budget and 
as provided by the House bill. In the bill as it came from the House 
a separate appropriation head “Watershed planning” had been in¬ 
serted in the amount of $5,524,000. The committee was advised by 
the Department that the new item in the House bill did not provide 
for the temporary employment of experts, consultants, and advisors 
employed to assist in the development of plans in connection with 
the small watershed planning activity. 

The committee has stricken this new item from the bill and has 
amended the bill to reinstate this item as carried in the Agricultural 
Appropriation Act, 1964, and in the amounts carried in the budget 
estimate for 1965, except for funds available for small watershed 
project investigations and planning. The budget requested a reduc¬ 
tion of $1,025,000 to provide a total of $4,499,000. The committee 
has included $5,000,000 for this purpose, which it believes will be 
adequate to carry on this important activity in connection with the 
small watershed program. In addition to the amounts provided in 
the bill funds are available from local sources to augment the develop¬ 
ment of plans for the small watershed program. 

According to the budget estimates supplied to the committee 
there will be available a total of $56,249,000 for works of improve¬ 
ment comprised of $998,000 estimated to be used for the pilot water¬ 
sheds, $51,479,000 for the small watersheds under Public Law 566. 

The bill includes $52,477,000 for installation of works of improve¬ 
ment in the small watersheds and in addition it is estimated that 
$3,651,000 was carried over from 1964, making a total available 
for this purpose of $56,128,800. There is also included $3,872,000 
for river basin program development and coordination, an increase 
of $740,100 over 1964. 

FLOOD PREVENTION 

1964 appropriations_ $25, 423, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 22, 656, 000 
House bill_ 25, 423, 000 
Committee recommendation...__ 22, 656, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ —2, 767, 000 
Estimates, 1965_ _ 
House bill_ —2, 767, 000 
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An appropriation of $22,656,000 is recommended for carrying on 
the flood prevention and watershed protection program for the 
11 major watershed projects which is financed under this item. The 
amount recommended is the amount requested in the budget estimate 
and is $2,767,000 under the appropriation for 1964 and the House bill. 
In addition to the amount appropriated in this bill there is an esti¬ 
mated carryover from June 30, 1964, of $8,147,000 which will provide 
adequate funds for carrying on the work on these projects. 

GREAT PLAINS CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

1964 appropriations_ $13, 612, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 14, 744, 000 
House bill_ 14, 176, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 14, 744, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +1, 132, 000 
Estimates, 1965_ _ 
House bill_ +568, 000 

For the operation of the Great Plains conservation program, the 
committee recommends an appropriation of $14,744,000 which is the 
amount of the budget estimate and an increase of $568,000 over the 
House bill and an increase of $1,132,000 over the appropriation for 
1964. The increases over 1964 include $64,000 for mandatory pay 
costs pursuant to Public Law 87-793, and $932,615 for cost-sharing 
assistance to cooperating farmers and ranchers, together with an 
increase of $135,385 for accelerating technical service and related 
administrative expenses. 

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

1964 appropriations__$1, 496, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 2, 044, 000 
House bill_ 1, 496, 000 
Committee recommendation__ 2, 044, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +548,000 
Estimates, 1965_ _ 
House bill_ +548,000 

The Soil Conservation Service exercises general responsibility for 
the administration of those provisions of section 102, title I of the 
Food and Agriculture Act of 1962 relating to resource conservation 
and development projects. Under this program the Soil Conserva¬ 
tion Service works with local cooperating groups and individuals 
in the development of accelerated plans for land conservation and 
utilization. The authorizing legislation also authorizes loans to proj¬ 
ect sponsors for conservation and development purposes and to 
individual operators for soil and water conservation practices. 

The committee recommends an appropriation of $2,044,000. This 
is the amount requested in the budget estimate, an increase of $548,000 
over the amount recommended in the House bill, and an increase of 
$548,000 over the amount appropriated for 1964. The increases over 
1964 are comprised of $21,000 for increased pay act costs pursuant 
to Public Law 87-793, and $508,000 for acceleration of project in¬ 
stallation and technical assistance. The bill also provides $S00,000 
for loans and related expenses, an increase of $300,000 over fiscal 1964. 
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ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE 

1964 appropriations_ $9, 246, 800 
1965 budget estimates_ 1 9, 976, 000 
House bill_ 9, 476, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 10, 576, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +1,329,200 
Estimates, 1965_ +600, 000 
House bill_ +1, 100, 000 

1 S. Doc. 85 increased the original estimate by $500,000. 

The Economic Research Service, which was established effective 
April 3, 1961, pursuant to Secretary’s Memorandum No. 1446, is 
responsible for the conduct of economic research studies and investi¬ 
gations for the benefit of agriculture and the general public. Research 
findings are made available through reports and other media. 

An appropriation of $10,576,000 is recommended, an increase of 
$1,329,200 over 1964, and $600,000 over the revised budget estimate 
for 1965 and $1,100,000 over the House bill. The increases over 1964 
include $229,200 to meet mandatory pay costs for fiscal 1965; $500,000 
for economic research on the comparative costs and benefits from use 
of pesticides and collection of basic data on current practices, costs, and 
methods of controlling pests; and $600,000 for accelerated cost-of- 
production research on cotton. In connection with accelerated 
cost-of-production research on cotton, Public Law 88-297 authorized 
an annual economic evaluation of the factors affecting changes in 
the cost of production of cotton and related research designed to 
evaluate the effects of changing practices on costs. The committee 
has included $600,000 to initiate these annual year-to-year changes 
in producing cotton. 

Within the funds appropriated for this agency, the committee 
directs that $50,000 be used to carry on a study designed to examine 
the factors affecting the seasonal fluctuation in egg prices and to 
report upon its findings in this regard. The committee also directs 
that $25,000 of the increased funds provided over 1964 be utilized 
to expand the economic investigations to develop the market potential 
of Kona coffee. 

STATISTICAL REPORTING SERVICE 

1964 appropriations_ $10, 590, 900 
1965 budget estimates_ 11, 431, 400 
House bill_ 11, 431, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 11, 892, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +1,301,100 
Estimates, 1965_ +460, 600 
House bill_ +461, 000 

The Statistical Reporting Service is the agency of the Department 
responsible for statistical research and reporting of statistical data in 
regard to American agriculture. It conducts a variety of nationwide 
and specialized programs of crop and livestock estimates, and issues 
periodic and special reports on estimates of production and supply. 

An appropriation of $11,892,000 is recommended for the operations 
of this agency. This is an increase of $1,301,100 over 1964 and $460,- 
600 over the budget estimate for 1965 and $461,000 over the House 
bill. The increases over 1964 include $187,000 for mandatory pay 
act costs, $62,500 to meet the annual costs of cattle-on-feed reports 
initiated a year ago, together with $590,600 to continue the long- 
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range improvement on improved estimates for crops and livestock. 
It is expected that the funds provided will enable the new estimates 
program to move forward as scheduled. 

The committee concurs in the action by the House to deny the 
proposal in the budget to eliminate $94,000 for consumer surveys 
and agrees with the House committee that these services should be 
continued. 

The committee has included $361,000 to institute the Timber Price 
Reporting Service. Previously the committee received a report from 
the Department outlining in detail the scope and content of a Timber 
Price Reporting Service. The committee understands that the De¬ 
partment asked in its budget request for fiscal 1965 that funds be 
included for this purpose. The committee believes that, because of 
the importance of this new service to farm producers of timber, the 
program should be initiated without any further delay and has, 
therefore, included funds in the bill for this purpose. 

For a number of years there has been a pilot estimates program in 
connection with floral and some nursery crops. The floral crop is 
estimated to be valued at $1.2 billion annually at the retail level. The 
committee has included $100,000 to extend the pilot flower estimates 
program to 17 principal producing States. The expansion of this 
program will provide the basic information for further growth and 
expansion of floricultural crops by providing the producers, and the 
entire industry with information needed for the orderly production 
and marketing of commercial flower crops. 

The committee is concerned over the increasing problems caused 
domestic producers by the expanding importation of Kentucky blue- 
grass seed. The Department is urged to give this matter their im¬ 
mediate attention and make every effort to protect the investment 
and income of our domestic producers. In addition, the Statistical 
Reporting Service should take steps immediately to insure that 
Kentucky bluegrass seed production estimates for the United States 
cover all producing areas. The committee feels that this extension 
of the crop estimate work can easily be done within funds available 
to the Department. 

Agricultural Marketing Service 

MARKETING SERVICES 

1964 appropriations_ 
1965 budget estimates_ 
House bill_ 
Committee recommendation 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ 
Estimates, 1965_ 
House bill_ 

$37, 192, 600 
39, 515, 125 
39, 389, 000 
39, 590, 125 

+ 2, 397, 525 
+ 75, 000 

+ 201, 125 

For the Agricultural Marketing Service the committee recommends 
an appropriation of $39,590,125. The amount recommended is an 
increase of $2,397,525 over the 1964 appropriation and is $75,000 over 
the estimates, and an increase of $201,125 over the House bill. The 
respective increases over 1964 include $135,000 for the market news 
leased wire system, of which $75,000 is to complete the program for the 
modernization of equipment which was initiated in fiscal 1962, and 
$60,000 to cover the increased rates for wire rental which will be used 

S. Kept. 1331, SS-2-4 
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for this purpose only, and to the extent needed when the final decision 
is made upon the rate change authorized by the Federal Communica¬ 
tions Commission in connection with leased teletype facilities. 

The committee has recommended a $652,000 increase for poultry 
inspection which includes a restoration of $152,000 denied by the 
House, and has also included $665,000 for the reclassification of 
non veterinary and poultry inspector positions. 

For increased pay act costs the committee has included $896,500 
and $24,025 for reimbursement to employee compensation funds as 
authorized by law. This latter item was denied by the House. 

The committee has included $50,000 in the bill to continue market 
news services for fiscal 1965 at Nashville, Tenn., Baltimore, Md., 
Memphis, Tenn., Tulsa, Olda., and Fort Smith, Ark. The committee 
supports the need for adjustment of these offices as proposed in the 
budget but believes that the offices affected should be provided with 
a year’s notice in order that adequate arrangements can be made to 
continue the service based upon local financing. The committee 
was advised that at least in one instance it would be necessary for the 
State legislature to act upon this matter. 

The committee has also included $25,000 for two market news 
services. Of this amount $7,500 is for the balance of the Federal 
share with a total of $15,000 for the cooperative rice market news 
service instituted last year at Crowley, La. The committee is 
advised that the Federal-State grain market news service in Mis¬ 
souri is eligible under the standards for permanent cost sharing and 
has included funds for this purpose. The estimated annual cost of 
the Federal-State grain market news service in Missouri is $50,000 and 
also is to be matched on a dollar-for-dollar basis as was required in 
connection with the news service instituted for Crowley, La. 

NEW MARKET NEWS SERVICE 

The committee has thoroughly examined the new Market News 
Service initiated August 1, 1963, by the Agricultural Marketing 
Service and anounced in AMS Bulletin No. 510. The Department 
maintains that its sole intent in initiating this service was to extend 
the availability of market news information to interested parties, 
individuals, or organizations who are willing to pay the cost of install¬ 
ing a teletype printer and the leased wire rental charge between the 
place of business and the nearest leased wire market news circuit. 
Prior to the initiation of this service, similar market news leased wire 
information had been made available to a few organizations. 

During the hearings, the committee examined into this matter 
thoroughly and the only example cited to it of a “news” item carried 
over the leased wire system dealt with a release on apples. To make 
its position clear on the potential misuse of the leased wire system 
for the dissemination of market news information in collaboration 
with the various States, the committee directs that the Secretary of 
Agriculture see to it that the leased wire system which carries market 
news information be limited strictly to market reporting and market¬ 
ing information and the routine administrative instructions which 
were carried on the leased wire system prior to August 1, 1963. 

Further the Secretary of Agriculture is directed to see to it that all 
media of news dissemination receive equal opportunity and access to 
market news information. 
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The committee notes that the newly established National Commis¬ 
sion on Food Marketing lias as one of its areas of inquiry “the effective¬ 
ness of the services, including the dissemination of market news, and 
regulatory activities of the Federal Government in terms of present 
and probable developments in the industry.” It is hoped the Com¬ 
mission will give particular attention to the new Market News 
Service and its operation. 

PAYMENTS TO STATES AND POSSESSIONS 

1964 appropriations_ $1, 500, 000 
1965 budget estimates-  1, 425, 000 
House bill_ 1, 500, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 1, 500, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ _ 
Estimates, 1965_ +75, 000 
House bill_ _ 

For Federal payments to States authorized under section 204(b) of 
the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946, under which the Department 
of Agriculture and the State departments of agriculture and related 
agencies conduct marketing service activities on a matching fund 
basis, the committee recommends an appropriation of $1,500,000. 
The amount recommended is $75,000 over the budget estimate and 
is the same amount as appropriated for fiscal 1964 and included in the 
House bill for this program. 

SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM 

1964 appropriations_ $99, 834, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ (99, 831, 000) 
House bill_ (99,831,000) 
Committee recommendation_ 106, 000, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +6, 166, 000 
Estimates, 1965_ +106,000,000 
House bill_ +106,000,000 

The budget request for fiscal 1965 and the House bill provides 
$99,831,000 by transfer from section 32 funds. The committee recom¬ 
mendation would provide $106 million by direct appropriation. This 
is in accord with the Agricultural Act of 1961 (Public Law 87-128) 
approved August 8, 1961, which changed financing from Commodity 
Credit Corporation advances to a direct appropriation beginning 
July 1, 1962. On a comparable basis, the amount recommended is 
$6,i69,000 over the House bill and the 1965 budget estimate as 
adjusted. 

The increase provided over 1964 amounting to $6,166,000 is re¬ 
quired, the committee was informed, to meet increased demand and 
permit participation by a greater number of children. 

SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM 

1964 appropriations_$136, 616, 000 
1965 budget estimates_'- 147, 610, 000 
House bill_ 146, 400, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 146, 400, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +9, 784, 000 
Estimates, 1965_ —1,210,000 
House bill_ _ 
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The committee recommends an appropriation of $146,400,000 for the 
national school lunch program. In addition $45 million is transferred 
from section 32 permanent authorization for purposes of section 6. 
The amount recommended represents an increase of $9,784,000 over 
the appropriation for 1964 and is the same amount as carried in the 
House bill and is $1,210,000 under the budget estimate. 

SECTION 32 LIMITATIONS 

In regard to the limitations under section 32 the committee has 
approved a limitation of $35 million for expenses of the pilot food 
stamp program. This is a reduction of $10 million under the House 
bill and is $16,125,000 under the amount requested in the budget for 
1965. The committee has made this reduction in this amount because 
the Congress is in the process of enacting legislation to place the pilot 
food stamp program on a permanent legislative basis, including the 
authorization of direct appropriations to finance the expenses of the 
program. | 

The section 32 authorization was designed to provide funds for 
surplus removal and to stabilize market prices for the perishable 
commodities. There has been a tendency in recent years since this 
is a permanent appropriation to misuse and to even abuse the basic 
purpose of this permanent authorization. The committee reiterates 
the policy that it has previously stated that section 32 funds are to be 
used only for the specific purposes authorized by law and not to be 
used as a convenient mechanism for paying the expenses or costs of 
carrying out Government programs outside of the normal appropria¬ 
tion process. 

Last year the conference committee agreed to a provision included 
in the House version of the bill to permit the use of section 32 for 
activities which would help to increase the consumption of farm 
commodities. Under this provision in the final enactment of the 
Agricultural Appropriation Act for 1964, the provision was used for 
two purposes, totaling $16 million: (1) For the construction of 
research facilities, $11 million and (2) $5 million for acceleration of 
research by contracts and grants on cost of production for surplus 
commodities. It certainly was not the intent of the Senate com¬ 
mittee that the full use of the $25 million limitation would be { 
reached in the very near future. As indicated earlier in the report 
dealing with the principal research activities of the Department, the 
committee has stricken from the bill the proposal as carried in the 
House bill to finance long-term research programs from this perman¬ 
ent appropriation. 

The committee has provided for the use of $11,000,000 for research 
purposes in lieu of $25 million as proposed by the House. It is the 
view of this committee that this authority should be used with great 
care and discretion because if it is abused by attempts to expand 
research which has not been justified in the normal manner, the com¬ 
mittee may wish to reconsider whether this authorization should be 
retained for use in future years. 
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International Agricultural Development Service 

The International Agricultural Development Service was estab¬ 
lished pursuant to Secretary’s Memorandum No. 1541 to coordinate 
and administer the Department’s activities in foreign technical as¬ 
sistance and training programs. The service was established by the 
Department in response to section 621(a) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, as amended. Under this authority, the AID adminis¬ 
trators requested the Department of Agriculture to establish a coordi¬ 
nated service within the Department to render technical assistance 
services including the training of foreign technicians while in this 
country, and the provision of technical support in selected countries. 
The entire support of this service is financed by advances to the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture from the appropriations made to the AID 
program, and the USDA participation in such programs insures that 
they will be carried out more effectively in terms of both the objectives 
of the Foreign Assistance Act and the interests of American 
agriculture. The committee is convinced that these activities are in 
the public interest. 

Foreign Agricultural Service 

1964 appropriations__ $18, 587, 500 
1965 budget estimates_ 20, 524, 000 
House bill_ 18, 790, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 20, 488, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +1,900,500 
Estimates, 1965-__  —36,000 
House bill_ +1,698,000 

For the Foreign Agricultural Service the committee recommends 
an appropriation of $20,488,000, an increase of $1,900,500 over the 
appropriation for 1964, a decrease of $36,000 in the budget estimate 
and an increase of $1,698,000 over the House bill. As indicated, the 
committee has restored to the bill the amount of $1,698,000 for market 
development programs. The committee took this action because it 
is advised by the Department that due to the lack of availability of 
currencies for fiscal 1965 which have heretofore been available that 
the reduction in the budget estimate recommended by the House 
would have amounted to corresponding decreases in the obligations 
for foreign market development for agricultural commodities. 

The committee believes that in view of the cost of the farm program 
and the success to date in developing expanded markets for agricultural 
commodities in cooperation with the commodity group cooperators 
that this program should be maintained at the 1964 level. 

There is also included $202,500 for mandatory pay act costs as 
carried in the House bill. 

Commodity Exchange Authority 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

1964 appropriations_ $1, 053, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 1, 119, 000 
House bill_ 1, 100, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 1, 119, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +66, 000 
Estimates, 1965_ _ 
House bill_ +19,000 
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The Commodity Exchange Authority administers the Commodity 
Exchange Act, as amended. An appropriation of $1,119,000 is recom¬ 
mended for fiscal 1965. This is the amount requested in the budget 
estimate and is an increase of $19,000 over the amount provided in 
the House bill and $66,000 over the appropriation for fiscal 1964. 
The recommended increase over 1964 is comprised of $19,000 for the 
cost of within-grade salary advancements which had been denied by 
the House; $21,000 for increased pay act costs as provided in the 
House bill, and $26,000 for conducting additional trade practice 
investigations as requested in the budget estimate and carried in 
the House bill. 

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service 

EXPENSES, AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND CONSERVATION SERVICE 

1964 appropriations_ $117,970,500 
1965 budget estimates_ 114, 562, 000 
House bill_ 105, 602, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 105, 602, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ —12, 368, 500 
Estimates, 1965_ —8, 960, 000 
House bill_ _ 

Under this appropriation item funds are made available for the 
administrative expenses of a number of farm programs administered 
by the Agricultural Conservation and Stabilization Service. These 
programs include acreage allotments and marketing quotas, the con¬ 
servation reserve program, the crop conversion program, the agri¬ 
cultural conservation and land use adjustment programs, the Sugar 
Act program, price support, and related program activities dealing 
with a number of commodities. 

The committee recommends a direct appropriation of $105,602,000. 
This is the same amount as carried in the House bill and is $8,960,000 
below the budget estimate and $12,368,500 under the appropriations 
for 1964. 

The committee has approved an increase of $1,761,415 for manda¬ 
tory pay act costs in fiscal 1965 and $1,835,631 to correct an imbalance 
between appropriated funds and funds transferred from the Commod- ^ 
ity Credit Corporation. These increases are partially offset by a de¬ 
crease of $1,985,941 for administrative expenses of the agricultural 
conservation program and a decrease of $379,605 for administering 
the feed grain and wheat programs. The committee has concurred 
in the action taken by the House to disallow an increase of $8,960,000 
for costs of administering the feed grain and wheat programs. In 
addition to the direct appropriation there is authorized to be trans¬ 
ferred and merged with this appropriation from the Commodity Credit 
Corporation fund $87,508,000 and under authority of Public Law 
88-297 it is expected that not to exceed $10 million of commodity 
credit corporation funds will be utilized for the administration of the 
wheat program. 

The committee has also included in the bill the same provision in¬ 
cluded a year ago, and enacted into law, dealing with employee activ¬ 
ity, and the use of ASCS committeemen. 
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SUGAR ACT PROGRAM 

1964 appropriations-$78,000,000 
1965 budget estimates_ 87,500,000 
House bill- 86,400,000 
Committee recommen dation_ 87,500,000 
Comparison with: 

Appropriation, 1964- +9,500,000 
Estimates, 1965_ 
House bill- +1,100,000 

An appropriation of $92,300,000 is recommended for payments to 
domestic producers of sugarbeets and sugarcane who comply with 
requirements under the Sugar Act, as amended. The amount 
recommended includes the full estimate of $87,500,000 for fiscal 1965, 
and $4,800,000 of the 1964 supplemental estimate (H. Doc. 203), 
of $6,400,000, which was denied by the House. The amount recom¬ 
mended represents an increase of $5,900,000 over the House-passed 
bill and $14,300,000 over the 1964 appropriation. Payments under 
this program are mandatory to those producers who comply with 
requirements of the act and the committee believes that the budget 
estimate for this program, as well as appropriations, should include the 
funds required to pay producers in every producing State rather than 
to operate on a first-come first-served basis. 

This program does not impose any burden upon the taxpayer be¬ 
cause, as indicated in the Senate hearings, the actual collection from 
taxes from 1938 to 1963 exceed the obligations for payments required 
to be made to sugar producers by $527,392,139 and this excess over 
program costs is expected to exceed $566,471,133 through fiscal 1965. 

In order to assure adequate supplies of domestic sugar and the rela¬ 
tion to the extremely limited supply throughout the world, agricultural 
restrictions were not applicable to either the 1963 or 1964 crop years. 
As a result, domestic producers have increased the production of 
sugar. The 1963 production of sugar is estimated at about 830,000 
tons higher than 1964 and present indications are that the 1964 crop 
will continue at that, level. 

AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

1964 appropriations_$215, 000, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 225, 000, 000 
House bill_ 225,000,000 
Committee recommendation_ 225, 000, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +10,000,000 
Estimates, 1965__ _ 
House bill_ _ 

The committee recommends an appropriation of $225 million to 
finance the payments under the 1964 agricultural conservation pro¬ 
gram authorized a year ago. The appropriation recommended is the 
amount requested in the budget estimate and carried in the House bill 
and is an increase of $10 million over the amount appropriated in 
fiscal 1964. 

The committee recommends an advance authorization of $220 
million exclusive of administration, for the 1965 program authoriza¬ 
tion. This is the amount of authorization carried in the House bill, 
and is an increase of $100 million over the program authorization 
requested in the budget estimate and is the same amount, exclusive 
of administration, as was authorized for the 1964 program. 
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CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM 

1964 appropriations_ $294, 000, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 1 194, 000, 000 
House bill_ 194, 000, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 194, 000, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ —100,000,000 
Estimates, 1965_ _ 
House bill_ _ 

' Revised estimate in S. Doe. 85 reduced the estimate by $4,000,000. 

An appropriation of $194 million is recommended for payments on 
outstanding conservation reserve contracts. This is the amount 
requested in the revised estimate (S. Doc. 85), the amount carried in 
the House bill and a reduction of $100 million under the appropriation 
for fiscal 1964. This decrease is due to the reduction in the number of 
contracts still in force. Contract payments under this program will 
continue until fiscal 1973. 

CROPLAND CONVERSION PROGRAM 

1964 appropriations_ $11, 350, 000 
1965 budget estimates_1 20, 000, 000 
House bill_ 7, 200, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 20, 000, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +8, 650, 000 
Estimates, 1965_ _ 
House bill_+ 12, 800, 000 

1 Includes 1964 supplemental of $10,000,000 transmitted in S. Doc. 83 for the 1964 program expenses. 

The cropland conversion program was authorized in the Food and 
Agriculture Act of 1962, under which the Secretary of Agriculture 
was authorized to carry out a pilot land-use adjustment program with 
an annual limitation of not to exceed $10 million. The committee 
recommends an appropriation of $20 million of which $10 million is 
recommended as requested in Senate Document 83 for the expenses 
of the 1964 program and $10 million is recommended for expenses of 
the 1965 program. The appropriation recommended is to finance all 
costs of these programs for these two crop year programs, and is an 
increase of $8,650,000 over the appropriations for 1964, an increase 
of $12,800,000 over the amount carried in the House bill and the full 
amount of the budget estimate, including Senate Document 83 which 
was not considered by the House in connection with the expenses of 
the 1964 program. 

EMERGENCY CONSERVATION MEASURES 

1964 appropriations_ $4, 000, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 4, 000, 000 
House bill_ 
Committee recommendation_ 4, 000, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ 
Estimates, 1965_ 
House bill_ +4, 000, 000 

An appropriation of $4 million as requested in Senate Document 82 
is recommended for expenses in connection with conservation meas¬ 
ures. The amount recommended is the same amount as approved 
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in the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1964, and is $4 million over 
the amount carried in the House bill. 

The funds provided under this appropriation are to be utilized 
strictly in accordance with the criteria set forth in Public Law 85-58, 
which first authorized and provided for special funds to share the cost 
of emergency conservation measures to deal with cases of severe 
damage to farm and range lands resulting from natural disasters 
such as floods, hurricanes, drought, windstorms, tornadoes, and 
freeze. Funds are allocated for use only in those counties designated 
by the Secretary of Agriculture as disaster counties where new con¬ 
servation problems have been created which (1) if not treated, will 
impair or endanger the land, (2) materially affect the productive 
capacity of the land, (3) represent damage which is unusual in char¬ 
acter except for wind erosion, is not the type which would recur 
frequently in the same area, and (4) will be so costly to rehabilitate 
that Federal assistance is or will be required to return the land to 
productive agricultural use. 

Office of Rural Areas Development 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

1964 appropriations_ $120, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 124, 000 
House bill_ 124, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 124, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +4, 000 
Estimates, 1965__ 
House bill__ 

An appropriation of $124,000 is recommended for the Office of 
Rural Areas Development. This amount is the same as the budget 
estimate and the amount carried in the House bill, and $4,000 over 
fiscal 1964. The increase covers mandatory pay act and salary 
advancement costs during the coming fiscal year. 

Office of the Inspector General 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

1964 appropriations_$9, 712, 400 
1965 budget estimates_ 9, 874, 000 
House bib_ 9, 874, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 9, 874, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +161,600 
Estimates, 1965__ 
House bill__ 

The committee recommends an appropriation of $9,874,000 for the 
Office of the Inspector General, which handles internal audit, in¬ 
spection, and investigative activities within the Department. The 
Office is responsible to the Secretary for assuring that existing laws, 
policies, and programs of the Secretary are effectively complied with 
on every level of administration in accordance with the intent of 
Congress and the Secretary. This is $161,600 over fiscal 1964 and the 
same amount estimated in the budget for fiscal 1965 and carried in 
the House bill. The increase recommended by the committee goes to 
meet mandatory pay increase costs pursuant to Public Law 87-793. 



34 AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATIONS, 19 65 

Office of the General Counsel 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

1964 appropriations_ $3, 698, 500 
1965 budget estimates_ 3, 853, 000 
House bill_ 3, 784, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 3, S53, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +154,500 
Estimates, 1965__ 
House bill_ +69, 000 

An appropriation of $3,853,000 is recommended for the Office of 
the General Counsel. This Office conducts all of the legal work of 
the Department. This is an increase of $154,500 over fiscal 1964, 
and a restoration of $69,000 over the amount recommended in the 
House bill in order to provide the full amount for within-grade 
salary advancements. 

Office of Information 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

1964 appropriations_ $1, 634, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 1, 648, 000 
House bill_ 1, 648, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 1, 648, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964- +14, 000 
Estimates, 1965- - 
House bill_ _ 

The committee recommends an appropriation of $1,648,000 as 
requested in the 1965 budget estimate and provided in the House bill. 
This is an increase of $14,000 over 1964 to cover mandatoiy pay 
costs. 

National Agricultural Library 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

1964 appropriations_ $1, 326, 140 
1965 budget estimates_ 1 1, 547, 000 
House bill_ 1, 347, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 1, 547, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +220, 860 
Estimates, 1965_ _ 
House bill_ +200, 000 

1 S. Doc. 85 increased the original estimate by $200,000. 

An appropriation of $1,547,000 is recommended for salaries and 
expenses to operate the National Agricultural Library. This is the 
same amount recommended in the revised budget estimate. This is 
$220,860 above fiscal 1964 and $200,000 above the amount carried in 
the House bill. 

The revised estimate in Senate Document 85 requested $200,000 of 
additional funds to establish and maintain a pesticides information 
center in the library to support expanded research on pesticide 
residues. The pesticides information center would provide biweekly 
notification to scientists of new information in the field, specialized 
literature searches and essential bibliographic service. 

The budget request of $7 million for construction of a new library 
has been deferred in view of the fact that plans and specifications will 
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probably not be ready in time to begin construction during the 1965 
fiscal year. The committee supports the need for modern and adequate 
facilities for the National Agricultural Library and expects that the 
request will be renewed when accurate cost figures are available. 

Office of Management Services 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

1964 appropriations..-- $2, 541, 200 
1965 budget estimates_ 2, 482, 000 
House bill- 2, 482, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 2, 482, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964- —59, 200 
Estimates, 1965__ 
House bill_ _ 

The committee recommends an appropriation of $2,482,000 for the 
Office of Management Services. This is the same amount recom¬ 
mended in the budget estimate for 1965 and carried in the House bill. 
This amount is a reduction of $59,200 below fiscal 1964. 

General Administration 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

1964 appropriations_ $3, 223, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 3, 357, 000 
House bill_ 3, 530, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 3, 314, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +91, 000 
Estimates, 1965_ “43, 000 
House bill_ —216, 000 

Under this appropriation item are financed the expenses of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, his immediate staff and various staff offices, 
including the Office of Budget and Finance, Office of Plant and Opera¬ 
tions, Office of Personnel, Office of Management Appraisal and Sys¬ 
tems Development, Office of Hearing Examiners, the Judicial Officer, 
and the expenses of the National Advisory Commission. 

An appropriation of $3,314,000 is recommended for the expenses and 
activities of the offices and functions financed from this appropriation. 
The amount recommended represents an increase of $91,000 over the 
appropriation for 1964, and a reduction of $43,000 under the budget 
estimates, and is $216,000 under the amount recommended in the 
House bill. The increases over 1964 consist of $57,000 for increased 
pay act costs pursuant to Public Law 87-793, and $34,000 which 
was denied in the House bill for within-grade salary advancements. 
The committee has eliminated the increase of $250,000 added by the 
House over the budget estimate for a new program on pesticides. 

The committee concurs in the intent of the House action to see 
to it that the Secretary of Agriculture has the means to effectively 
and efficiently administer his responsibilities in connection with the 
acute problems related to pesticides, including coordination within 
the Department and coordination and cooperation with other depart¬ 
ments. 

The committee is advised that the respective major departments 
concerned with pesticides, their use and regulation; namely, the 
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Department of Agriculture, Department of Interior, and the Depart¬ 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, have developed a formal 
working agreement on their respective responsibilities and have 
provided for better interagency cooperation. It is the belief of the 
committee that the formal interagency agreement will not by itself 
achieve the objective of better cooperation and coordination. 

The committee believes that there must be a free exchange and flow 
of information and actual cooperation among and between respon¬ 
sible technicians as well as among heads of departments in the admin¬ 
istration of laws and programs affecting this vitally important matter 
affecting the welfare of every citizen. The committee has included 
in the bill the full budget request of $29 million included in Senate 
Document 85 to accelerate various programs of the Department in 
connection with pesticides. It is the belief of the committee that 
adequate funds for this coordination purpose are provided in the vari¬ 
ous parts of the bill without need to establish a special staff and, 
appropriation for this specific purpose. 

TITLE II—CREDIT AGENCIES 

Rural Electrification Administration 

The Rural Electrification Administration is responsible for making 
loans for rural electrification and for the administration of the rural 
telephone program. Both of these programs have benefited the rural 
as well as the urban segments of our national economy. The electrifi¬ 
cation of farms and the bringing of electricity to rural areas has 
resulted in our rural population receiving many of the same advantages 
that people living in the city have long enjoyed. 

Last year the committee report directed the Administrator of the 
Rural Electrification Administration and the Secretary of Agriculture 
to carry out certain procedures in connection with generation and 
transmission loans and loans made under section V of the Rural 
Electrification Act. It is the belief of the committee that the Adminis¬ 
trator has responded to these committee directives and the committee 
is hopeful that the Administrator will see to it that these directives 
are carried out in the current fiscal year. 

LOAN AUTHORIZATION FOR ELECTRIFICATION LOANS 

1964 appropriations_ ($425, 000, 000) 
1965 budget estimates_ (365, 000, 000) 
House bill_ (365, 000, 000) 
Committee recommendation__ (365, 000, 000) 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ (—60,000,000) 
Estimates, 1965_ _ 
House bill_ _ 

For new loan authorizations for the electrification program, the 
committee recommends $365 million of new loan authorization as 
requested in the budget, of which $90 million is placed in the contin¬ 
gency reserve as recommended in the House bill. In addition to the 
new loan authorization there is available almost $25 million carryover 
authorization from fiscal 1964. 
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LOAN AUTHORIZATION FOR TELEPHONE LOANS 

1964 appropriations_ ($70,000,000) 
1965 budget estimate_ (63,000,000) 
House bill- (70,000,000) 
Committee recommendation_ (70,000,000) 
Comparison with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ _ 
Estimates, 1965___ ( + 7,000,000) 
House bill_ _ 

For the telephone loan program the committee recommends $70 
million, the same as the amount carried in the House bill, together 
with a reserve of $7 million for this program. This amount of authori¬ 
zation, together with the carryover of $23,300,000 will make a total 
authorization of $93,300,000 available to meet the requirements under 
the telephone loan program. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

) 1964 appropriations_ $11, 149, 000 
' 1965 budget estimates_ 11,428,000 

House bill_ 11, 641, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 11, 428, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +279,000 
Estimates, 1965_ _ 
House bill_ —213, 000 

For the administrative expenses of the Rural Electrification Ad¬ 
ministration the committee recommends an appropriation of $11,- 
428,000 as recommended in the budget estimate. This is the amount 
requested in the budget estimate and is an increase of $279,000 over 
1964 and is $213,000 under the amount carried in the House bill. 
The increase over 1964 includes $242,000 for mandatory pay act 
costs and $37,000 for increased engineering activities in connection 
with the electrification program. The committee expects the power 
surveys conducted in connection with the consideration and approval 
of generation and transmission loans to be limited to the purpose and 
be limited to the general directions contained in the committee report 
last year. 

Farmers Home Administration 

DIRECT LOAN ACCOUNT 

1964 appropriations_ 
1965 budget estimates_ 
House bill_ 
Committee recommendation 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ 
Estimates, 1965_ 
House bill_ 

($360, 000, 000) 
(325, 000, 000) 
(360, 000, 000) 
(360, 000, 000) 

(-) 
( + 35, 000, 000) 
(-) 

Under the direct loan account authorized for the Farmers Home 
Administration as a part of the consolidated Farmers Home Admini¬ 
stration Act of 1961, an authorization of $360 million is recommended 
for real estate and farm operating loans. This is the same amount 
as was authorized for fiscal 1964 and carried in the House bill for 1965. 

The budget estimate for 1965 proposed a reduction of $35 million in 
farmownership loans. In view of the evidence for increased demand 
rather than diminishing demand for loans for this purpose the com- 
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mittee has continued the authorization for farmownership loans at 
$45 million as carried heretofore and approved in the House bill rather 
than to reduce this to $10 million as recommended in the budget for 
fiscal 1965. 

The committee has also continued the $50 million contingency 
reserve in the bill as has been carried heretofore to assist in the ex¬ 
peditious and orderly administration of the conduct of loan programs. 

RURAL RENEWAL 

1964 appropriations_ $1, 200, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 2, 190, 000 
House bill__._ 1, 200, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 1, 200, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_:____ 
Estimates, 1965_ —990, 000 
House bill_ _ 

The rural renewal program was authorized in the Food and Agri¬ 
culture Act of 1962 under section 102. Under this program technical < 
assistance is provided to locally initiated and sponsored demonstration 
projects for rural renewal development projects related to conservation 
and land utilization. This is a pilot program, and the committee 
recommends an appropriation of $1,200,000, the amount provided 
for fiscal 1964, the amount carried in the House bill, and $990,000, 
under the budget estimate for 1965. 

RURAL HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY REVOLVING FUND 

1964 appropriations_ $3, 500, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 5, 000, 000 
House bill_ 3, 500, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 5, 000, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +1, 500, 000 
Estimates, 1965__ 
House bill_ +1,500,000 

The rural housing for the elderly revolving fund was established 
pursuant to the Senior Citizens Housing Act approved September 28, 
1962. Under this authorization loans are made to finance loans by 
private nonprofit corporations and consumer cooperatives in order to \ 

provide modest rental housing and related facilities for elderly persons 
of low or moderate income in rural areas. 

The committee recommends an appropriation of $5 million for fiscal 
1965. This is an increase of $1,500,000 over the appropriation for 
1964 and over the amount carried in the House bill. The amount 
recommended is the same as requested in the budget estimate for 1965 
and the committee believes that it is needed to meet anticipated 
demand for additional loans under this program during fiscal 1965. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

1964 appropriations_$38, 043, 900 
1965 budget estimates_ 40, 184, 000 
House bill_ 39, 544, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 39, 794, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964,_'_ +1, 750, 100 
Estimates, 1965_ —390, 000 
House bill_ +250, 000 
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The Farmers Home Administration conducts a number of lending 
programs which have been assigned to it by recent changes in legisla¬ 
tion as well as to conduct its traditional and vitally important lend¬ 
ing programs concerned with farm operating loans and real estate 
loans. The volume of loans has increased in recent years both as a 
result of the new legislation and because of increased demand. The 
committee recommends an appropriation of $39,794,000 for the ad¬ 
ministrative expenses of the agency for fiscal 1965. The amount 
recommended is an increase of $1,750,000 over the appropriation for 
1964 and is $390,000 under the budget estimate for 1965. The 
amount recommended represents $1 million for increased pay act 
costs as requested in the estimate and carried in the House bill together 
with an increase of $250,000 over the amount carried in the House bill 
for expenses necessary to strengthen the servicing of direct and insured 
loans. The total increase for these administrative expense purposes 
over 1964, including the amount carried in the House bill is $750,100. 

The committee has stricken from the bill, as requested by the 
Department, a provision to finance administrative expenses from 
loan authorizations. The committee concurs in the intent of the 
House to encourage the agency wherever possible to utilize temporary 
personnel. It believes that all administrative expenses should be 
appropriated for or by the limitation in the transfer from the agri¬ 
cultural credit insurance fund. 

The committee has also provided $2,250,000 to be transferred from 
the agricultural credit insurance fund for administrative expenses. 
This is an increase of $250,000 over the amount carried in the House 
bill and is $1,200,000 over the amount available from this fund for 
fiscal 1965, but is $250,000 under the budget request for admini¬ 
strative expenses from this fund. 

TITLE III—CORPORATIONS 

Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE AND OPERATING EXPENSES 

1964 appropriations_ $6, 944, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 6, 942, 000 
House bill_ 6, 942, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 6, 942, 000 

The committee recommends a total of $10,580,000 for administrative 
expenses by appropriation and by operating expenses payable from 
premium income as authorized under the Federal Crop Insurance 
Corporation Act. The committee concurs in the action of the House 
which represents a reduction in the estimate of $11,000 and an increase 
of $131,000 over 1964. The increases over 1964 are represented by 
$103,000 for mandatory pay act costs in fiscal 1965 and $2S,000 to 
cover increased rental costs in Washington. 
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Commodity Credit Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT FOR NET REALIZED LOSSES 

1964 appropriations_ $2, 699, 400, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 1, 724, 000, 000 
House bill_ 1, 724, 000, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 1, 574, 000, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ —1, 125, 400, 000 
Estimates, 1965___ —150, 000, 000 
House bill_ -150, 000, 000 

The committee recommends an appropriation of $1,574 million to 
partially reimburse the Commodity Credit Corporation for net realized 
losses incurred in fiscal 1963 for price support, export, supply, and 
related programs. The amount recommended is $1,125,400,000 
below the 1964 appropriation, $150 million under the 1965 budget 
estimate and the amount carried in the House bill. The net realized 
losses for fiscal 1963 were $2,654,853,000 but the budget estimate did 
not request a full reimbursement of realized loss. 

The total amount required to provide the necessary operating or 
borrowing authority required by the Commodity Credit Corporation 
to conduct authorized programs is financed from several appropriation 
sources and the availability total borrowing authority to meet all 
requirements is dependent upon a number of factors such as volume 
of agricultural production, prices, sales and losses which cannot be 
accurately forecast in advance: 

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSE LIMITATION 

1964 appropriations_ ($41, 650, 000) 
1965 budget estimates_ (37, 351, 000) 
House bill_ (37, 351, 000) 
Committee recommendation_ (37, 351, 000) 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ (—4,299,000) 
Estimates, 1965_ _ 
House bill__ 

The committee recommends an administrative expense limitation of 
$37,351,000 for expenses of the Commodity Credit Corporation. 
This is the amount requested in the budget estimate and carried in 
the House bill. The amount is $4,299,000 under the 1964 limitation 
and the reduction is due primarily to a $2,220,985 decrease in expenses 
of administering programs and a $2,425,000 transfer item reflecting 
the amounts included in separate appropriations for the Office of 
Inspector General and the Office of Management Service. 

The attention of the committee was called to the announced intent 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation to impose a mandatory 
micronaire reading as a part of the classing of cotton in connection 
with the price-support loan program. This significant change in re¬ 
quirements had not been brought to the attention of the committee 
in course of the regular hearings. In a special hearing the committee 
was advised that the decision had been made to require the micro¬ 
naire reading in connection with loans on cotton beginning this year. 
The committee was advised of the potential merits of the micronaire 
reading, and also was advised that it was not mandatory under the 
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regular cotton classing standards which are promulgated pursuant to 
law. 

The committee has inserted a provision in the bill precluding the 
proposed mandatory use of the micronaire reading as a part of cotton 
classing during the current fiscal year. The committee believes that 
if the micronaire reading is essential to cotton classing it should be 
promulgated as a part of the regular classing standards. 

Public Law 480 

SALES FOR FOREIGN CURRENCIES 

1964 appropriations--- $1, 452, 000, 000 
1965 budget estimates- 1, 893, 000, 000 
House bill- 1, 612, 000, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 1, 737, 000, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +285, 000, 000 
Estimates, 1965._    -156,000,000 
House bill_ +125,000,000 

Under title I—to finance expenses of sales of agricultural commod¬ 
ities for foreign currencies—the committee recommends an appro¬ 
priation of $1,737 million. The amount recommended is $285 million 
over the appropriation for fiscal 1965, $156 million below the budget 
estimates, and $125 million over the House bill. The committee has 
partially restored the budget estimate of $1,893 million. The pro¬ 
gram authorization sets the maximum amount of agreements in 
any one calendar year for which reimbursement appropriations will 
be required to be made to finance necessary costs. 

Emergency Famine Relief 
1964 appropriations_$215, 451, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 1 220, 453, 000 
House bid_ 220, 453, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 220, 453, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +5, 002, 000 
Estimates, 1965_ _ 
House bill__ 

1 S. Doc. 85 reduced the original estimate by $43,547,000. 

Under title I!—-the costs for emergency famine relief—an appropria¬ 
tion of $220,453,000 is recommended. This is $5,002,000 over the 
196-rr appropriation, and the same amount recommended in the revised 
budget estimate and carried in the House bill. 

Long-Term Supply Contracts 

1964 appropriations_ $52, 515, 000 
1965 budget estimates_ 1 55, 000, 000 
House bill_ 55, 000, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 35, 000, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ —17,515,000 
Estimates, 1965_ —20, 000, 000 
House bill_ —20, 000, 000 

1 S. Doc. 85 reduced the original estimate by $3,000,000. 
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Under title IV—long-term supply contracts—an appropriation of 
$35 million is recommended. This is $17,515,000 under the 1964 
appropriation, and $20 million under the revised budget estimate and 
the House bill. The committee believes that the recommended 
amount will be adequate to carry out the program in fiscal 1965. 

International Wheat Agreement 

1964 appropriations_ $86, 218, 000 
1965 budget estimates___ 31, 838, 000 
House bill_ 31, 838, 000 
Committee recommendation_ 31, 838, 000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ —54,380, 000 
Estimates, 1965__ 
House bill_ _ 

The committee recommends an appropriation of $31,838,000 for 
expenses of the International Wheat Agreement Act. 

This is $54,380,000 below the 1964 appropriation, and the same 
amount recommended in the budget estimate and carried in the House 
bill. The amount approved includes $31,659,000 for prior year 
unreimbursed costs and $179,000 for estimated 1965 costs. 

BARTERED MATERIALS FOR SUPPLEMENTAL STOCKPILE 

1964 appropriations_ $82,860,000 
1965 budget estimates_ 120,000,000 
House bill_ 82,860,000 
Committee recommendation_ 102,860,000 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964_ +20,000,000 
Estimates, 1965_ —17,140,000 
House bill_ +20,000,000 

An appropriation of $102,S60,000 is recommended for costs to the 
Commodity Credit Corporation of commodities exchanged for strate¬ 
gic and other materials which are transferred to the supplemental 
stockpile. This program was authorized under title II of the Agri¬ 
cultural Act of 1956. The amount recommended is $20 million over 
the amount in the 1964 appropriation, $17,140,000 under the 1965 
budget estimates, and $20 million over the House bill. Within the 
recommended amount is $39 million for unrecovered 1964 costs, 
making $63,860,000 available for estimated costs in fiscal 1965. 
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TITLE IV—RELATED AGENCIES 

Farm Credit Administration 

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

1964 appropriations- ($2, 785, 000) 
1965 budget estimates_ (2, 876, 000) 
House bill- (2, 876, 000) 
Committee recommendation_ (2, 876, 000) 
Comparisons with: 

Appropriation, 1964- ( + 91,000) 
Estimates, 1965_ _ 
House bill__ 

The Farm Credit Administration is a supervisory agency established 
to provide the banks and associations of the farm credit system with 
centralized and coordinated supervision and examination and related 
services deemed essential to the operation of the system, and its 
progress toward becoming wholly farmer owned. 

The committee recommends an administrative expense limitation of 
$2,876,000 for the operation of the Farm Credit Administration. This 
is the amount of the budget estimate and the amount approved by the 
House. The increase of $91,000 over fiscal 1964 is necessary to meet 
the additional mandatory pay costs and lump-sum leave payments 
which cannot be absorbed due to the small size of this organization. 

TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS—SECTION 507 

A year ago the committee, in its report accompanying the agri¬ 
cultural appropriation bill, directed the Department to withhold from 
use the portions for any increased activity applicable to the period 
from July 1 to the date of enactment of the Appropriation Act. In 
this bill the committee has recommended the inclusion of a new section 
(sec. 507) for the purpose of making it clear that increases over last 
year for increased activities of the Department represent the amount 
for such purposes on a full year basis. It is expected that the con¬ 
tinuation in fiscal 1966 of amounts recommended in this bill and 
agreed to would be at the same funding level as recommended in 
the bill. 

The intent of the provision is to assure that when such increased 
funds become available, whether under the joint resolution making 
continuing appropriations for 1965 or the regular appropriation Act 
the increases will not be used to conduct the activity at a rate higher 
than the amount provided for a full year. Under this provision 
the Department would be required to withhold from use the portion 
of any increase for salaries and related operating expenses which would 
build an activity up to an annual level greater than intended in this 
bill. 
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Calendar No. 1275 
88tii CONGRESS 

2d Session H. R. 11202 
[Report No. 1331] 

IN THE SENATE 0E THE UNITED STATES 

May 21 (legislative day, March 30), 1964 

Read twice and referred to the Committee on Appropriations 

August 7,1964 

Reported by Mr. Holland, with amendments 

[Omit the part struck through and insert the part printed in italic] 

AN ACT 
Making appropriations for the Department of Agriculture and 

related agencies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, 

and for other purposes. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa- 

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 That the following sums are appropriated, out of any money 

4 in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the Depart- 

5 ment of Agriculture and related agencies for the fiscal 

6 year ending June 30, 1965, and for other purposes; namely: 

II 
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DEPARTMENT OE AGRICULTURE 

TITLE I—GENERAL ACTIVITIES 

Agricultural Research Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Eor expenses necessary to perform agricultural research 

relating to production, utilization, marketing, nutrition and 

consumer use, to control and eradicate pests and plant and 

animal diseases, and to perform related inspection, quarantine 

and regulatory work, and meat inspection: Provided, That 

appropriations hereunder shall be available for field employ¬ 

ment pursuant to the second sentence of section 706 (a) of 

the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed 

$75,000 shall be available for employment under section 15 

of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a) : Provided 

further, That appropriations hereunder shall be available for 

the operation and maintenance of aircraft and the purchase of 

not to exceed two for replacement only: Provided further, 

That appropriations hereunder shall be available pursuant to 

title 5, United States Code, section 565a, for the construction, 

alteration, and repair of buildings and improvements, but 

unless otherwise provided, the cost of constructing any one 

building (except headhouses connecting greenhouses) shall 

not exceed $20,000, except for Rve six buildings to be con¬ 

structed or improved at a cost not to exceed $45,000 
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each, and the cost of altering any one building during the 

fiscal year shall not exceed $7,500 or 7.5 per centum of the 

cost of the building, whichever is greater: Provided further, 

That the limitations on alterations contained in this Act 

shall not apply to a total of $100,000 for facilities at 

Beltsville, Maryland: 

Research: Tor research and demonstrations on the pro¬ 

duction and utilization of agricultural products; agricultural 

marketing and distribution, not otherwise provided for; home 

economics or nutrition and consumer use of agricultural and 

associated products; and related research and services; and 

for acquisition of land by donation, exchange, or purchase at 

a nominal cost not to exceed $100, $-97t656,-009 $115,316,- 

000, plus the following amounts, to remain avadable until 

expended, for the planning, construction, alteration, and 

equipping of research facilities: $1,000,000 for crops research 

facilities at Fort Collins, Colorado; $850,000 for facilities at 

the Agricultural Research Center, Beltsville, Maryland; 

$800,000 for a stored-product insects laboratory, Savannah, 

Georgia; $260,000 for plans for a livestock insects and toxi¬ 

cology laboratory, College Station, Texas; $338,000 for plans 

for a plant disease, nematode, and insect laboratory, Belts¬ 

ville, Maryland; $160,000 for plans for an insect attractants 

and stored-product insects laboratory, Gainesville, Florida; 



4 

1 $1,600,000 for a peanut research laboratory, at Dawson, 

2 Georgia, on a site acquired by donation, and: Provided, 

3 That research investigations undertaken at the national 

4 peanut quality evaluation laboratory must be truly na- 

5 tional in scope and must give equivalent treatment to the 

6 different types of peanuts produced, and marketed in the 

1 major peanut producing areas; and $240,000 for plans 

8 for a Western cotton insects and physiology laboratory, 

9 Tempe, Arizona; a cotton disease laboratory, College Station, 

10 Texas; a cotton physiology laboratory, Stoneville, Mississippi; 

11 pilot cotton ginning facilities at Stoneville, Mississippi, and 

12 Mesilla Park, New Mexico; and facilities in the High Plains 

13 region in Texas for cotton ginning and storage research; in 

14 all, $120,564,000: Provided further, That the limitations 

15 contained herein shall not apply to replacement of buildings 

16 needed to carry out the Act of April 24, 1948 (21 U.S.C. 

17 113(a)); 

18 Plant and animal disease and pest control: For oper- 

19 ations and measures, not otherwise provided for, to control 

20 and eradicate pests and plant and animal diseases and for 

21 carrying out assigned inspection, quarantine, and regulatory 

22 activities, as authorized by law, including expenses pursuant 

23 to the Act of February 28, 1947, as amended (21 U.S.C. 

24 114b-c), $€#,255,000 $69,036,400, of which $1,500,000 
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shall be apportioned for use pursuant to section 3679 of the 

Revised Statutes, as amended, for the control of outbreaks of 

insects and plant diseases to the extent necessary to meet 

emergency conditions: Provided, That no funds shall be used 

to formulate or administer a brucellosis eradication program 

for the current fiscal year that does not require minimum 

matching by any State of at least 40 per centum: Provided 

further, That no funds in excess of $250,000 shall be avail¬ 

able for carrying out the screw-worm eradication program 

that does not require minimum matching by State or local 

sources of at least 50 per centum of the expenses of produc¬ 

tion, irradiation, and release of the screw-worm flies: Pro¬ 

vided further, That, in addition, in emergencies which 

threaten the livestock or poultry industries of the country, 

the Secretary may transfer from other appropriations or funds 

available to the agencies or corporations of the Department 

such sums as he may deem necessary, to be available only 

in such emergencies for the arrest and eradication of foot- 

and-mouth disease, rinderpest, contagious pleuropneumonia, 

or other contagious or infectious diseases of animals, or Euro¬ 

pean fowl pest and similar diseases in poultry, and for ex¬ 

penses in accordance with the Act of February 28, 1947, 

as amended, and any unexpended balances of funds trans¬ 

ferred under this head in the next preceding fiscal year shall 

be merged with such transferred amounts; 
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Meat inspection: For carrying out the provisions of 

laws relating to Federal inspection of meat, and meat-food 

products, and the applicable provisions of the laws relating 

to process or renovated butter, $30-,-454-,000 $30,837,000; 

Special fund: To provide for additional labor to be em¬ 

ployed under contracts and cooperative agreements to 

strengthen the work at research installations in the field, 

not more than $1,000,000 of the amount appropriated under 

this head for the previous fiscal year may be used by the 

Administrator of the Agricultural Research Service in de¬ 

partmental research programs in the current fiscal year, 

the amount so used to be transferred to and merged with 

the appropriation otherwise available under “Salaries and 

expenses, Research”. 

Salaries and Expenses (Special Foreign Currency 

Program) 

For 'payments in foreign currencies which accrue under 

title 1 of the Agricultural Trade Development and Assist¬ 

ance Act of 1954, as amended (7 U.S'.C. 1704), for mar¬ 

ket development research authorized by section 104(a) and 

for agricultural and forestry research and other functions 

related thereto authorized by section 104(k) of the Agri¬ 

cultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954, 

as amended (7 TJ.S.C. 1704(a)(7)), to remain available 

until expended, $4,000,000: Provided, That this appropria- 
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tion shall he available in addition to other appropriations 

for these purposes, for payments in the foregoing currencies: 

Provided further, That funds appropriated herein shall be 

used for payments in such foreign currencies as the Depart¬ 

ment determines are needed, and can be used, most, effectively 

to carry out the purposes of this paragraph, and such foreign 

currencies shall, pursuant to the provisions of section 104 

(a), be set aside for scde to the Department before foreign 

currencies which accrue under said title 7 are made available 

for other United States uses: Provided further, That not 

to exceed $25,000 for this appropriation shall, be available 

for payments in foreign currencies for expenses of employ¬ 

ment pursuant to the second sentence of section 706(a) of 

the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), as amended by 

section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a). 

Forest Service 

FOREST PROTECTION AND UTILIZATION 

For an additional amount for ‘Forest, protection and, 

utilization ’, for Forest research, $2,750,000, of which 

$900,000 for Forest research construction shall remain avail¬ 

able until expended. 

Coopeeative State Beseaech Service 

PAYMENTS AND EXPENSES 

For payments to agricultural experiment stations, for 

grants for cooperative forestry research, for basic scientific 
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research, and for facilities, and for other expenses, including 

$40,86-3,000 $45,113,000 to carry into effect the provisions 

of the Hatch Act, approved March 2, 1887, as amended by 

the Act approved August 11, 1955 (7 U.S.C. 361a—361i), 

including administration by the United States Department 

of Agriculture; $14500,600 $1,550,000 for grants for co¬ 

operative forestry research under the Act approved Octo¬ 

ber 10, 1962 (16 U.S.C. 582a-582a-7); $2,000,000 in 

addition to funds otherwise available, for grants for support 

of basic scientific research under the Act approved Septem¬ 

ber 6, 1958 (42 U.S.C. 1891-1893); $3,242,000 for 

grants for facilities under the Act approved July 22, 1963 

(77 Stat. 90) ; $310,000 for penalty mail costs of agricultural 

experiment stations under section 6 of the Hatch Act of 

1887, as amended; and $267,000 for necessary expenses of 

the Cooperative State Research Service, including adminis¬ 

tration of payments to State agricultural experiment stations, 

funds for employment pursuant to the second sentence of 

section 706 (a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), 

and not to exceed $30,000 for employment under section 15 

of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a) ; in all, $43,- 

440,000 $52,482,000. 
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Extension Service 

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION WORK, PAYMENTS AND 

EXPENSES 

Payments to States and Puerto Eico: For payments 

for cooperative agricultural extension work under the Smith- 

Lever Act, as amended by the Act of June 26, 1953, the 

Act of August 11, 1955, and the Act of October 5, 1962 (7 

U.S.C. 341-349), $65A-25,000 $70,530,000; and pay¬ 

ments and contracts for such work under section 204(b)- 

205 of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 

1623-1624), $1,570,000; in all, $6-7,295,000 $72,100,000: 

Provided, That funds hereby appropriated pursuant to sec¬ 

tion 3 (c) of the Act of June 26, 1953, shall not be paid to 

any State or Puerto Eico prior to availability of an equal 

sum from non-Federal sources for expenditure during the 

current fiscal year. 

Eetirement and Employees’ Compensation costs for ex¬ 

tension agents: Eor cost of employer’s share of Federal 

retirement and for reimbursement for benefits paid from the 

Employees’ Compensation Fund for cooperative extension 

employees, $7,410,000 $7,510,000. 

H.E. 11202-2 
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Penalty mail: For costs of penalty mail for cooperative 

extension agents and State extension directors, $3,113,000. 

Federal Extension Service: For administration of the 

Smith-Lever Act, as amended by the Act of June 26, 

1953, the Act of August 11, 1955, and the Act of October 5, 

1962 (7 U.S.C. 341-349), and extension aspects of the 

Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-1627), 

and to coordinate and provide program leadership for the 

extension work of the Department and the several States 

and insular possessions, $2-,454-,000 $2,551,000. 

Farmer Cooperative Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to carry out the Act of July 2, 

1926 (7 U.S.C. 451-457), and for conducting research 

relating to the economic and marketing aspects of farmer 

cooperatives, as authorized by the Agricultural Marketing 

Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-1627), $1,082,000 $1,- 

102,000. 

Soil Conservation Service 

CONSERVATION OPERATIONS 

For necessary expenses for carrying out the provisions of 

the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-590f), includ¬ 

ing preparation of conservation plans and establishment of 

measures to conserve soil and water (including farm irriga¬ 

tion and land drainage and such special measures as may be 
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necessary to prevent floods and the siltation of reservoirs) ; 

operation of conservation nurseries; classification and map¬ 

ping of soil; dissemination of information; purchase and erec¬ 

tion or alteration of permanent buildings; and operation and 

maintenance of aircraft, $100,511,000: Provided, That the 

cost of any permanent building purchased, erected, or as 

improved, exclusive of the cost of constructing a water 

supply or sanitary system and connecting the same to any 

such building and with the exception of buildings acquired in 

conjunction with land being purchased for other purposes, 

shall not exceed $2,500, except for one building to he con¬ 

structed at a cost not to exceed $25,000 and eight build¬ 

ings to he constructed or improved at a cost not to exceed 

$15,000 per building and except that alterations or im¬ 

provements to other existing permanent buildings cost¬ 

ing $2,500 or more may he made in any fiscal year in an 

amount not to exceed $500 per building: Provided further, 

That no part of this appropriation shall he available for the 

construction of any such building on land not owned by the 

Government: Provided further, That no part of this appro¬ 

priation may be expended for soil and water conservation 

operations under the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 

590a-590f), in demonstration projects: Provided further, 

That this appropriation shall he available for field employ¬ 

ment pursuant to the second sentence of section 706(a) of 
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the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed 

$5,000 shall be available for employment under section 15 

of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a) : Prodded 

further, That qualified local engineers may be temporarily 

employed at per diem rates to perform the technical planning 

work of the service. 

WATERSHED rLANHIHH 

For necessary 

tions and planning, 

expended. 

Iav ctmo 11 
1U1 ollltll L 

b to remain available until 

WATERSHED PROTECTION 

-For necessary expenses to conduet river basin surveys 

and investigations, and research and to earry out preventive 

measuresy including,■ but net limited tcy engineering opera¬ 

tions, methods of cultivation, the growing of vegetation, and 

changes in use of land, in accordance with the Watershed 

Protection and Flood Prevention Aety approved August 4y 

1954, as amended -(40 FFbOb 1001- 1098fy and the provi¬ 

sions of the Aet of April 97y 49-3-5 (4-6 F-.-S4A 590a f), 

to remain available until expended} $60y324,000, with 

whieh shall be merged the unexpended balances of funds 

heretofore appropriated or transferred to the Department 

for watershed protection purposes: Prodded, That this ap¬ 

propriation shall be available for field employment pursuant 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

13 

to the second sentence of section of the Organic Act 

of 4044 -{5 U.S.C. 574)-; and not to exceed $100,000 shah 

be available for employment under section 45 of the Act of 

tst 1916 -(-5 -U-;8tG. 55a) : Provided further, That 

not to exceed $17000,000, together with the nnobfigated 

balance of fends pre-vfonsly appropriated for loans and 

oil Q 11 liA O y*yi 1 O K1 O f/ tv Oil rf^l1 
v a|/LlluUj oil(111 Uv u > clllclU1 v 1U1 oltv.ll 

WATERSHED PROTECTION 

For necessary expenses to conduct surveys, investiga¬ 

tions, and research and to carry out preventive measures, 

including, hut not limited to, engineering operations, meth¬ 

ods of cultivation, the growing of vegetation, and changes 

in use of land, in accordance with the Watershed Protec¬ 

tion and Flood Prevention Act, approved August 4, 1954, 

as amended (16 U.S.C. 1001-1008) and the provisions of 

the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-f), to remain 

available until expended, $65,848,000, with which shall he 

merged the unexpended balances of funds heretofore appro¬ 

priated or transferred to the Department for watershed pro¬ 

tection purposes: Provided, That this appropriation shall he 

available for field employment pursuant to the second sentence 

of section 706 {a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 

574), and not to exceed $100,000 shall he available for 

employment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 

(5 U.S.C. 55a): Provided further, That not to exceed 
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1 $5,000,000 together with the unobligated balance of fuiids 

2 previously appropriated for loans and related expense, shall 

3 be available for such purposes. 

4 FLOOD PREVENTION 

5 For necessary expenses, in accordance with the Flood 

6 Control Act, approved June 22, 1936 (33 U.S.C. 701-709, 

l 16 U.S.C. 1006a), as amended and supplemented, and in 

8 accordance with the provisions of laws relating to the activ- 

9 ities of the Department, to perform works of improvement, 

10 including funds for field employment pursuant to the second 

11 sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 

12 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed $100,000 for employ- 

13 ment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 

14 U.S.C. 55a), to remain available until expended; 

15 $25,423,000 $22,656,000, with which shall he merged the 

16 unexpended balances of funds heretofore appropriated or 

17 transferred to the Department for flood prevention pur- 

18 poses: Provided, That no part of such funds shall be used for 

19 the purchase of lands in the Yazoo and Little Tallahatchie 

20 watersheds without specific approval of the county hoard of 

21 supervisors of the county in which such lands are situated: 

22 Provided further, That not to exceed $1,000,000, together 

23 with the unobligated balance of funds previously appro- 

24 priated for loans and related expense, shall be available for 

25 such purposes. 
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GREAT PLAINS CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry into effect a program of 

conservation in tlie Great Plains area, pursuant to section 

16(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 

Act, as added by the Act of August 7, 1956 (16 U.S.C. 

59Op), $11,176,000 $14,744,000, to remain available until 

expended. 

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

For necessary expenses in planning and carrying out 

projects for resource conservation and development, and for 

sound land use, pursuant to the provisions of section 32 (e) 

of title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as 

amended (7 U.S.C. 1011; 76 Stat. 607), and the provisions 

of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-f), 

$-1,496,000 $2,044,000, to remain available until expended: 

Provided, That not to exceed $500,000 of such amount shall 

he available for loans and related expenses under subtitle A 

of the Consolidated Farmers Home Administration Act of 

1961, as amended: Provided further, That this appropriation 
j>r 

shall he available for field employment pursuant to the second 

sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 

U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed $50,000 shall be available 

for employment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 

1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a). 
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Economic Research Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Economic Research Serv¬ 

ice in conducting economic research and service relating to 

agricultural production, marketing, and distribution, as au¬ 

thorized by the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 

U.S.C. 1621-1627), and other laws, including economics 

of marketing; analyses relating to farm prices, income and 

population, and demand for farm products, use of resources 

in agriculture, adjustments, costs and returns in farming, and 

farm finance; and for analyses of supply and demand for 

farm products in foreign countries and their effect on pros¬ 

pects for United States exports, progress in economic de¬ 

velopment and its relation to sales of farm products, assembly 

and analysis of agricultural trade statistics and analysis of 

international financial and monetary programs and policies 

as they affect the competitive position of United States farm 

products; $-9,-476,000 $10,576,000: Provided, That not less 

than $350,000 of the funds contained in this appropriation 

shall be available to continue to gather statistics and conduct 

a special study on the price spread between the farmer and 

consumer: Provided further, That this appropriation shall 

be available for employment pursuant to the second sentence 

of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 

574), and not to exceed $75,000 shall be available for ein- 
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ployment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 

(5 U.S.C. 55a) : Provided further, That not less than 

$145,000 of the funds contained in this appropriation shall 

be available for analysis of statistics and related facts on 

foreign production and full and complete information on 

methods used by other countries to move farm commodities 

in world trade on a competitive basis. 

Statistical Reporting Service 

salaries and expenses 

For necessary expenses of the Statistical Reporting- 

Service in conducting statistical reporting and service work, 

including crop and livestock estimates, statistical coordination 

and improvements, and marketing surveys, as authorized by 

the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.O. 1621- 

1627) and other laws, $ 14,-10-hQOQ $11,892,000: Pro¬ 

vided, That no part of the funds herein appropriated shall 

be available for any expense incident to publishing estimates 

of apple production for other than the commercial crop. 

Agricultural Marketing Service 

marketing services 

For expenses necessary to carry on services related to 

agricultural marketing and distribution as authorized by the 

Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 TJ.S.C. 1621-1627) 

H.R. 11202-3 
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and other laws, including the administration of marketing 

regulatory acts connected therewith and for adminstration 

and coordination of payments to States; and this appro¬ 

priation shall be available for field employment pursuant 

to section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 

574), and not to exceed $25,000 shall be available for em¬ 

ployment at rates not to exceed $75 per diem under section 

15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a), in car¬ 

rying out section 201 (a) to 201 (d), inclusive, of title II of 

the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1291) 

and section 203 (j) of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 

1946; $697389,000 $39,590,125. 

PAYMENTS TO STATES AND POSSESSIONS 

For payments to departments of agriculture, bureaus and 

departments of markets, and similar agencies for marketing 

activities under section 204(h) of the Agricultural Market¬ 

ing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1623(b)), $1,500,000. 

SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry out the Special Milk 

Program, as authorized by the Act of August 8, 1961 (7 

U.S.C. 1446, note), $99,831,000 $106,000,000He he de¬ 

rived by transfer from funds available under section 3-2 of 

the Aet of August 24j 4-933 -fT- UAh-Gr 642-f . 
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SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry out the provisions of 

the National School Lunch Act, as amended (42 U.S.O. 

1751-1760, $146,400,000: Provided, That no part of 

this appropriation shall be used for nonfood assistance under 

section 5 of said Act: Provided further, That $45,000,000 

shall he transferred to this appropriation from funds avail¬ 

able under section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935, for 

purchase and distribution of agricultural commodities and 

other foods pursuant to section 6 of the National School 

Lunch Act. 

REMOVAL OF SURPLUS AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES 

(SECTION 3 2) 

No funds available under section 32 of the Act of 

August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.O. 612c) shall be used for any 

purpose other than commodity program expenses as author¬ 

ized therein, and other related operating expenses, except 

for (1) transfers to the Department of the Interior as 

authorized by the Fish and Wildlife Act of August 8, 1956, 

(2) transfers otherwise provided in this Act, (3) not more 

than $2,924,000 for formulation and administration of mar¬ 

keting agreements and orders pursuant to the Agricultural 

Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, and the 
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Agricultural Act of 1961, (4) not more than $4-5T000,-009 

$35,000,000 for expenses for the Pilot Food Stamp Program 

and (5) not in excess of $25j0Q0^)09 $11,000,000 to he 

used to increase domestic consumption of farm commodities 

pursuant to authority contained in Public Law 88-250, the 

Department of Agriculture and Eelated Agencies Appro¬ 

priation Act, 1964r-ef winch amount $2,009,000 shad re¬ 

main available until expended for construction^ alteration 

and modification of research facilities. 

Foreign Agricultural Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for the Foreign Agricultural 

Service, including carrying out title VI of the Agricultural 

Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1761-1768), market development 

activities abroad, and for enabling the Secretary to coordinate 

and integrate activities of the Department in connection 

with foreign agricultural work, including not to exceed 

$35,000 for representation allowances and for expenses pur¬ 

suant to section 8 of the Act approved August 3, 1956 (7 

U.S.C. 1766), $48,-7-90,000 $20,488,000: Provided, That 

not less than $255,000 of the funds contained in this appro¬ 

priation shall be available to obtain statistics and related 

facts on foreign production and full and complete information 

on methods used by other countries to move farm com¬ 

modities in world trade on a competitive basis: Provided 
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further, That, in addition, not to exceed $3,117,000 of the 

funds appropriated by section 32 of the Act of August 24, 

1935, as amended (7 U.S.C. 612c), shall be merged with 

this appropriation and shall he available for all expenses 

of the Foreign Agricultural Service. 

Commodity Exchange Authority 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to carry into effect the pro¬ 

visions of the Commodity Exchange Act, as amended (7 

U.S.C. 1-17a), $4-400,000 $1,119,000. 

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation 

Service 

EXPENSES, AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND 

CONSERVATION SERVICE 

For necessary administrative expenses of the Agricultural 

Stabilization and Conservation Service, including expenses 

to formulate and carry out programs authorized by title III 

of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended (7 

U.S.C. 1301-1393) ; Sugar Act of 1948, as amended (7 

U.S.C. 1101-1161) ; sections 7 to 15, 16 (a), 16(d), 16 (e), 

16 (f), and 17 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot¬ 

ment Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 590g-590q; 7 U.S.C. 

1010-1011) as added by section 132 of the Act of August 8, 

1961; subtitles B and C of the Soil Bank Act (7 U.S.C. 

1831-1837, 1802-1814, and 1816) ; and laws pertaining 
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\ to the Commodity Credit Corporation, $105,602,000: Pro- 

2 vided, That, in addition, not to exceed $87,508,000 may he 

3 transferred to and merged with this appropriation from the 

4 Commodity Credit Corporation fund (including not to exceed 

5 $35,668,000 under the limitation on Commodity Credit 

6 Corporation administrative expenses) : Provided further, 

7 That other funds made available to Agricultural Stabilization 

8 and Conservation Service for authorized activities may be 

9 advanced to and merged with this appropriation: Provided 

10 further, That no part of the funds appropriated or made 

11 available under this Act shall be used, (1) to influence the 

12 vote in any referendum; (2) to influence agricultural legis- 

13 lation, except as permitted in 18 U.S.G. 1913; or (3) for 

14 salaries or other expenses of members of county and com- 

15 munity committees established pursuant to section 8(b) of 

16 the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as 

17 amended, for engaging in any activities other than advisory 

18 and supervisory duties and delegated program function pre- 

19 scribed in administrative regulations. 

20 SUGAR ACT PROGRAM 

21 Tor necessary expenses to carry into effect the pro- 

22 visions of the Sugar Act of 1948 (7 U.S.C. 1101-1161), 

23 $86,400,000 $92,300,000, to remain available until June 30 

24 of the next succeeding fiscal year. 
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AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry into effect the program 

authorized in sections 7 to 15, 16 (a), and 17 of the Soil 

Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, approved Feb¬ 

ruary 29, 1936, as amended (16 U.S.C. 590g-590(o), 

590p(a), and 590q), including not to exceed $6,000 for 

the preparation and display of exhibits, including such dis¬ 

plays at State, interstate, and international fairs within 

the United States, $225,000,000, to remain available 

until December 31 of the next succeeding fiscal year 

for compliance with the programs of soil-building and soil- 

and water-conserving practices authorized under this head 

in the Department of Agriculture and Related Agencies 

Appropriation Acts, 1963 and 1964, carried out during the 

period July 1, 1962, to December 31, 1964, inclusive: 

Provided, That none of the funds herein appropriated shall 

be used to pay the salaries or expenses of any regional in¬ 

formation employees or any State information employees, but 

this shall not preclude the answering of inquiries or supply¬ 

ing of information at the county level to individual farmers: 

Provided further, That no portion of the funds for the current 

year’s program may he utilized to provide financial or techni¬ 

cal assistance for drainage on wetlands now designated as 

Wetland Types 3 (ITT), 4 (IV), and 5 (V) in United States 
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Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service Circu¬ 

lar 39, Wetlands of the United States, 1956: Provided fur¬ 

ther, That necessary amounts shall be available for adminis¬ 

trative expenses in connection with the formulation and ad¬ 

ministration of the 1965 program of soil-building and soil- 

and water-conserving practices, including related wildlife 

conserving practices, under the Act of February 29, 1936, as 

amended (amounting to $220,000,000, excluding adminis¬ 

tration, except that no participant shall receive more than 

$2,500, except where the participants from two or more 

farms or ranches join to carry out approved practices designed 

to conserve or improve the agricultural resources of the com¬ 

munity) : Provided further, That not to exceed 5 per centum 

of the allocation for the current year’s agricultural conserva¬ 

tion program for any county may, on the recommendation 

of such county committee and approval of the State com¬ 

mittee, be withheld and allotted to the Soil Conservation 

Service for services of its technicians in formulating and 

carrying out the agricultural conservation program in the 

participating counties, and shall not be utilized by the Soil 

Conservation Service for any purpose other than technical 

and other assistance in such counties, and in addition, on the 

recommendation of such county committee and approval of 

the State committee, not to exceed 1 per centum may be 

made available to any other Federal, State, or local public 
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agency for the same purpose and under the same conditions: 

Provided further, That for the current year’s program $2,- 

500,000 shall be available for technical assistance in formu¬ 

lating and carrying out agricultural conservation practices: 

Provided, further, That such amounts shall be available for 

the purchase of seeds, fertilizers, lime, trees, or any other 

farming material, or any soil-terracing services, and making 

grants thereof to agricultural producers to aid them in carry¬ 

ing out farming practices approved by the Secretary under 

programs provided for herein: Provided further, That no 

part of any funds available to the Department, or any bureau, 

office, corporation, or other agency constituting a part of 

such Department, shall be used in the current fiscal year for 

the payment of salary or travel expenses of any person who 

has been convicted of violating the Act entitled “An Act to 

prevent pernicious political activities”, approved August 2, 

1939, as amended, or who has been found in accordance with 

the provisions of title 18, United States Code, section 1913, 

to have violated or attempted to violate such section which 

prohibits the use of Federal appropriations for the payment 

of personal services or other expenses designed to influence 

in any manner a Member of Congress to favor or oppose any 

legislation or appropriation by Congress except upon request 

of any Member or through the proper official channels. 
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CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry out a conservation 

reserve program as authorized by subtitles B and C of the 

Soil Bank Act (7 U.S.C. 1831-1837, 1802-1814, and 

1816), and to carry out liquidation activities for the acreage 

reserve program, to remain available until expended, 

$194,000,000, with which may be merged the unexpended 

balances of funds heretofore appropriated for soil bank pro¬ 

grams: Provided, That no part of these funds shall be paid 

on any contract which is illegal under the law due to the 

division of lands for the purpose of evading limits on annual 

payments to participants. 

CROPLAND CONVERSION PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to promote the conservation and 

economic use of land pursuant to the provisions of section 

16(e) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 

Act (16 U.S.C. 590h, 590p), as amended, $^O0t‘QQ6 

$20,000,000, to remain available until expended. 

Emergency Conservation Measures 

For emergency conservation measures, to be used for 

the same purposes and subject to the same conditions as 

funds appropriated under this head in the Third Supple- 
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mental Appropriation Act, 1057, to remain available until 

expended, $4,000,000, with which shall be merged the 

unexpended balances of funds heretofore appropriated for 

emergency conservation measures. 

Office of Rural Areas Development 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise provided for, of 

the Office of Rural Areas Development in providing leader¬ 

ship, coordination, liaison, and related services in the rural 

areas development activities of the Department, $124,000: 

Provided, That this appropriation shall be available for field 

employment pursuant to the second sentence of section 706 

(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not 

to exceed $3,000 shall be available for employment under 

section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a). 

Office of the Inspector General 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the Inspector 

General, including employment pursuant to the second sen¬ 

tence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 

U.S.C. 574), $9,874,000. 
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1 Office of the General Counsel 

2 SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

3 For necessary expenses, including payment of fees or 

4 dues for the use of law libraries by attorneys in the field 

5 service, $3 ,£81,000 $3,853,000. 

6 Office of Information 

7 SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

8 For necessary expenses of the Office of Information for 

9 the dissemination of agricultural information and the co- 

10 ordination of informational work and programs authorized 

11 by Congress in the Department, $1,648,000, of which 

12 total appropriation not to exceed $537,000 may be used 

13 for farmers’ bulletins, which shall be adapted to the interests 

14 of the people of the different sections of the country, an 

15 equal proportion of four-fifths of which shall be available to 

1® be delivered to or sent out under the addressed franks fur- 

17 nished by the Senators, Representatives, and Delegates in 

1® Congress, as they shall direct (7 U.S.C. 417), and not less 

than two hundred and thirty-two thousand two hundred and 

20 fifty copies for the use of the Senate and House of Repre- 

21 sentatives of part 2 of the annual report of the Secretary 

22 (known as the Yearbook of Agriculture) as authorized by 

22 section 73 of the Act of January 12, 1895 (44 U.S.C. 241) : 

24 Provided, That in the preparation of motion pictures or ex- 

25 hibits by the Department, this appropriation shall be avail- 
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able for employment pursuant to the second sentence of sec¬ 

tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), 

and not to exceed $10,000 shall be available for employment 

under section 15 of tbe Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 

55a). 

National Agricultural Library 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the National Agricultural 

Library, $1,-3477000 $1,547,000: Provided, That this ap¬ 

propriation shall be available for employment pursuant to tbe 

second sentence of section 706 (a) of the Organic Act of 

1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed $35,000 shall be 

available for employment under section 15 of the Act of 

August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a). 

Office of Management Services 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to enable the Office of Manage¬ 

ment Services to provide management support sendees to 

selected agencies and offices of the Department of Agricul¬ 

ture, $2,482,000. 

General Administration 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the Secretary 

of Agriculture and for general administration of the Depart¬ 

ment of Agriculture, including expenses of the National 
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Agricultural Advisory Commission; repairs and alterations; 

and other miscellaneous supplies and expenses not other¬ 

wise provided for and necessary for the practical and effi¬ 

cient work of the Department of Agriculture, $3-,5-30,000 

$3,314,000: Provided, That this appropriation shall he re- 

imhursed from applicable appropriations for travel expenses 

incident to the holding of hearings as required by the Admin¬ 

istrative Procedures Act (5 U.S.C. 1001) : Provided fur¬ 

ther, That not to exceed $2,500 of this amount shall be 

available for official reception and representation expenses, 

not otherwise provided for, as determined by the Secretary. 

TITLE II—CREDIT AGENCIES 

Rural Electrification Administration 

To carry into effect the provisions of the Rural Elec¬ 

trification Act of 1936, as amended (7 U.S.C. 901-924), 

as follows: 

Loan Authorizations 

Eor loans in accordance with said Act, and for carrying 

out the provisions of section 7 thereof, to be borrowed from 

the Secretary of the Treasury in accordance with the pro¬ 

visions of section 3 (a) of said Act, as follows: Rural elec¬ 

trification program, $365,000,000, of which $90,000,000 

shall be placed in reserve to be borrowed under the same 

terms and conditions to the extent that such amount is re¬ 

quired during the current fiscal year under the then existing 
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conditions for the expeditious and orderly development of 

the rural electrification program; and rural telephone pro¬ 

gram, $70,000,000, of which $7,000,000 shall be placed in 

reserve to be borrowed under the same terms and conditions 

to the extent that such amount is required during the current 

fiscal year under the then existing conditions for the expedi¬ 

tious and orderly development of the rural telephone 

program. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For administrative expenses, including not to exceed 

$500 for financial and credit reports, funds for employment 

pursuant to the second sentence of section 700(a) of the 

Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed 

$150,000 for employment under section 15 of the Act of 

August 2, 1940 (5 U.S.C. 55a), $44^44,090 $11,428,000. 

Farmers Home Administration 

DIRECT LOAN ACCOUNT 

Direct loans and advances under subtitles A and B, and 

advances under section 335 (a) for which funds are not other¬ 

wise available, of the Consolidated Farmers Home Adminis¬ 

tration Act of 1901 (7 U.S.C. 1921), as amended, may be 

made from funds available in the Farmers Home Adminis¬ 

tration direct loan account as follows: real estate loans, 

$00,000,000; and operating loans, $300,000,000, of which 

$50,000,000 shall be placed in reserve to be used only to 
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1 the extent required during current fiscal year under the then 

2 existing conditions for the expeditious and orderly conduct 

3 of the loan program. 

4 BUBAL EENEWAL 

5 For necessary expenses, including administrative ex- 

6 penses, in carrying out rural renewal activities under section 

7 32 (e) of title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, 

8 as amended $1,200,000, to remain available until expended. 

9 BUBAL HOUSING FOB THE ELDEELY EEVOLVING FUND 

40 For loans pursuant to section 515 (a) of the Housing 

41 Act of 1949, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1485), including ad- 

42 vances pursuant to section 335 (a) of the Consolidated 

43 Farmers Home Administration Act of 1961 (7 U.S.C. 

14 1985) in connection with security for such loans, $3,500,- 

15 000 $5,000,000. 

16 SAL ABIES AND EXPENSES 

17 For necessary expenses of the Farmers Home Adminis- 

18 istration, not otherwise provided for, in administering the 

19 programs authorized by the Consolidated Farmers Home 

20 Administration Act of 1961 (7 U.S.C. 1921), as amended, 

21 title V of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended (42 U.S.C. 

22 1471-1484), and the Rural Rehabilitation Corporation 
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Trust Liquidation Act, approved May 3, 1950 (40 U.S.O. 

440-444) ; $39^511,000 $39,794,000, together with not 

more than $2^000,000 $2,250,000 of the charges collected 

in connection with the insurance of loans as authorized by 

section 309 (e) of the Consolidated Fanners Home Adminis¬ 

tration Act of 1961, as amended, and section 514(b) (3) 

of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended : Provided, That7 in 

addition, not to ex-eecd $-500,000 of the funds available for 

the various programs administered hy this Agoney may he 

transferred to this appropriation for temporary held em¬ 

ployment pursuant to the sceond sentence of section 706 (a) 

of the Qrganie Act of -1-941 -{5 U.S.G; 571) to meet unusual 

or heavy workload increases. 

TITLE III—CORPORATIONS 

The following corporations and agencies are hereby 

authorized to make such expenditures, within the limits of 

funds and borrowing authority available to each such cor¬ 

poration or agency and in accord with law, and to make 

such contracts and commitments without regard to fiscal 

year limitations as provided by section 104 of the Govern¬ 

ment Corporation Control Act, as amended, as may be 

necessary in carrying out the programs set forth in the 
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1 budget for the current fiscal year for such corporation or 

2 agency, except as hereinafter provided: 

3 Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 

4 ADMINISTRATIVE AND OPERATING EXPENSES 

5 For administrative and operating expenses, $6,942,000. 

6 FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION FUND 

7 Not to exceed $3,638,000 of administrative and oper- 

8 ating expenses may be paid from premium income. 

9 Commodity Credit Corporation 

10 reimbursement for net realized losses 

11 To partially reimburse the Commodity Credit Corpora- 

12 tion for net realized losses sustained during the fiscal year 

13 ending June 30, 1963, pursuant to the Act of August 17, 

14 1961 (15 U.S.C. 713a-ll, 713a-12), llA^hOOOJlOO 

15 $1,574,000,000. 

16 limitation on administrative expenses 

17 Nothing in this Act shall be so construed as to prevent 

18 the Commodity Credit Corporation from carrying out any ac- 

19 tivity or any program authorized by law: Provided, That 

20 not to exceed $37,351,000 shall be available for administra- 

21 live expenses of the Corporation: Provided further, That 

22 $945,000 of this authorization shall be available only to 

23 expand and strengthen the sales program of the Corporation 

24 pursuant to authority contained in the Corporation’s charter: 

25 Provided further, That not less than 7 per centum of this 
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authorization shall he placed in reserve to be apportioned 

pursuant to section 3679 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, 

for use only in such amounts and at such times as may become 

necessary to carry out program operations: Provided further, 

That all necessary expenses (including legal and special 

services performed on a contract or fee basis, but not includ¬ 

ing other personal services) in connection with the acquisi¬ 

tion, operation, maintenance, improvement, or disposition 

of any real or personal property belonging to the Corporation 

or in which it has an interest, including expenses of collec¬ 

tions of pledged collateral, shall be considered as nonadminis- 

trative expenses for the purposes hereof: Provided further, 

That no part of the administrative funds authorized under 

this head or of the capital funds of the Commodity Credit 

Corporation shall he available to formidate or administer a 

cotton loan program during fiscal year 1965 which requires 

that micronaire readings shall he mandatory as a part of the 

cotton classing in connection with cotton loans. 

Public Law 480 

For expenses during fiscal year 1965, not otherwise 

recoverable, and unrecovered prior years’ costs, includ¬ 

ing interest thereon, under the Agricultural Trade Develop¬ 

ment and Assistance Act of 1954, as amended (7 U.S.C. 

1701-1709, 1721-1724, 1731-1736), to remain available 

until expended, as follows: (1) Sale of surplus agricultural 
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commodities for foreign currencies pursuant to title I of said 

Act, $1,612,000^000 $1,737,000,000; (2) commodities dis¬ 

posed of for emergency famine relief to friendly peoples 

pursuant to title II of said Act, $220,453,000; and (3) 

long-term supply contracts pursuant to title IV of said Act, 

fd^rOOOjQOO $35,000,000. 

International Wheat Agreement 

For expenses during fiscal year 1965 and unrecovered 

prior years’ costs, including interest tlieron, under the Inter¬ 

national Wheat Agreement Act of 1949, as amended (7 

U.S.C. 1641-1642), $31,838,000, to remain available until 

expended. 

Bartered Materials for Supplemental Stockpile 

For expenses during fiscal year 1965 and unrecovered 

prior years’ costs related to strategic and other materials 

acquired as a result of barter or exchange of agricultural 

commodities or products and transferred to the supplemental 

stockpile pursuant to Public Law 540, Eighty-fourth Con¬ 

gress (7 U.S.C. 1856), $8^860^000 $102,860,000, to 

remain available until expended. 

TITLE IV—BELATED AGENCIES 

Farm Credit Administration 

Limitation on Administrative Expenses 

Not to exceed $2,876,000 (from assessments collected 

from farm credit agencies) shall be obligated during the cur¬ 

rent fiscal year for administrative expenses. 
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TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 501. Within the unit limit of cost fixed hy law, 

appropriations and authorizations made for the Department 

under this Act shall be available for the purchase, in addition 

to those specifically provided for, of not to exceed four hun¬ 

dred and seventy two seventy-jour passenger motor vehicles, 

of which four hundred and fifty-two shall he for replacement 

only, and for the hire of such vehicles. 

Sec. 502. Provisions of law prohibiting or restricting 

the employment of aliens shall not apply to employment 

under the appropriation for the Foreign Agricultural Service. 

Sec. 503. Funds available to the Department of Agri¬ 

culture shall he available for uniforms or allowances therefor 

as authorized by the Act of September 1, 1954, as amended 

(5 U.S.O. 2131). 

Sec. 504. No part of the funds appropriated by this Act 

shall he used for the payment of any officer or employee of 

the Department who, as such officer or employee, or on 

behalf of the Department or any division, commission, or 

bureau thereof, issues, or causes to be issued, any prediction, 

oral or written, or forecast, except as to damage threatened 

or caused by insects and pests, with respect to future prices 

of cotton or the trend of same. 

Sec. 505. Except to provide materials required in or 

incident to research or experimental work where no suitable 
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domestic product is available, no part of the funds appro¬ 

priated by this Act shall be expended in the purchase of 

twine manufactured from commodities or materials pro¬ 

duced outside of the United States. 

Sec. 506. Not less than $1,500,000 of the appropria¬ 

tions of the Department for research and service work author¬ 

ized by the Acts of August 14, 1946, July 28, 1954, and 

September 6, 1958 (7 U.S.C. 427, 1621-1629; 42 U.S.O. 

1891-1893), shall be available for contracting in accordance 

with said Acts. 

Sec. 507. No part of any increase provided in this Act 

above the 1904 appropriation for any project or activity 

shall be used to build up such project or activity to an annual 

rate greater than the level provided in this Act. 

This Act may be cited as the “Department of Agricul¬ 

ture and Delated Agencies Appropriation Act, 1965”. 

Passed the House of Representatives May 20, 1964. 

Attest: RALPH R. ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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.SENATE - August 8 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1965. Passed as reported this bill, H R. 
11202. Conferees were appointed, pp. 18090-114 

FOREIGN AID. Continued debate on H. R, 11380, the foreign-aid authorization 
bill. NRejected, 25 to 34, an amendment by Sen. Thurmond that would t)//e 
banned discrimination in U.S. aid programs. pp„ 18115-23 

BEEF EXPORTS^ Sen. McGee inserted an editorial praising USDA efforts to in¬ 
crease beef exports and an article including data on USDA beefyfmrchases 
during the first week of July. pp. 18080-1 

STRIP MINING. Sen. \Lausche called for a study of "the advene impact that 
surface strip mining has on wildlife, fish, life, veget;at/on, the general 
water supply, and thK general economy of the communities which are plagued 
with this problem. p\l8077 

ALASKA. Agreed to the conference report on S. 2881 ./the Alaska relief bill. 
This bill will now be sentN^o the President, p. Jroll4 

PERSONNEL. Concurred in the House amendments te S. 1833, to authorize Govern¬ 
ment agencies to provide quarters, householdvrurniture, and equipment, 
utilities, subsistence, and laundry servic^/o U. S. civilian officers and 
employees. This bill will now be sent to/he President, p. 18080 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATION Bl^i/ 1965. Passed as reported, 64 to 0, 
this bill, H. R. 11369. pp. 18082-90, 

ISE - i^kgust 8 

24. POVERTY. Passed S. 2642 after sj^bstituting thfe^ language of H. R. 11377, 
previously passed by a 226-184/vote. pp. 18039-63 

25. RECLAMATION. The Interior and Insular Affairs Committee reported with amendment 
H. R. 3279, to authorize Ime Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, 
and maintain the Dixie oroject, Utah (H. Rept. 1725) A. p. 18074 

26. TARIFF. The Ways and Cleans Committee reported without anWdment H. R. 12253, 
to correct certain jrcrors in the U. S. tariff schedules (H^ Rept. 1728). 
p. 18074 

27. LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM. Rep, Albert announced that on Mon. the Ho\^se will con¬ 
sider sendin^/l. R. 1839, meat import bill, to conference; and chat on Tues. 
and the balance of the week, the House will consider sending S. 1U07, the 
Pacific N^thwest electric consumer guarantee, to conference; H. R\5673, 
steel container labeling; H. R. 1803, Ozark National Scenic Riverwayfe, Mo.; 
H. R. y?175, the housing bill; S. 1664, establishing an Administrative 
ferenoZ of the U.S., will be considered, pp. 18064-5 

Con- 

ITEMS IN APPENDIX 

28. a6eA REDEVELOPMENT. Extension of remarks of Rep. Blatnik inserting ARA’s 
answer to GAO's report that it overstated its estimate of the number of jobs 
that would be created under the accelerated public works program, p. A4171 
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29. POVERTY. Extension of remarks of Rep. Foreman criticizing the poverty bill, 
p. A4173 

Extension of remarks of Rep. Toll favoring the poverty bill. pp. A4192- 

IEAT PROGRM. Extension of remarks of Rep. Nelsen inserting a letter from 
a\ farmer complaining about the price he received for his wheat when he/sold 
it\>n the free market, and an analysis of the recently announced program 
for\965. pp. A4182-3 

31. MEAT IMPORTS. Extension of remarks of Rep. Teague, Tex., inserting an Austra¬ 
lian newspaper article on the beef import situation which was.pdnt to one of 
his constituents by a rancher in Australia who Stated, "Freei^^n was working 
for us, not'for the country he represents.” p. A4192 

32, FOREIGN AGRICULTURE. Extension of remarks of Rep. Powell/fcaying tribute to 
the Ivory Coast op the fourth anniversary of its independence mentioning its 
agricultural achievements, p. A4191 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

33. TRADE. H. R. 12286, by Rep. Barrett, to amend tjae Trade Expansion Act of 
1962; to Ways and Means Committee. 

34. POVERTY. H. R. 12288, by Rep\ Glenn, to establish a National Human Resources 
Development Commission; to Education and/Labor Committee 

35. ROADS AND TRAILS. H. R. 12289, by\Rep/Jensen, and H. R. 12290, by Rep. Kyi, 
to establish the Lewis and Clark Tr^il Commission; to Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee. 

36. PUBLIC LAW 480. H. R. 12298, by/Rep, Pohge, to extend the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act'of 1954; to Agriculture Committee. 

BILL APPROVED BY THE PRESIDENT 

37. CONTAINERS. H. R. 6413, yto permit the sale in Ds. C. of milk and ice cream an' 
other frozen dairy products in smaller container^ than now permitted. Apprc 
ed August 7, 1964 (Public Law 88-405). 

0 

COMMITTEE HEARING Al 10: 
Public Law 480 amendments, H, Agriculture (exec). 

oOo 



88tii CONGRESS 
2d Session 11202 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

August 8,1964 

Ordered to be printed with the amendments of the Senate numbered 

AN ACT 
Making appropriations for the Department of Agriculture and 

related agencies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, 

and for other purposes. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa- 

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 That the following sums are appropriated, out of any money 

4 in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the Depart- 

5 ment of Agriculture and related agencies for the fiscal 

6 year ending June 30, 1965, and for other purposes; namely: 

I 



2 

1 DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

2 TITLE I—GENERAL ACTIVITIES 

3 Agricultural Research Service 

4 SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

5 Eor expenses necessary to perform agricultural research 

6 relating to production, utilization, marketing, nutrition and 

7 consumer use, to control and eradicate pests and plant and 

8 animal diseases, and to perform related inspection, quarantine 

9 and regulatory work, and meat inspection: Provided, That 

10 appropriations hereunder shall be available for field employ- 

11 ment pursuant to the second sentence of section 706 (a) of 

12 the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed 

13 $75,000 shall be available for employment under section 15 

14 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a) : Provided 

15 further, That appropriations hereunder shall be available for 

10 the operation and maintenance of aircraft and the purchase of 

11 not to exceed two for replacement only: Provided further, 

18 That appropriations hereunder shall be available pursuant to 

19 title 5, United States Code, section 565a, for the construction, 

20 alteration, and repair of buildings and improvements, but 

21 unless otherwise provided, the cost of constructing any one 

22 building (except headhouses connecting greenhouses) shall 

23 not exceed $20,000, except for (l)hv e six buildings to be con- 

24 structed or improved at a cost not to exceed $45,000 

25 each, and the cost of altering any one building during the 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

3 

fiscal year shall not exceed $7,500 or 7.5 per centum of the 

cost of the building, whichever is greater: Provided further, 

That the limitations on alterations contained in this Act 

shall not apply to a total of $100,000 for facilities at 

Beltsville, Maryland: 

Research: For research and demonstrations on the pro¬ 

duction and utilization of agricultural products; agricultural 

marketing and distribution, not otherwise provided for; home 

economics or nutrition and consumer use of agricultural and 

associated products; and related research and services; and 

for acquisition of land by donation, exchange, or purchase at 

a nominal cost not to exceed $100, (2)107,050,000 $115,- 

316,000, plus the following amounts, to remain available 

until expended, for the planning, construction, alteration, and 

equipping of research facilities: $1,000,000 for crops research 

facilities at Fort Collins, Colorado; $850,000 for facilities at 

the Agricultural Pesearch Center, Beltsville, Maryland; 

$800,000 for a stored-product insects laboratory, Savannah, 

Georgia; $260,000 for plans for a livestock insects and toxi¬ 

cology laboratory, College Station, Texas; $338,000 for plans 

for a plant disease, nematode, and insect laboratory, Belts¬ 

ville, Maryland; $160,000 for plans for an insect attractants 

and stored-product insects laboratory, Gainesville, Florida; 

$1,600,000 for a peanut research laboratory, at Dawson, 

Georgia, on a site acquired by donation, and: Provided, 
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That research investigations undertaken at the national 

peanut quality evaluation laboratory must be truly na¬ 

tional in scope and must give equivalent treatment to the 

different types of peanuts produced and marketed in the 

major peanut producing areas; and $240,000 for plans 

for a Western cotton insects and physiology laboratory, 

Tempe, Arizona; a cotton disease laboratory, College Station, 

Texas; a cotton physiology laboratory, Stoneville, Mississippi; 

pilot cotton ginning facilities at Stoneville, Mississippi, and 

Mesilla Park, New Mexico; and facilities in the High Plains 

region in Texas for cotton ginning and storage research; in 

all, $120,564,000: Provided (3'^further, That the limita¬ 

tions contained herein shall not apply to replacement of 

buildings needed to carry out the Act of April 24, 1948 (21 

U.S.C. 113(a) ) ; 

Plant and animal disease and pest control: For oper¬ 

ations and measures, not otherwise provided for, to control 

and eradicate pests and plant and animal diseases and for 

carrying out assigned inspection, quarantine, and regulatory 

activities, as authorized by law, including expenses pursuant 

to the Act of February 28, 1947, as amended (21 U.S.C. 

114b-c), (4)$65,255,000 $69,036,400, of which $1,500,- 

000 shall be apportioned for use pursuant to section 3679 of 

the Revised Statutes, as amended, for the control of outbreaks 

of insects and plant diseases to the extent necessary to meet 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

rr 
4 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

5 

emergency conditions: Provided, That no funds shall be used 

to formulate or administer a brucellosis eradication program 

for the current fiscal year that does not require minimum 

matching by any State of at least 40 per centum: Provided 

further, That no funds in excess of $250,000 shall he avail¬ 

able for carrying out the screw-worm eradication program 

that does not require minimum matching by State or local 

sources of at least 50 per centum of the expenses of produc¬ 

tion, irradiation, and release of the screw-worm flies: Pro¬ 

vided. further, That, in addition, in emergencies which 

threaten the livestock or poultry industries of the country, 

the Secretary may transfer from other appropriations or funds 

available to the agencies or corporations of the Department 

such sums as he may deem necessary, to be available only 

in such emergencies for the arrest and eradication of foot- 

and-mouth disease, rinderpest, contagious pleuropneumonia, 

or other contagious or infectious diseases of animals, or Euro¬ 

pean fowl pest and similar diseases in poultry, and for ex¬ 

penses in accordance with the Act of February 28, 1947, 

as amended, and any unexpended balances of funds trans¬ 

ferred under this head in the next preceding fiscal year shall 

be merged with such transferred amounts; 

Meat inspection: For carrying out the provisions of 

laws relating to Federal inspection of meat, and meat-food 

products, and the applicable provisions of the laws relating 
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1 to process or renovated butter, (5)$30/15d-7000 $30,837,- 

2 000; 

3 Special fund: To provide for additional labor to be em- 

4 ployed under contracts and cooperative agreements to 

5 strengthen the work at research installations in the field, 

6 not more than $1,000,000 of the amount appropriated under 

7 this head for the previous fiscal year may be used b}^ the 

8 Administrator of the Agricultural Research Service in de- 

9 partmental research programs in the current fiscal year, 

10 the amount so used to be transferred to and merged with 

11 the appropriation otherwise available under “Salaries and 

12 expenses, Research”. 

13 (Jo)Salaries and Expenses (Special Foreign 

14 Currency Program) 

15 ]A0r 'payments in foreign currencies which accrue under 

10 title I of the Agricultural Trade Development and Assist- 

17 ance Act of 1954, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1704), for mar- 

18 ket development research authorized by section 104(a) and 

19 for agricultural and forestry research and other functions 

20 related thereto authorized by section 104(h) of the Agri- 

21 cultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954, 

22 as amended (7 U.S.C. 1704(a) (k)), to remain available 
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until expended, $4,000,000: Provided, That this appropria¬ 

tion shall he available in addition to other appropriations 

for these purposes, for payments in the foregoing currencies: 

Provided further, That funds appropriated herein shall he 

used for payments in such foreign currencies as the Depart¬ 

ment determines are needed, and can he used most effectively 

to carry out the purposes of this paragraph, and such foreign 

currencies shall, pursuant to the provisions of section 104 

(a), he set aside for sale to the Department before foreign 

currencies which accrue under said title I are made available 

for other United States uses: Provided further, That not 

to exceed $25,000 for this appropriation shall he available 

for payments in foreign currencies for expenses of employ¬ 

ment pursuant to the second sentence of section 706(a) of 

the Organic Act of 1044 (5 U.S.C. 574), as amended by 

section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a). 

(lyFoREST Service 

FOREST PROTECTION AND UTILIZATION 

For an additional amount for “Forest protection and 

utilization”, for Forest research, $2,750,000, of which 

$900,000 for Forest research construction shall remain avail¬ 

able until expended. 
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Cooperative State Research Service 

PAYMENTS AND EXPENSES 

For payments to agricultural experiment stations, for 

grants for cooperative forestry research, (8'ifor basic scientific 

research, and for facilities, and for other expenses, including 

(9)$40,803d-)00 $45,113,000 to carry into effect the provi¬ 

sions of the Hatch Act, approved March 2, 1887, as amended 

by the Act approved August 11, 1955 (7 U.S.C. 361a- 

361 i), including administration by the United States Depart¬ 

ment of Agriculture; (10)$1,000,060 $1,550,000 for grants 

for cooperative forestry research under the Act approved 

October 10, 1962 (16 U.S.C. 582a-582a-7) (11); $2,000,- 

000 in addition to funds otherwise available, for grants for 

support, of basic scientific research under the Act approved 

September 6,1958 (42 U.S.C. 1891-1893); $3,242,000 for 

grants for facilities under the Act approved July 22, 1963 

(77 Stat. 90) ; $310,000 for penalty mail costs of agricultural 

experiment stations under section 6 of the Hatch Act of 

1887, as amended; and $267,000 for necessary expenses of 

the Cooperative State Research Service, including adminis¬ 

tration of payments to State agricultural experiment stations, 

funds for employment pursuant to the second sentence of 

section 706 (a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), 

and not to exceed $30,000 for employment under section 15 

of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a) ; in all, 

(12)$42t449t000 $52,482,000. 
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Extension Service 

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION WORK, PAYMENTS AND 

EXPENSES 

Payments to States and Puerto Rico: For payments 

for cooperative agricultural extension work under the Smith- 

Lever Act, as amended by the Act of June 26, 1953, the 

Act of August 11, 1955, and the Act of October 5, 1962 (7 

U.S.C. 341-349), (13)$65-,-7-25,000 $70,530,000; and pay¬ 

ments and contracts for such work under section 204(b)- 

205 of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 

1623-1624), $1,570,000; in all, (14) fOT^qOOO $72,- 

100,000: Provided, That funds hereby appropriated pursu¬ 

ant to section 3 (c) of the Act of June 26, 1953, shall not be 

paid to any State or Puerto Rico prior to availability of an 

equal sum from non-Eederal sources for expenditure during 

the current fiscal year. 

Retirement and Employees’ Compensation costs for ex¬ 

tension agents: Eor cost of employer’s share of Federal 

retirement and for reimbursement for benefits paid from the 

Employees’ Compensation Fund for cooperative extension 

employees, (15) ST-t-JOyOOO $7,510,000. 

Penalty mail: Eor costs of penalty mail for cooperative 

extension agents and State extension directors, $3,113,000. 

Federal Extension Service: Eor administration of the 

Smith-Lever Act, as amended by the Act of June 26, 

H.R. 11202—-2 
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1953, the Act of August 11, 1955, and the Act of October 5, 

1962 (7 U.S.C. 341-349), and extension aspects of the 

Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-1627), 

and to coordinate and provide program leadership for the 

extension work of the Department and the several States 

and insular possessions, (16)i>2715-l-,000 $2,551,000. 

Farmer Cooperative Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to carry out the Act of July 2, 

1926 (7 U.S.C. 451-457), and for conducting research 

relating to the economic and marketing aspects of fanner 

cooperatives, as authorized by the Agricultural Marketing 

Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-1627), (17) $4TQ827OQO $lr 

102,000. 

Soil Conservation Service 

CONSERVATION OPERATIONS 

For necessary expenses for carrying out the provisions of 

the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-590f), includ¬ 

ing preparation of conservation plans and establishment of 

measures to conserve soil and water (including farm irriga¬ 

tion and land drainage and such special measures as may be 

necessary to prevent floods and the siltation of reservoirs) ; 

operation of conservation nurseries; classification and map¬ 

ping of soil; dissemination of information; purchase and erec¬ 

tion or alteration of permanent buildings; and operation and 
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maintenance of aircraft, $100,511,000: Provided, That the 

cost of any permanent building purchased, erected, or as 

improved, exclusive of the cost of constructing a water 

supply or sanitary system and connecting the same to any 

such building and with the exception of buildings acquired in 

conjunction with land being purchased for other purposes, 

shall not exceed $2,500, except for one building to he con¬ 

structed at a cost not to exceed $25,000 and eight build¬ 

ings to be constructed or improved at a cost not to exceed 

$15,000 per building and except that alterations or im¬ 

provements to other existing permanent buildings cost¬ 

ing $2,500 or more may be made in any fiscal year in an 

amount not to exceed $500 per building: Provided further, 

That no part of this appropriation shall be available for the 

construction of any such building on land not owned by the 

Government: Provided further, That no part of this appro¬ 

priation may be expended for soil and water conservation 

operations under the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 

590a-590f), in demonstration projects: Provided further, 

That this appropriation shall be available for field employ- 

ment pursuant to the second sentence of section 706(a) of 

the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed 

$5,000 shall be available for employment under section 15 

of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a) : Provided 

further, That qualified local engineers may be temporarily 
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work of the service. 

Por necessary expenses for small watershed investiga¬ 

tions and planning, $5,524,000? to remain available until 

expended. 

WA^EBBHBB PIIOTECTICXX 

Per necessa^ expenses to conduct river basin survc3rs 

and investigations, and research and to carry oat preventive 

measures, including? but not limited to? engineering opera- 

tionsy methods of cultivation,- the growing of vegetation, and 

changes in use of land? in accordance with the Watershed 

Protection and Plood Prevention Act? approved August 4ry 

1954, as amended -{46 OAhOb 100P-1-008), and the provi¬ 

sions of the Act of April 35? 1035 -{46 U.S-.-Q. 590a f), 

to remain available until expended, $60,324,000, with 

which shah he merged the unexpended balances of funds 

heretofore appropriated or transferred to the Department 

for watershed protection purposes: -Provided, That this ap- 

shah be available for held cmplo3~ment pursuant 

of the Organic Act to the second sentence of section 

of 4944 -f5 -IAStO.- 574), and not to exceed $100,000 shall 

be available for employment under section 45 of the Aet of 

24 August 3y -1946 -f5 IT.S.Ct 55a) : Provided, further, That 
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1 not to oxeccd $47000,000, together with the unobligated 

2 balance el funds previously appropriated for loans and related 

3 expensey shah he available for sueh purposes? 

4 WATERSHED PROTECTION 

5 For necessary expenses to conduct surveys, investiga- 

6 tions, and research and to carry out preventive measures, 

7 including, hut not limited to, engineering operations, meth- 

8 ods of cultivation, the growing of vegetation, and changes 

9 in use of land, in accordance with the Watershed Protec- 

10 tion and Flood Prevention Act, approved August 4, 1954, 

11 as amended (16 U.S.C. 1001-1008) and the provisions of 

12 the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-f), to remain 

13 available until expended, $65,848,000, with which shall he 

14 merged the unexpended balances of funds heretofore appro- 

15 priated or transferred to the Department for watershed pro- 

16 tection purposes: Provided, That this appropriation shall he 

17 available for field employment pursuant to the second sentence 

18 of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 

19 574), and not to exceed $100,000 shall be available for 

20 employment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 

21 (5 U.S.C. 55a): Provided further, That not to exceed 

22 $5,000,000 together with the unobligated balance of funds 

23 previously appropriated for loans and related expense, shall 

24 be available for such purposes. 
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FLOOD PREVENTION 

For necessary expenses, in accordance with the Flood 

Control Act, approved June 22, 1936 (33 U.S.C. 701-709, 

16 U.S.C. 1006a), as amended and supplemented, and in 

accordance with the provisions of laws relating to the activ¬ 

ities of the Department, to perform works of improvement, 

including funds for field employment pursuant to the second 

sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 

(5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed $100,000 for employ¬ 

ment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 

U.S.C. 55a), to remain available until expended; 

(19)$2J,1-A00() $22,656,000, with which shall be merged 

the unexpended balances of funds heretofore appropriated or 

transferred to the Department for flood prevention pur¬ 

poses : Provided, That no part of such funds shall be used for 

the purchase of lands in the Yazoo and Little Tallahatchie 

watersheds without specific approval of the county board of 

supervisors of the county in which such lands are situated: 

Provided further, That not to exceed $1,000,000, together 

with the unobligated balance of funds previously appro¬ 

priated for loans and related expense, shall be available for 

such purposes. 

GREAT PLAINS CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry into effect a program of 

conservation in the Great Plains area, pursuant to section 
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16(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 

Act, as added by the Act of August 7, 1956 (16 U.S.C. 

59Op), (20)$ 14,176,000 $14,744,000, to remain available 

until expended. 

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

For necessary expenses in planning and carrying out 

projects for resource conservation and development, and for 

sound land use, pursuant to the provisions of section 32 (e) 

of title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as 

amended (7 U.S.C. 1011; 76 Stat. 607), and the provisions 

of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-f), 

(21)$ 1,496y000 $2,044,000, to remain available until ex¬ 

pended: Provided, That not to exceed $500,000 of such 

amount shall be available for loans and related expenses under 

subtitle A of the Consolidated Fanners Home Administration 

Act of 1961, as amended: Provided further, That this appro¬ 

priation shall he available for field employment pursuant to 

the second sentence of section 706 (a) of the Organic Act of 

1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed $50,000 shall be 

available for employment under section 15 of the Act of 

August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a). 

Economic Research Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Economic Research Serv¬ 

ice in conducting economic research and service relating to 
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1 agricultural production, marketing, and distribution, as au- 

2 tborized by the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 

3 U.S.C. 1621-1627), and other laws, including economics 

4 of marketing; analyses relating to farm prices, income and 

5 population, and demand for farm products, use of resources 

6 in agriculture, adjustments, costs and returns in farming, and 

7 farm finance; and for analyses of supply and demand for 

8 farm products in foreign countries and their effect on pros- 

9 pects for United States exports, progress in economic de- 

10 velopment and its relation to sales of farm products, assembly 

11 and analysis of agricultural trade statistics and analysis of 

12 international financial and monetary programs and policies 

18 as they affect the competitive position of United States farm 

11 products; (22)$9t4-?^009 $10,576,000: Provided, That not 

15 less than $350,000 of the funds contained in this appropria- 

10 tion shall be available to continue to gather statistics and con- 

17 duct a special study on the price spread between the farmer 

18 and consumer: Provided further, That this appropriation shall 

19 be available for employment pursuant to the second sentence 

29 of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 

21 574), and not to exceed $75,000 shall be available for em- 

22 ployment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 

23 (5 U.S.C. 55a) : Provided further, That not less than 

24 $145,000 of the funds contained in this appropriation shall 

25 be available for analysis of statistics and related facts on 
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foreign production and full and complete information on 

methods used by other countries to move farm commodities 

in world trade on a competitive basis. 

Statistical Reporting Service 

salaries and expenses 

For necessary expenses of the Statistical Reporting- 

Service in conducting statistical reporting and service work, 

including crop and livestock estimates, statistical coordination 

and improvements, and marketing surveys, as authorized by 

the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621- 

1627) and other laws, (23)$11,131,000 $.11,892,000: Pro¬ 

vided, That no part of the funds herein appropriated shall 

be available for any expense incident to publishing estimates 

of apple production for other than the commercial crop. 

Agricultural Marketing Service 

MARKETING SERVICES 

For expenses necessary to carry on services related to 

agricultural marketing and distribution as authorized by the 

Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-1627) 

and other laws, including the administration of marketing- 

regulatory acts connected therewith and for adminstration 

and coordination of payments to States; and this appro¬ 

priation shall be available for field employment pursuant 

to section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 

H.R. 11202 
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574), and not to exceed $25,000 shall be available for em¬ 

ployment at rates not to exceed $75 per diem under section 

15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a), in car¬ 

rying out section 201 (a) to 201 (d), inclusive, of title II of 

the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1291) 

and section 203 (j) of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 

1946; (2 $39,590,125. 

PAYMENTS TO STATES AND POSSESSIONS 

For payments to departments of agriculture, bureaus and 

departments of markets, and similar agencies for marketing 

activities under section 204(1)) of the Agricultural Market¬ 

ing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.O. 1623(b)), $1,500,000. 

SPECIAL MILK PEOGEAM 

For necessary expenses to carry out the Special Milk 

Program, as authorized by the Act of August 8, 1961 (7 

U.S.O. 1446, note), (25>$09783 4^000 $106,000,000 

(26)t-4o he derived by transfer from funds available under 

section 33 of the Act of August 2-h 1-935 -f7- UtStOt 642-fr 

SCHOOL LUNCH PEOGEAM 

For necessary expenses to carry out the provisions of 

the National School Lunch Act, as amended (42 U.S.O. 

1751-1760, $146,400,000: Provided, That no part of 

this appropriation shall he used for nonfood assistance under 

section 5 of said Act: Provided further, That $45,000,000 

shall be transferred to this appropriation from funds avail- 
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able under section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935, for 

purchase and distribution of agricultural commodities and 

other foods pursuant to section 6 of the National School 

Lunch Act. 

REMOVAL OF SURPLUS AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES 

(SECTION 3 2) 

No funds available under section 32 of the Act of 

August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c) shall be used for any 

purpose other than commodity program expenses as author¬ 

ized therein, and other related operating expenses, except 

for (1) transfers to the Department of the Interior as 

authorized by the Fish and Wildlife Act of August 8, 1956, 

(2) transfers otherwise provided in this Act, (3) not more 

than $2,924,000 for formulation and administration of mar¬ 

keting agreements and orders pursuant to the Agricultural 

Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, and the 

Agricultural Act of 1961, (4) not more than (27)$15,000, 

OOO $35,000,000 for expenses for the Pilot Food Stamp Pro¬ 

gram and (5) not in excess of (28)$207000T000 $11,000- 

000 to be used to increase domestic consumption of farm 

commodities pursuant to authority contained in Public Law 

88-250, the Department of Agriculture and Eelated Agencies 

Appropriation Act, 1964 (2 9)7-0! which amount $2,0004100 

shah remain avahablo until expended for construetiom altera¬ 

tion and modification of 
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Foreign Agricultural Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for the Foreign Agricultural 

Service, including carrying out title VI of the Agricultural 

Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1761-1768), market development 

activities abroad, and for enabling the Secretary to coordinate) 

and integrate activities of the Department in connection 

with foreign agricultural .work, including not to exceed 

$35,000 for representation allowances and for expenses pur¬ 

suant to section 8 of the Act approved August 3, 1956 (7 

U.S.C. 1766), (30)$48,-790,000 $20^188,000: Provided, 

That not less than $255,000 of the funds contained in this ap¬ 

propriation shall be available to obtain statistics and related 

facts on foreign production and full and complete information 

on methods used by other countries to move farm com¬ 

modities in world trade on a competitive basis: Provided 

further, That, in addition, not to exceed $3,117,000 of the 

funds appropriated by section 32 of the Act of August 24, 

1935, as amended (7 U.S.C. 612c), shall be merged with 

this appropriation and shall he available for all expenses 

of the Foreign Agricultural Service. 

Commodity Exchange Authority 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to carry into effect the pro¬ 

visions of the Commodity Exchange Act, as amended (7 

U.S.C. 1—17a), (31)$4t4UOtOOO $1,119,000. 
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Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation 

Service 

EXPENSES, AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND 

CONSERVATION SERVICE 

For necessary administrative expenses of the Agricultural 

Stabilization and Conservation Service, including expenses 

to formulate and carry out programs authorized by title III 

of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended (7 

U.S.C. 1301-1393) ; Sugar Act of 1948, as amended (7 

U.S.C. 1101-1161) ; sections 7 to 15, 16 (a), 16 (d), 16 (e), 

16 (f), and 17 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot¬ 

ment Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 590g-590q; 7 U.S.C. 

1010-1011) as added by section 132 of the Act of August 8, 

1961; subtitles B and C of the Soil Bank Act (7 U.S.C. 

1831-1837, 1802-1814, and 1816) ; and laws pertaining 

to the Commodity Credit Corporation, $105,602,000: Pro¬ 

vided, That, in addition, not to exceed $87,508,000 may be 

transferred to and merged with this appropriation from the 

Commodity Credit Corporation fund (including not to exceed 

$35,668,000 under the limitation on Commodity Credit 

Corporation administrative expenses) : Provided further, 

That other funds made available to Agricultural Stabilization 

and Conservation Service for authorized activities may be 

advanced to and merged with this appropriation (32): Pro- 
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vided further, That no part of the funds appropriated or made 

available under this Act shall be used, (1) to influence the 

vote in any referendum; (2) to influence agricultural legis¬ 

lation, except as permitted in 18 U.S.C. 1913; or (3) for 

salaries or other expenses of members of county and com¬ 

munity committees established pursuant to section 8(b) of 

the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as 

amended, for engaging in any activities other than advisory 

and supervisory duties and delegated program function pre¬ 

scribed in administrative regulations. 

SUGAK ACT PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry into effect the pro¬ 

visions of the Sugar Act of 1948 (7 U.S.’C. 1101-1161), 

(33)886,100,000 $92,300,000, to remain available until 

June 30 of the next succeeding fiscal year. 

AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry into effect the program 

authorized in sections 7 to 15, 16(a), and 17 of the Soil 

Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, approved Feb¬ 

ruary 29, 1936, as amended (16 U.S.C. 590g-590(o), 

590p(a), and 590q), including not to exceed $6,000 for 

the preparation and display of exhibits, including such dis¬ 

plays at State, interstate, and international fairs within 

the United States, $225,000,000, to remain available 

until December 31 of the next succeeding fiscal year 
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for compliance with the programs of soil-building and soil- 

and water-conserving practices authorized under this head 

in the Department of Agriculture and Delated Agencies 

Appropriation Acts, 1963 and 1964, carried out during the 

period July 1, 1962, to December 31, 1964, inclusive: 

Provided, That none of the funds herein appropriated shall 

be used to pay the salaries or expenses of any regional in¬ 

formation employees or any State information employees, but 

this shall not preclude the answering of inquiries or supply¬ 

ing of information at the county level to individual farmers: 

Provided further, That no portion of the funds for the current 

year’s program may he utilized to provide financial or techni¬ 

cal assistance for drainage on wetlands now designated as 

Wetland Types 3 (III) ,4 (IV), and 5 (V) in United States 

Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service Circu¬ 

lar 39, Wetlands of the United States, 1956: Provided fur¬ 

ther, That necessary amounts shall be available for adminis¬ 

trative expenses in connection with the formulation and ad¬ 

ministration of the 1965 program of soil-building and soil- 

and water-conserving practices, including related wildlife 

conserving practices, under the Act of February 29, 1936, as 

amended (amounting to $220,000,000, excluding adminis¬ 

tration, except that no participant shall receive more than 

$2,500, except where the participants from two or more 

farms or ranches join to carry out approved practices designed 
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to conserve or improve the agricultural resources of the com¬ 

munity) : Provided further, That not to exceed 5 per centum 

of the allocation for the current year’s agricultural conserva¬ 

tion program for any county may, on the recommendation 

of such county committee and approval of the State com¬ 

mittee, he withheld and allotted to the Soil Conservation 

Service for services of its technicians in formulating and 

carrying out the agricultural conservation program in the 

participating counties, and shall not be utilized by the Soil 

Conservation Service for any purpose other than technical 

and other assistance in such counties, and in addition, on the 

recommendation of such county committee and approval of 

the State committee, not to exceed 1 per centum may be 

made available to any other Federal, State, or local public 

agency for the same purpose and under the same conditions: 

Provided further, That for the current year’s program $2,- 

500,000 shall be available for technical assistance in formu¬ 

lating and carrying out agricultural conservation practices: 

Provided further, That such amounts shall be available for 

the purchase of seeds, fertilizers, lime, trees, or any other 

farming material, or any soil-terracing services, and making 

grants thereof to agricultural producers to aid them in carry¬ 

ing out farming practices approved by the Secretary under 

programs provided for herein: Provided further, That no 

part of any funds available to the Department, or any bureau, 
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office, corporation, or other agency constituting a part of 

such Department, shall be used in the current fiscal year for 

the payment of salary or travel expenses of any person who 

has been convicted of violating the Act entitled “An Act to 

prevent pernicious political activities”, approved August 2, 

1939, as amended, or who has been found in accordance with 

the provisions of title 18, United States Code, section 1913, 

to have violated or attempted to violate such section which 

prohibits the use of Federal appropriations for the payment 

of personal services or other expenses designed to influence 

in any manner a Member of Congress to favor or oppose any 

legislation or appropriation by Congress except upon request 

of any Member or through the proper official channels. 

CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry out a conservation 

reserve program as authorized by subtitles B and C of the 

Soil Bank Act (7 U.S.C. 1831-1837, 1802-1814, and 

1816), and to carry out liquidation activities for the acreage 

reserve program, to remain available until expended, 

$194,000,000, with which may be merged the unexpended 

balances of funds heretofore appropriated for soil bank pro¬ 

grams: Provided, That no part of these funds shall be paid 

on any contract wffiich is illegal under the law due to the 

division of lands for the purpose of evading limits on annual 

payments to participants. 
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CROPLAND CONVERSION PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to promote the conservation and 

economic use of land pursuant to the provisions of section 

16(e) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 

Act (16 U.S.C. 590h, 590p), as amended, (34) 

$20,000,000, to remain available until expended. 

(SSyEMERGENCY CONSERVATION MEASURES 

For emergency conservation measures, to be used for 

the same purposes and subject to the same conditions as 

funds appropriated under this head in the Third Supple¬ 

mental Appropriation Act, 1957, to remain available until 

expended, $4,000,000, with which shall be merged the 

unexpended balances of funds heretofore appropriated for 

emergency conservation measures. 

Office of Rural Areas Development 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise provided for, of 

the Office of Rural Areas Development in providing leader¬ 

ship, coordination, liaison, and related services in the rural 

areas development activities of the Department, $124,000: 

Provided, That this appropriation shall be available for field 

employment pursuant to the second sentence of section 706 

(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not 

to exceed $3,000 shall be available for employment under 

section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a). 
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Office of the Inspector General 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the Inspector 

General, including employment pursuant to the second sen¬ 

tence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 

U.S.C. 574), $9,874,000. 

Office of the General Counsel 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, including payment of fees or 

dues for the use of law libraries by attorneys in the field 

service, (36)$3,781,000 $3,853,000. 

Office of Information 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of Information for 

the dissemination of agricultural information and the co¬ 

ordination of informational work and programs authorized 

by Congress in the Department, $1,648,000, of which 

total appropriation not to exceed $537,000 may be used 

for farmers’ bulletins, which shall be adapted to the interests 

of the people of the different sections of the country, an 

equal proportion of four-fifths of which shall be available to 

be delivered to or sent out under the addressed franks fur¬ 

nished by the Senators, Representatives, and Delegates in 

Congress, as they shall direct (7 U.S.C. 417), and not less 

than two hundred and thirty-two thousand two hundred and 
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1 fifty copies for the use of the Senate and House of Repre- 

2 sentatives of part 2 of the annual report of the Secretary 

3 (known as the Yearbook of Agriculture) as authorized by 

4 section 73 of the Act of January 12, 1895 (44 U.S.C. 241) : 

5 Provided, That in the preparation of motion pictures or ex- 

6 hibits by the Department, this appropriation shall be avail- 

7 able for employment pursuant to the second sentence of sec- 

8 tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), 

9 and not to exceed $10,000 shall he available for employment 

16 under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 

11 55a). 

12 National Agricultural Library 

12 SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

14 For necessary expenses of the National Agricultural 

15 Library, (37>$4,347T9QO $1,647,000: Provided, That this 

16 propriation shall be available for employment pursuant to the 

17 second sentence of section 706 (a) of the Organic Act of 

18 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed $35,000 shall be 

19 available for employment under section 15 of the Act of 

20 August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a). 

21 Office of Management Services 

22 SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

23 For necessary expenses to enable the Office of Manage- 

24 ment Services to provide management support services to 

25 selected agencies and offices of the Department of Agricul- 

26 ture, $2,482,000. 
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General Administration 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the Secretary 

of Agriculture and for general administration of the Depart¬ 

ment of Agriculture, including expenses of the National 

Agricultural Advisory Commission; repairs and alterations; 

and other miscellaneous supplies and expenses not other¬ 

wise provided for and necessary for the practical and efficient 

work of the Department of Agriculture, (3 8)$3t530,OQO 

$3,314,000: Provided, That this appropriation shall be re¬ 

imbursed from applicable appropriations for travel expenses 

incident to the holding of hearings as required by the Admin¬ 

istrative Procedures Act (5 U.S.C. 1001) : Provided fur¬ 

ther, That not to exceed $2,500 of this amount shall be 

available for official reception and representation expenses, 

not otherwise provided for, as determined by the Secretary. 

TITLE II—CREDIT AGENCIES 

Rural Electrification Administration 

To carry into effect the provisions of the Rural Elec¬ 

trification Act of 1936, as amended (7 U.S.C. 901-924), 

as follows: 

Loan Authorizations 

For loans in accordance with said Act, and for carrying 

out the provisions of section 7 thereof, to be borrowed from 

the Secretary of the Treasury in accordance with the pro- 
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1 visions of section 3 (a) of said Act, as follows: Rural elec- 

2 trification program, $365,000,000, of which $90,000,000 

3 shall be placed in reserve to be borrowed under the same 

4 terms and conditions to the extent that such amount is re- 

5 quired during the current fiscal year under the then existing 

6 conditions for the expeditious and orderly development of 

7 the rural electrification program; and rural telephone pro- 

8 gram, $70,000,000, of which $7,000,000 shall be placed in 

9 reserve to be borrowed under the same terms and conditions 

10 to the extent that such amount is required during the current 

11 fiscal year under the then existing conditions for the expedi- 

12 tious and orderly development of the rural telephone 

13 program. 

14 SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

15 For administrative expenses, including not to exceed 

16 $500 for financial and credit reports, fimds for employment 

17 pursuant to the second sentence of section 706 (a) of the 

18 Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.O. 574), and not to exceed 

19 $150,000 for employment under section 15 of the Act of 

20 August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a), (3 9)$11-T6 41^000 

21 $11,428,000. 

22 Farmers Home Administration 

23 DIRECT LOAN ACCOUNT 

24 Direct loans and advances under subtitles A and B, and 

25 advances under section 335 (a) for which funds are not other- 
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wise available, of the Consolidated Farmers Home Adminis¬ 

tration Act of 1961 (7 U.S.C. 1921), as amended, may be 

made from fimds available in the Fanners Home Adminis¬ 

tration direct loan account as follows: real estate loans, 

$60,000,000; and operating loans, $300,000,000, of which 

$50,000,000 shall be placed in reserve to be used only to 

the extent required during current fiscal year under the then 

existing conditions for the expeditious and orderly conduct 

of the loan program. 

RURAL RENEWAL 

For necessary expenses, including administrative ex¬ 

penses, in carrying out rural renewal activities under section 

32 (e) of title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, 

as amended $1,200,000, to remain available until expended. 

RURAL HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY REVOLVING FUND 

For loans pursuant to section 515 (a) of the Housing 

Act of 1949, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1485), including ad¬ 

vances pursuant to section 335 (a) of the Consolidated 

Farmers Home Administration Act of 1961 (7 U.S.C. 

1985) in connection with security for such loans, 

(40ytey5Q0,000 $5,000,000. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Farmers Home Adminis- 

istration, not otherwise provided for, in administering the 

programs authorized by the Consolidated Farmers Home 
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1 Administration Act of 1961 (7 U.S.O. 1921), as amended, 

2 title V of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended (42 U.S.O. 

3 1471-1484), and the Rural Rehabilitation Corporation 

4 Trust Liquidation Act, approved May 3, 1950 (40 U.S.C. 

5 440-444) ; (41)$3 9,544,000 $39,794,000, together with 

6 not more than (42)$27000j000 $2,250,000 of the charges 

7 collected in connection with the insurance of loans as autlior- 

8 ized by section 309 (e) of the Consolidated Tanners Home 

9 Administration Act of 1961, as amended, and section 514 (b) 

10 (3) of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended (43): Pro- 

11 vkl-ed7 Thatj in addition, net to exceed ^eOOyOOO ef the funds 

s administered hy this Agen- 

In 4ll Ic< o i An -ff/eyinnyo 
tTJ tlllo \ / J /XT txrl U 11 1U1 tv lllJHMcll V 

1a hi i a oAAAii rl OiQiiTon / if oAfdtm\ 
to titU oL.LullU oClllvJllvJvJ vTT uvOtIUll 

Act ef 1-911 -{S IJ-StCt 571)- te meet 

16 unusual er heavy -werkload inereases. 

17 TITLE III—CORPORATIONS 

18 The following corporations and agencies are hereby 

19 authorized to make such expenditures, within the limits of 

20 funds and borrowing authority available to each such cor- 

21 poration or agency and in accord with law, and to make 

22 such contracts and commitments without regard to fiscal 

23 year limitations as provided by section 104 of the Govern- 

24 ment Corporation Control Act, as amended, as may be 

2a necessary in carrying out the programs set forth in the 

12 fi 11 fi lil o fnr tli p ct v ctlTltOTtj iuT ttiu 

13 ey may he tn 

14 held 

15 706-(n) ef the 
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budget for the current fiscal year for such corporation or 

agency, except as hereinafter provided: 

Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE AND OPERATING EXPENSES 

For administrative and operating expenses, $6,942,000. 

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION FUND 

Not. to exceed $3,638,000 of administrative and oper¬ 

ating expenses may he paid from premium income. 

Commodity Credit Corporation 

reimbursement for net realized losses 

To partially reimburse the Commodity Credit Corpora¬ 

tion for net realized losses sustained during the fiscal year 

ending June 30, 1963, pursuant to the Act of August 17, 

1961 (15 U.S.C. 713a-ll, 713a-12), (44)$-l-,-7M-T000,000 

$1,574,000,000. 

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

Nothing in this Act shall be so construed as to prevent 

the Commodity Credit Corporation from carrying out any ac¬ 

tivity or any program authorized by law: Provided, That 

not to exceed $37,351,000 shall be available for administra¬ 

tive expenses of the Corporation: Provided further, That 

$945,000 of this authorization shall he available only to 

expand and strengthen the sales program of the Corporation 

pursuant to authority contained in the Corporation’s charter: 

Provided further, That not less than 7 per centum of this 
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1 authorization shall be placed in reserve to be apportioned 

2 pursuant to section 3679 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, 

3 for use only in such amounts and at such times as may become 

4 necessary to carry out program operations: Provided further, 

5 That all necessary expenses (including legal and special 

6 services performed on a contract or fee basis, but not includ- 

7 ing other personal services) in connection with the acquisi- 

8 tion, operation, maintenance, improvement, or disposition 

9 of any real or personal property belonging to the Corporation 

or in which it has an interest, including expenses of collec- 

11 tions of pledged collateral, shall be considered as nonadministra- 

12 tive expenses for the purposes hereof (45): Provided further, 

13 That no part of the administrative funds authorized under 

14 this head or of the capital funds of the Commodity Credit 

15 Corporation shall he available to formulate or administer a 

16 cotton loan program during fiscal year 1965 which requires 

17 that micronaire readings shall he mandatory as a part of the 

18 cotton classing in connection with cotton loans. 

19 Public Law 480 

20 For expenses during fiscal year 1965, not otherwise 

21 recoverable, and unrecovered prior years’ costs, includ- 

22 ing interest thereon, under the Agricultural Trade Develop- 

23 ment and Assistance Act of 1954, as amended (7 U.S.C. 

24 1701-1709, 1721-1724, 1731-1736), to remain available 

25 until expended, as follows: (1) Sale of surplus agricultural 

26 commodities for foreign currencies pursuant to title I of said 
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1 Act, (46)$476-l-2yQ00,Q00 $1,737,000,000; (2) commodities 

2 disposed of for emergency famine relief to friendly peoples 

3 pursuant to title II of said Act, $220,453,000; and (3) 

4 long-term supply contracts pursuant to title IV of said Act, 

5 (47)155,000,000 $35,000,000. 

6 International Wheat Agreement 

7 For expenses during fiscal year 1965 and unrecovered 

8 prior years’ costs, including interest theron, under the Inter- 

9 national Wheat Agreement Act of 1949, as amended (7 

10 U.S.C. 1641-1642), $31,838,000, to remain available until 

11 expended. 

12 Bartered Materials for Supplemental Stockpile 

13 For expenses during fiscal year 1965 and unrecovered 

11 prior years’ costs related to strategic and other materials 

15 acquired as a result of barter or exchange of agricultural 

16 commodities or products and transferred to the supplemental 

17 stockpile pursuant to Public Law 540, Eighty-fourth Con- 

18 gress (7 U.S.C. 1856), (48)$82,860^000 $102,860,000, to 

19 remain available until expended. 

20 TITLE IV—BELATED AGENCIES 

21 Farm Credit Administration 

22 Limitation on Administrative Expenses 

23 Not to exceed $2,876,000 (from assessments collected 

24 from farm credit agencies) shall be obligated during the cur- 

25 rent fiscal year for administrative expenses. 
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TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 501. Within the unit limit of cost fixed by law, 

appropriations and authorizations made for the Department 

under this Act shall he available for the purchase, in addition 

to those specifically provided for, of not to exceed four hun¬ 

dred and (49)seventy-two seventy-four passenger motor ve¬ 

hicles, of which four hundred and fifty-two shall be for re¬ 

placement only, and for the hire of such vehicles. 

Sec. 502. Provisions of law prohibiting or restricting 

the employment of aliens shall not apply to employment 

under the appropriation for the Foreign Agricultural Service. 

Sec. 503. Funds available to the Department of Agri¬ 

culture shall he available for uniforms or allowances therefor 

as authorized by the Act of September 1, 1954, as amended 

(5 U.S.O. 2131). 

Sec. 504. No part of the funds appropriated by this Act 

shall be used for the payment of any officer or employee of 

the Department who, as such officer or employee, or on 

behalf of the Department or any division, commission, or 

bureau thereof, issues, or causes to be issued, any prediction, 

oral or written, or forecast, except as to damage threatened 

or caused by insects and pests, with respect to future prices 

of cotton or the trend of same. 

Sec. 505. Except to provide materials required in or 

incident to research or experimental work where no suitable 
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domestic product is available, no part of the funds appro¬ 

priated by this Act shall be expended in the purchase of 

twine manufactured from commodities or materials pro¬ 

duced outside of the United States. 

Sec. 506. Not less than $1,500,000 of the appropria¬ 

tions of the Department for research and service work author¬ 

ized l>y the Acts of August 14, 1946, July 28, 1954, and 

September 6, 1958 (7 U.S.C. 427, 1621-1629; 42 U.S.C. 

1891-1893), shall he available for contracting in accordance 

with said Acts. 

(50 ySsc. 507. No 'part of any increase provided m this Act 

above the 1964 appropriation for any pi^oject or activity 

shall be used to build up such project or activity to an annual 

rate greater than the level provided in this Act. 

This Act may he cited as the “Department of Agricul¬ 

ture and Related Agencies Appropriation Act, 1965”. 

Passed the House of Representatives May 20, 1964. 

Attest: RALPH R. ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 

Passed the Senate with amendments August 8, 1964. 

Attest: FELTON M. JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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defenses and antisubmarine defense 
effort. 

Program III, general purpose forces: 
is includes a total of $109 million for 

snips, aircraft, and weapon system sup¬ 
port These line items support opera- 
tionsXof the fleet in protecting our sea 
lines of communication. This program 
also contains those projects required for 
the training and effective utilization of 
the Marinetporps in support of national 
objectives. 

Program I\. Reserve and Guard 
Forces: This program includes a total of 
$7 million for facilities required in sup¬ 
port of essential Naval Reserve and Ma¬ 
rine Corps Reserve\raining to provide 
a cadre for immediate mobilization in 
the event of any national emergency. 

Program V, research and development: 
. This program includes a total of $25 mil¬ 
lion for new and expanded facilities re¬ 
quired to insure technological^ develop¬ 
ment of our fleet units. 

Program VI, general supports This 
program includes a total of $100 million 
for repair, expansion, or replacement of 
many facilities which now provide ovk 
all logistic support to the operating 
forces, but which are nearing the end ofN 
their useful life. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

The committee has approved a 'total 
of $361,986,000 for military construction: 
$342,986,000 for the Active Forces, and 
$19 million for the Reserve Forces. 
These amounts are exclusive of family 
housing. The committee allowance rep¬ 
resents a reduction of $63,014,000 in the 
budget estimate of $425 million and is 
$126,289,000 below the funds appropri¬ 
ated for the fiscal year 1964. 

The $342,986,000 program for con¬ 
struction of facilities for the Active 
Forces includes projects at 144 of our 
major installations worldwide. Of these, 
107 are in the 50 States and 37 are out¬ 
side. In addition, the program provides 
facilities at a number of other locations 
and minor sites, including those of the 
A.C. & W. networks, communications 
sites, missile range stations, and sites of 
classified activities. 

A major portion of the strategic prc 
gram, or 28 percent of the total, prov/es 
facilities in direct support of the forces 
of the Strategic Air Command/This 
amount consists of facilities for/he in¬ 
tercontinental ballistic missile/and for 
manned bombers and their /supporting 
tanker aircraft. 

As the Senator knows,/e have com¬ 
pleted the construction/f facilities for 
the Atlas and Titan systems and these 
missiles are now in jyn operational sta¬ 
tus. The construction of facilities for 
the first four whtfgs of Minuteman is 
complete. Conduction for the fifth 
wing is approximately 98 percent com¬ 
plete and w/1 ahead of schedule. A 
contract ioy construction of the sixth 
Minutema/ wing, sited at Grand Forks 
Air ForcarBase, N. Dak., was awarded in 
February of this year. The Grand Forks 
wing .will be the first of the improved 
Mii/teman, or Minuteman II, as it has 
now been designated. 
'Included in the missile package is 

£90.2 million for additional facilities to 

support these intercontinental ballistic 
missile systems, primarily the Minute- 
man. Of this amount, $57.6 million will 
provide facilities for a single Minute- 
man II squadron to be colocated with 
one of the first five wings. A further 
$27 million included here will be used to 
complete the facilities for the sixth wing 
previously mentioned. The program also 
includes $1.1 million for technical-type 
support facilities at existing support 
bases. 

Aerospace defense continues to be a 
vital requirement for national security. 
Further improvements are needed and 
this construction approval includes ap¬ 
proximate $10 million to continue pro¬ 
viding our aerospace defense forces a 
more survivable, dispersed, and flexible 
fighter-interceptor capability and ground 
control environment. 

Projects directly associated with im¬ 
proved capabilities for fighter-intercep¬ 
tor aircraft were approved in the amount 
of $3.2 million. These projects consist 
of improvements to aircraft ready shel-> 
ters and alert facilities and the construe 
tion of additional maintenance and sup¬ 
port facilities at the locations of/the 
interceptor units. 

A total of $7.8 million was approved 
facility improvements at .bases of 

oua control and warning systems. 
A^ubstantial portion of riie Air Force 

construction program, over $41 million 
is devoted to facilities iorr operation and 
direct support of the/general purpose 
forces. T^ese force/consist primarily 
of the tactical fighter and tactical recon¬ 
naissance unite, ana include our oversea 
forces. The pWects we approved are 
needed to give/n. operational capability 
to new units of these forces and to new 
types of equipment. 

The committee is pleased that the Air 
Force has been able \o accommodate 
major Portions of the expanding airlift 
capabilities of transport ^aircraft with 
existing base facilities. Some additional 
f agilities have been added, however, pri¬ 

ority to provide adequate servicing and 
laintenance facilities for new twpes of 

transports. This construction request 
contains $9 million for support oiVthe 
airlift forces. Of this total, $6.4 million 
will provide necessary facilities fc 
MATS and TAC transport aircraft at 
eight bases inside the United States. 

We all recognize the need to stay ahead 
in development of military capabilities 
and the tremendous military and eco¬ 
nomic advantages to be derived by our 
research and development efforts. The 
level of research required or to be un¬ 
dertaken is, of course, no automatic indi¬ 
cator of the extent of associated facility 
or construction requirements. The 
unique and technical requirements of 
many approved R. & D. programs are 
such, however, that provision of addi¬ 
tional or special facilities is inherent to 
accomplishment of the research effort. 

To provide such facility support for Air 
Force research and development pro¬ 
grams, we approved appropriations in the 
amount of $27 million. 

Projects totaling approximately $155 
million are contained in the general sup¬ 
port grouping. This portion covers gen¬ 

eral force support services and various 
activities and missions not includoa in 
the primary systems and program/prev¬ 
iously discussed. 

The $25 million for design w/I provide 
those funds needed in fiscal/year 1965 
primarily to complete design of the fis¬ 
cal year 1965 military construction pro¬ 
gram and to initiate desjgn of the fiscal 
year 1966 construction'program. 

The committee ai/roved a total of 
$13.2 million for m/or construction in 
fiscal year 1965. yfhese funds are ap¬ 
plied only to urgently required projects 
not otherwise authorized by law. Each 
project so fu/cled is estimated to cost 
over $25,00(/with a maximum limit of 
$200,000. projects in excess of $25,000 
must be approved by the Secretary of the 
Air Foi/e and if over $50,000, by the 

fry of Defense. Therefore, all Air 
Forc/T minor construction projects 

led from this appropriation are ap¬ 
ed at the Washington level. The 

•resent atmosphere of rapid change and 
technological advances, and the need to 
respond to worldwide military contin¬ 
gencies, makes the availability of this 
authority essential. 

The amount of $6 million is approved 
to finance the Air Force portion of re¬ 
quirements for construction of off-base 
access roads and improvement or relo¬ 
cation of existing public highways where 
the need is generated by Air Force op¬ 
erations. Right-of-way acquisition and 
construction work related to these roads 
is performed for the Air Force by the 
Bureau of Public Roads after certifica¬ 
tion by the Secretary of Defence. One- 
half of the funds requested will be used 
for provision of access to the ballistic 
missile sites. The balance will be applied 
to improvement of access to existing 
bases. 

Mr. President, this completes the pres¬ 
entation of the military construction ap¬ 
propriation bill for fiscal year 1965. The 
committee believes this to be an austere 
bill; however, we are certain that only 
those essential items were approved 
which will materially contribute to the 
combat effectiveness of the U.S. military 
forces both home and abroad. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con¬ 
sent that the committee amendments be 
agreed to en bloc, that the bill as thus 
imended be considered as original text 

»• the purpose of amendment, and that 
noSpoints of order be considered waived. 

Ttte PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so lu'dered. 

The amendments agreed to en bloc are 
as followsN 

On page 2,Vt the beginning of line 4, to 
strike out “$3N’000>°00” and-insert “$311, 
977,000”. 

On page 2, line te, after the word “appro¬ 
priation”, to strik^^iut “$247,000,000” and 
insert “$250,899,000” 

On page 2, at the beginning of line 24, to 
strike out “$346,000,000N.anci insert “$342,- 
986,000”. 

On page 4, at the beginnftag of line 21, to 
strike out "$6,000,000” and insert “$10,800,- 
000”. 

On page 5, line 17, after the wdl^d “law”, to 
strike out “$650,358,500” and insNt “$617,- 
651,000”. 
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after the word "con- 
out "$40,446,000” and 

after the word “con- 
out “$72,481,000” and 

after the word “con- 
out “$64,013,500” and 

Dn page 5, line 22, 
Etrdctton”, to strike 
inserV'$32,216,000”. 

On p@.ge 6, line 2, 
structiony, to strike 
insert “$59,144,000”. 

On page\3, line 6, 
struction”, th strike 
insert “$52,8735000”. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to furtheKamendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on th\engrossment of the 
amendments and the Ckyrd reading of the 
bill. 

The amendments were, ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to unread a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third\ime. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. \The bill 

having been read the third tmsm, the 
questions is, Shall it pass? Thds. yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and\the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that' 

the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Bayh], 

the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Clark] , the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
Hart], the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. Jackson], the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. Johnston], the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. Lausche], the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. Long], the Senator 
from Maine [Mr. Muskie], the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. Pell] , and the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. Smathers], 

are absent on official business. 
I also announce that the Senator from 

New Mexico [Mr. Anderson] and the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Ken¬ 

nedy] are absent because of illness. 
I further announce that the Senator 

from West Virginia [Mr. Byrd], the Sen¬ 
ator from Connecticut [Mr. Dodd], the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Edmond¬ 

son], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
Gore], the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
Long], the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
McNamara], the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Moss], the Senator West Virginia [Mr. 
Randolph], the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. Symington], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. Talmadge], the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. Yarborough], and the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. Cannon] are 
necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senat 
from Virginia [Mr. Byrd] is absent 
cause of illness in the family. 

I further announce that, if m'esent 
and voting, the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
Yarborough], the Senator fromrGeorgia 
[Mr. Talmadge], the Senator/from Mis¬ 
souri [Mr. Symington], tee Senator 
from Florida [Mr. Smathers], the Sen¬ 
ator from West Virginia [Mr. Ran¬ 
dolph], the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. Pell], the Senator from Maine 
[Mr. Muskie], the /senator from Utah 
[Mr. Moss], the Senator from Michigan 
Mr. [McNamara,/ the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr..long], the Senator from 
New Mexico J/Mr. Anderson], the Sen¬ 
ator from Indiana [Mr. Bayh], the Sen¬ 
ator from Virginia [Mr. Byrd], the Sen¬ 
ator frona West Virginia [Mr. Byrd], 

the Senator from Nevado [Mr. Cannon], 
the S/nator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Clap/], the Senator from Connecticut 

[Mr. Doddj, the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. Edmondson], the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. Gore], the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Hart], the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Jackson], the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. Johnston], 

the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Kennedy], the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Lausche], and the Senator from Mis¬ 
souri [Mr. Long] would each vote “yea.” 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Curtis], 

the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dirksen], 

the Senator from Arizona [Mr. Gold- 
water], the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
Jordan], the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
Pearson], the Senator from Pennsyl¬ 
vania [Mr. Scott], the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. Simpson] , and the Sena¬ 
tor from Texas [Mr. Tower] are neces¬ 
sarily absent. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
Javits] , the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
Morton], and the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Young] are detained on 

^official business. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 

Nebraska [Mr. Curtis] , the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Dirksen], the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. Goldwater], the Senator 
from New York [Mr. Javits], the Sen 
tor froni Idaho [Mr. Jordan], irfie 
Senator ftom Kentucky [Mr. Morjon], 
the SenatoXfrom Kansas [Mr. Pearson], 

the Senatoi\ from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Scott], the Senator from Wyonnng [Mr. 
Simpson], the Senator from /exas [Mr. 
Tower], and the>,Senatoryirom North 
Dakota [Mr. Young] wojnd each vote 
“yea.” 

The result was anf^Unced—yeas 64, 
nays 0, as follows: 

Aiken 

[No. 528 Leg.] 

YEAS—64 

Ha/ke M&tse 
Allott H/den Mumlt 
Bartlett /ickenlooper Nelsork. 
Beall Ami Neuberger 
Bennett / Holland Pastore 'G 
Bible / Hruska Prouty \ 
Boggs / Humphrey Proxmlre \ 
Brewster/ Inouye Ribicoff \ 
Burdic/ Jordan, N.C. Robertson ’ 
Carlsop Keating Russell 
Case/ Kuchel Salinger 
Chyfch Magnuson Saltonstall 
c/per Mansfield Smith 
/>tton McCarthy Sparkman 
dlominick McClellan Stennis 
Douglas McGee Thurmond 
Eastland McGovern Walters 
Ellender McIntyre Williams, N.J. 
Ervin Mechem Williams, Del. 
Pong Metcalf Young, Ohio 
Fulbrlght Miller 
Gruening Monroney 

NAYS—0 

NOT VOTING— -36 

Anderson Hart Muskie 
Bayh Jackson Pearson 
Byrd, Va. Javits Pell 
Byrd, W. Va. Johnston Randolph 
Cannon Jordan, Idaho Scott 
Clark Kennedy Simpson 
Curtis Lausche Smathers 
Dirksen Long, Mo. Symington 
Dodd Long, La. Talmadge 
Edmondson McNamara Tower 
Goldwater Morton Yarborough 
Gore Moss Young, N. Dak 

So the bill (H.R. 11369) was passed. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move 

that the vote whereby the bill was passed 
be reconsidered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move/ 
that the Senate insist on its amendment/ 
request a conference with the Houser of 
Representatives thereon, and thay the 
Chair appoint the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. / 

The motion was agreed to/and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. Stennis, 
Mr. Russell, Mr. Bible, Mr. Ellender, 

Mr. Byrd of Virginia, M/Kuchel, Mr. 
Saltonstall, and Mr. h/uska conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

DEPARTMENT- OF AGRICULTURE 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1965 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the unfin¬ 
ished business be laid aside temporarily, 
and that the Senate proceed to the con¬ 
sideration of Calendar No. 1275, H.R. 
11202, the Agriculture Department ap¬ 
propriation bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The Legislative Clerk. A bill (H.R. 
11202) making appropriations for the 
Department of Agriculture and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1965, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Appropriations with amendments. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, we 
now have under consideration H.R. 
11202, the annual supply bill providing 
appropriations for the Department of 
Agriculture and related agencies. Ap¬ 
propriations in the bill as recommended 
by the committee are $5,338,672,525, an 
increase of $56,176,525 over the House 
bill—as adjusted. It is $344,784,075 be¬ 
low the amended budget estimates and 
$907,624,690 under the 1964 Appropria¬ 
tion Act. 

May I digress to say that printed rec¬ 
ords of the hearings are available. 
Printed reports of the committee are 
available. I believe all Senators will be 
able to inform themselves completely 
about the details of this rather long bill 
from the papers which are available to 
each of them. 

Subsequent to the passage of the bill 
by the House, amended budget estimates 
were sent directly to the Senate in Senate 
Documents 82, 83, and 85, involving in¬ 
creases totaling $46,250,000 and decreases 
totaling $51,547,000 for a net decrease of 
$5,297,000. All of the decreases had al¬ 
ready been made by the House. 

Title I of the bill covers the general 
activities of the Department; title II 
covers the credit agencies; title III covers 
corporations; and title IV, the Farm 
Credit Administration. For titles I and 
II covering the general activities and 
credit agencies, the committee recom¬ 
mends $1,630,579,524—a decrease of $20,- 
329,690 below 1964 appropriations, $81,- 
176,525 over the House bill—as ad¬ 
justed—and $1,644,075 below the amend¬ 
ed budget estimates. 
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For the information of Senators, I 
want to make it clear that in using the 
words “as adjusted" or “net,” we are 
taking note of the fact that in the bill 
as reported by the committee we have 
asked for a transfer back to general rev¬ 
enue sources quite a number of items 
which, either by budget action or House 
action, or both, have been transferred 
to section 32, which in the judgment of 
the committee should be retained as ap¬ 
propriations out of general revenues. 
That is the reason we have to speak of 
the adjusted amount, because amounts 
appearing in the House bill as coming 
from section 32 were not added to the 
apparent total of the bill. 

Mr. President, this is one of the most 
important bills to come before the Sen¬ 
ate each year. The activities provided 
for are of primary importance to all of 
the people of this Nation, including con¬ 
sumers and the general public as well 
as farmers. These activities encompass 
the production and protection of the 
Nation’s food supply as well as provide 
a substantial portion of the Nation’s as¬ 
sistance to foreign countries through 
donations of food and other commodities 
and sales for local currencies. 

I want bo emphasize that point, be¬ 
cause too many people are inclined to 
regard this full amount of over $5 billion 
as going directly to agriculture, whereas 
a very large portion of it moves, instead, 
to carry out the foreign policy of our 
Nation, as reflected in Public Law 480, 
and for various social and welfare uses 
such as the school lunch program, the 
food stamp program, the special school 
milk program, and others with which 
Senators are familiar. 

The outstanding efficiency of the 
American farmer is one of the major 
reasons for the strength of the United 
States. This amazing efficiency derives 
in large part to the splendid research 
work of the scientists and technicians of 
the Department of Agriculture and of the 
cooperating State agencies. This part 
of the work of the Department is pro¬ 
vided primarily in titles I and II of the 
bill which represent only slightly less 
than one-third of the total. The remain¬ 
ing two-thirds—under title in of the 
bill—totaling $3.7 billion provides for re¬ 
imbursement to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation for realized losses in the 
amount of $1,574 million for price sup¬ 
port and related farm program costs; 
for title I, Public Law 480, sales for for¬ 
eign currencies, $1,737 million; for title 
n of Public Law 480, emergency famine 
relief, $220,453,000; for title IV of Public 
Law 480, long-term supply contracts, $35 
million; for expenses of the Interna¬ 
tional Wheat Agreement, $31,838,000; 
and for expenses for bartered materials 
for the supplemental stockpile, $102,860,- 
000. 

I again emphasize how large a portion 
of the bill is for objectives that are im¬ 
portant to the Nation but are not in di¬ 
rect support of agricultural production 
or distribution. 
CONTRIBUTION OF CHEMICALS TO PRODUCTION 

AND CONTROL PESTS 

One of the major reasons for the spec¬ 
tacular technological progress of modern 

American agriculture has been the use 
of chemicals to control insect pests and 
plant diseases. They have helped Amer¬ 
ican farmers to become the most efficient 
in the world and have provided the con¬ 
sumer with a wide range and wholesome 
supply of high quality foods at moderate 
prices. They have helped protect our 
forests and recreational areas and have 
aided public health officials in the con¬ 
tinuing fight against pest-bome 
diseases. 

However, the use of these chemical 
pesticides has, as the Nation’s popula¬ 
tion has increased, created hazards, par¬ 
ticularly with respect to residues. Prob¬ 
lems have arisen as to the extent to 
which pesticides may, in addition to de¬ 
stroying harmful insects and pests, be 
detrimental to beneficial plants and ani¬ 
mals, including man. Hazards have been 
kept to a minimum and research has 
pointed the way to a solution of many of 
these problems. This subject was con¬ 
sidered thoroughly by the President’s 
Science Advisory Committee and a re¬ 
port on the use of pesticides was pre¬ 
pared by the Committee on May 15,1963. 
The recommendations of this Commit¬ 
tee include, among other things, addi¬ 
tional research in order to develop safer, 
more specific control of pests. The re¬ 
port recommended more support for re¬ 
search on selectivity toxic chemicals, 
more persistent chemicals, selective 
methods of application, and nonchemical 
control methods such as the use of at- 
tractants and the prevention of repro¬ 
duction. 

PREVIOUS ACTION BY THE COMMITTEE 

Last year this committee recognized 
this problem and provided additional 
funds for equipping and initial staffing of 
the metabolism and irradiation labora¬ 
tory at Fargo, N. Dak., which was au¬ 
thorized as a result of a recommendation 
of this committee in connection with the 
Agriculture Appropriation Act of 1961. 

I should like to pay particular tribute 
to the ranking minority member of our 
subcommittee, the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. Young], who 
has made such a great contribution to 
this particular effort and this particular 
institution, as well as to all other phases 
of this activity. 

Additional funds were also recom¬ 
mended by this committee last year for 
strengthening registration and enforce¬ 
ment activities by the Department re¬ 
lating to “economic poisons” regulated 
under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, 
and Rodenticide Act, as amended. 

INTERDEPARTMENTAL COOPERATION 

In recent years there have been ex¬ 
amples, beginning with the cranberry 
episode and more recently in regard to 
residues in milk in the nearby Maryland 
milkshed and the alleged fish kill in the 
lower Mississippi area which have been 
attributed to the misuse of chemicals in 
connection with argricultural production. 

I do not condone, and I am certain 
no Member of the Senate condones any 
misuse of authorized chemicals on the 
part of farmers or anyone else. How¬ 
ever, there have been three or four epi¬ 
sodes in recent years, the handling of 

which I question and which I hope in the 
arrangement entered into in the inter¬ 
departmental agreements, which were 
printed in our hearings on pages 431 and 
433 inclusive, that there will be no repeti¬ 
tion of the cranberry episode which was 
followed more recently by the situation I 
have mentioned. In this case, as I un¬ 
derstand it, the Food and Drug Adminis¬ 
tration has developed a more exacting 
device for measuring heptachlor. In¬ 
stead of being able to measure one-tenth 
of a part per million the new device was 
able to measure one-hundredth of a part 
per million. I do not know whether 
dairy farmers were guilty of a misuse of 
dieldrin, but from all the information 
that has come to my attention, it leads 
me to conclude that they were not, but 
rather that the milk had to be dumped 
in large part because due to improved 
measuring devices a smaller presence of 
heptachlor could be detected. 

Certainly, if it can be demonstrated 
that one-hundredth of a part per million 
will cause injury to the health of any¬ 
one, that is one thing, but I am very 
dubious that any person would drink 
enough milk or use it in other products 
to be injured by the presence of such a 
small particle of heptachlor. 

Earlier this spring there was the al¬ 
leged fish kill caused by endrin in the 
lower Mississippi. I do not know to this 
date whether it has ever been demon¬ 
strated that this was due to the residue 
from the endrin, which was the chemical 
residue allegedly found in that area. I 
have heard very conflicting statements 
fi'om qualified people that there is a real 
doubt as to whether any of the endrin 
found was derived from agricultural 
usages. I bring these two or three illus¬ 
trations to the attention of the Senate 
because I believe that there must be com¬ 
plete day-to-day cooperation between 
these departments and agencies of Gov¬ 
ernment, particularly between the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture and the Food 
and Drug Administration. In the past 
I think there has been too much of a 
spirit of competition, which I think is 
very unhealthy. If this is true, it must be 
discontinued. I say this because the 
budget estimate submitted last January 
by the Department for research on pesti¬ 
cides included an increase of only $1,700,- 
000—budget amendment in Senate Docu¬ 
ment 85. On July 9, the President 
amended his budget to request an addi¬ 
tional $29 million—Senate Document 
85—for an intensified program of re¬ 
search, education, and regulation to fur¬ 
ther reduce and to eventually eliminate 
the need for using hazardous chemicals 
in agricultural production and processing 
and in the control of forest pests. This 
estimate reflects a coordinated Depart¬ 
ment program involving six of its agen¬ 
cies, including the Agricultural Research 
Service, Cooperative State Research 
Service, Cooperative Extension Service, 
Economic Research Service, Forest Serv¬ 
ice, and National Agricultural Library. 
The committee recommends approval of 
the entire budget estimate of $29 million 
in order to enable these agencies to make 
a concentrated attack on the pesticide 
residue problem. 
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This $29 million, as we learned in ex¬ 
haustive hearings, is the only part ap¬ 
proved by the Bureau of the Budget of 
a much larger requested amount of $65 
million, originating in the Department 
of Agriculture. The committee felt this 
reduced request had been thoroughly 
justified, and therefore we are placing 
it in this bill. We hope it will be enacted 
in the final legislation, in order to make 
possible a real start in solving this very 
serious problem. 

This intensified program involves five 
major categories: 

First. Control of plant pests and dis¬ 
eases and animal parasites by biological 
nonchemical and sterility methods or by 
use of attractants, repellants, and 
so forth, and plant genetic and breed¬ 
ing research to develop resistant varie¬ 
ties in order to make unnecessary the use 
of chemicals or other controls. 

Second. Basic research on biology, 
ecology, physiology, pathology, metab¬ 
olism, and nutrition of insects, plants, 
and animals to develop safe means of 
pest and disease control. 

Third. Research on less persistent 
pesticides, improved methods of appli¬ 
cation, and development of detection 
methods for determining residues in 
agricultural commodities. 

Fourth. Research on toxicological and 
pathological effects of pesticides in live¬ 
stock and the effects of chemical residues 
in soils and water supplies and on effects 
of trace levels of pesticides in food and 
feed supplies. 

Fifth. Economic research in compara¬ 
tive farm costs and returns and collec¬ 
tion of basic data on current practices, 
costs and methods of controlling insects 
involving the use of toxic chemicals and 
effects of restrictions on the use of such 
chemicals in agricultural production. 

The program also includes an inten¬ 
sified extension educational program on 
the use of pesticides and on residue prob¬ 
lems, and also specialized library refer¬ 
ence services to scientists relating to this 
subject. Increased funds are also pro¬ 
posed for expansion of evaluation of pest 
control programs, initiation of a program 
for monitoring pesticides in agriculture, 
and for strengthening registration and 
enforcement activities. 

I have a table which summarizes 
this program by agency, reflecting the 
amount available last year, the amount 
proposed in the original budget, and the 
amount included in the committee bill. 
This summary indicates that $40 million 
was proposed in the original budget 
which, together with the $29 million in 
the budget amendment, provides a total 
of $69 million, which the committee rec¬ 
ommends be approved as a whole. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con¬ 
sent that this summary of the acceler¬ 
ated program of the Department of Agri¬ 
culture for pest control research and 
education which appears on page 5 of 
the committee report be printed at this 
point in the Record. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the Record, 
as follows: 

Summary of program and construction items, by agency, for the pest control research and 
education (budget amendment for fiscal 1965) 

[In thousands of dollars] 

Agency 
1964 
base 

1965 
budget 

esti¬ 
mate 

1965 budget amendment 

Grand 
total 

Pro¬ 
gram 

Facilities 

Total 
Con¬ 
struc¬ 
tion 

Plan¬ 
ning 1 

Research and education: 
Agricultural Research Service 1_ 
Forest Sp.rvip.fi _ _ _   .... _ 

21,881 
3,835 

24,194 
4,186 

12,200 
1,850 

500 
5,550 
2,300 

200 

800 
900 

758 13,758 
2,750 

500 
8,792 
2,300 

200 

37,952 
6,936 

500 
16,053 
4,300 

200 

Cooperative State Research Service_ 
Extension Service_ 

6,995 
2,000 

7,261 
2,000 

3,242 

National Agricultural Tiihrary 

Total, research and education.. 34, 711 

1,604 

37, 641 

2,438 

22,600 

600 

4, 942 758 

100 

28,300 

700 

65,941 

3,138 
Disease and pest control: Agricultural Research 
Service__ 

Grand total_ 36,315 40,079 23,200 4,942 858 29,000 69,079 

1 This includes funds for planning research facilities valued at $10,725,000. 
s Includes research in marketing. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I again 
call attention to the fact that the com¬ 
mittee has seen fit to allow the full 
amount requested in this amendment. 
This is a very large increase. I intend 
to support it fully in the conference, 
but I hope that the interdepartmental 
committee to which I referred earlier 
involving the three departments of Gov¬ 
ernment will work closely together, and 
if there are any needs for corrective leg¬ 
islation to improve the administration 
dealing with the registration and use of 
pesticides that they will be forthcoming 
and be presented commonly by the three 

departments involved. I do not want to 
see additional funds provided in this bill 
or any other appropriation bill to in¬ 
crease competition by the Department. 
I hope that we can have more co¬ 
operation and set in motion the idea that 
these Government departments must 
work together and in unison on this 
vitally important problem. 

Perhaps it is unnecessary to state that 
the three departments involved are the 
Department of Agriculture, the Depart¬ 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
particularly its Food and Drug Adminis¬ 
tration, having to do with the enforce¬ 
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ment of health regulations with respect 
to food; and the Department of the In¬ 
terior, which has to do with the protec¬ 
tion of wildlife and with related conser¬ 
vation problems. 
ACCELERATED COST-OF-PRODUCTION RESEARCH ON 

COTTON 

During the hearings it was also brought 
out that the Department had under con¬ 
sideration a $10 million program to ac¬ 
celerate research to reduce the cost of 
production of cotton. The plight of cot¬ 
ton is well known and in connection with 
the farm legislation enacted earlier this 
year a $10 million accelerated cotton re¬ 
search program was authorized under 
Public Law 88-297. The Secretary of Ag¬ 
riculture was directed to formulate a pro¬ 
gram, and the research officials have de¬ 
veloped a special cotton program and 
presented it to the committee. In the 
committee hearings in connection with 
Senate Document 85 it was made clear 
that none of the funds in that document 
would go to production or pesticides re¬ 
search on cotton, but a supplemental 
budget request for the $10 million cot¬ 
ton program had been submitted to the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

On two previous occasions the commit¬ 
tee has taken the lead in recommending 
funds to provide for accelerating cotton 
research. First, when it recommended 
funds for the cotton insects laboratory at 
Starkville, Miss., in 1961 to greatly inten¬ 
sify research on the boll weavil and other 
cotton insects which greatly affect the 
cost of production of cotton. Then again 
last year when funds were provided by 
the committee to establish a weed control 
laboratory for an intensified program of 
research on weed control on cotton at a 
facility to be located at Stoneville, Miss. 

The hearing record clearly demon¬ 
strates the need for additional special¬ 
ized research facilities as a part of the 
accelerated cotton research program. 
The committee has recommended the 
inclusion of $1,400,000 under this item 
in the bill for accelerated cotton re¬ 
search. It has recommended $160,000 
to accelerate research on polyhedral 
viruses to control the bollworm, tobacco 
budworm, and cabbage looper on cotton, 
and it has recommended $240,000 to de¬ 
velop plans and specifications for the 
construction of additional research lab¬ 
oratories and to renovate existing facili¬ 
ties as shown in the committee hearings 
on page 1111. 

— I wish to make it clear that these five 
additional facilities did not originate 
with the committee. Instead, the Bu¬ 
reau of the Budget sent to us a proposed 
estimate providing $240,000 of advance 
planning funds for the five additional 
facilities. 

We were disappointed that the budget 
estimate never reached us; but we know 
from the testimony, taken from the De¬ 
partment and from our communications 
with the Bureau of the Budget, that 
these five facilities have been pointed out 
by the Department and approved by the 
Budget Bureau, so that we may move 
forward to them in this program. 

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE 

The committee recommends an ap¬ 
propriation of $120,564,000 for research 
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by the Agricultural Research Service 
which is $22,908,000 above the House 
bill. This includes $13,758,000 for pesti¬ 
cides research as a part of the overall 
total I discussed earlier and $1,400,000 
for cost of production research on cotton, 
which I referred to a moment ago. 

Last year the Agricultural Appropria¬ 
tion Act contained a provision authoriz¬ 
ing the use of not more than $25 million 
of section 32 funds for activities to in¬ 
crease consumption of farm commodi¬ 
ties. Under this authority the 1964 
Appropriation Act provided for the use 
of $16 million for research, including 
$11 million for new laboratory facilities 
and $5 million for research to reduce 
production costs. The House bill for 
1965 proposed to use the entire $25 mil¬ 
lion for research, including a number of 
the items which had been requested in 
the budget under the direct appropria¬ 
tion for research. The committee does 
not believe this authority should be used 
to finance long-term research programs 
and has shifted the items which had 
been requested in the regular appro¬ 
priation from section 32, as proposed 
by the House, back to the appropria¬ 
tion as requested in the budget—that is, 
out of general funds. This shift, to¬ 
gether with the restoration of part of 
the House reduction, results in an in¬ 
crease in the direct appropriation of $6,- 
150,000 for staffing and operating new 
research laboratories; foot-and-mouth 
disease at Plum Island, N.Y.; food sci¬ 
ence research; construction of research 
facilities at Fort Collins, Colo., and 
Beltsville, Md. 

However, the committee does propose 
to use $11 million of section 32 funds for 
research, which I discuss a little later in 
my statement. 

In other words, we did not at all re¬ 
cede from our willingness, as stated in 
the conference last year, and so approved 
by the Senate, to use only the needed $25 
million of section 32 funds for this gen¬ 
eral purpose. However, we do not believe 
that general and continuing research 
should be so financed but, instead, should 
continue to be financed by general funds, 
as has always been the case in the past. 

In 1962, upon the recommendation of 
this committee, Congress appropriated 
$160,000, for plans and specifications for 
a national peanut research laboratory. 
In 1963 and 1964, the budget requested 
$1.6 million for the construction of this 
facility at Dawson, Ga. In processing 
the 1964 appropriation bill, the conferees 
agreed to pass over this item until 1965 
but without prejudice. Accordingly, the 
committee recommends the appropria¬ 
tion of $1.6 million for the construction 
of this laboratory under the regular ap¬ 
propriation for research. 

Mr. President, I believe it would be 
appropriate to say at this time that we 
have not included in the bill any of the 
research laboratories and experiment 
stations so urgently requested by eight 
or nine Senators—including myself. In 
looking at the whole picture, it seemed 
to the committee that we should go back 
to the budget process in this field and in¬ 
sist that the Department of Agriculture 
make a careful survey of all the proposed 
facilities—I am sure each of them has 

merit—determine the prior needs of the 
Department for extension of its research 
service, and explain it to us after a care¬ 
ful survey. Therefore, Senators will not 
find in this bill any of the nine new re¬ 
search experimental stations so urgently 
requested for various parts of the coun¬ 
try, and urged annually and with great 
merit, I am sure, by various Members of 
the Senate. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. CARLSON. The Senator just 

made a statement that was of interest to 
me, in view of my great interest in the 
wheat research laboratory at Manhattan, 
Kans., which I am sure the Senator will 
agree has been presented to his commit¬ 
tee for a number of years. 

In view of the statement he has made, 
I would be less than frank if I did not 
state that I regret the decision of the 
committee, but at the same time I appre¬ 
ciate the position that was taken by the 
committee. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Speaking for myself, 
and for the committee, we greatly appre¬ 
ciate the sound and generous attitude of 
the Senator from Kansas. So that the 
Record may cover this point more fully, 
I wish it to appear that no member of 
the committee questioned the high merit 
involved in the request of the Senator 
from Kansas, as well as other Senators 
and many groups within the wheat in¬ 
dustry, which is one of our largest. 

The same statement could be made 
equally with reference to other projects. 
For instance, the Senator from South 
Dakota, a member of this committee, 
very ardently desired a project which 
would be located in his State. 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Mc¬ 

Gee] ardently desires one having to do 
with wool research, which would be lo¬ 
cated in his State, and appears to be sup¬ 
ported by most of the wool industry. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Do not forget Fort 
Keogh, near Miles City. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I believe that the 
Senator has made a point more clearly 
than I could possibly make it, because 
he and his colleague are among Senators 
who have been anxious to have an un¬ 
budgeted expansion and extension of ac¬ 
tivity within his State. 

We are not prejudging a single one of 
these proposals. We merely believe that 
they should be approached in a different 
way. I am glad that Senators are appar¬ 
ently willing to go along with the com¬ 
mittee on that basis, because in the well 
attended meeting of the full committee, 
with more than 20 Senators present, of 
whom some 6 or 7 were directly affected 
by this matter, including myself, there 
was unanimous approval of this ap¬ 
proach. The programs are certainly 
meritorious. 

The committee recommends an appro¬ 
priation of $69,036,400 to carry out the 
various inspection quarantine regulatory 
and control programs of the Agricultural 
Research Service. This is $568,600 under 
the budget estimates and $3,781,400 over 
the House bill. The major changes from 
the House bill consist of an increase of 
$1 million to provide 50 percent of the 
cost of controlling the boll weevil out¬ 

break on the Texas high plains. This 
infestation is moving westward through 
the weevil-free high plains area. This 
estimate was not considered by the 
House since it was received on June 24 
in the Senate and printed as Senate 
Document No. 82. The committee also 
recommends an increase of $993,200 over 
the budget estimate and the House bill 
for the cooperative cost-sharing fire ant 
eradication program. It also includes 
an increase of $783,200 over the budget 
estimate for the cooperative cost-shar¬ 
ing sheep scabies program. These two 
increases are for the most part to restore 
funds provided in the bill last year but 
were reduced by the Department to meet 
a general reduction in the appropria¬ 
tion. To prevent this situation from 
happening again, the Department is re¬ 
quested to obtain the advance concur¬ 
rence of the appropriation committee of 
any proposed reprograming of funds 
under this appropriation. 

Let me comment briefly, that those 
interested in the high plains program 
for the boll weevil would wish it dis¬ 
tinctly understood that the farmers 
who themselves are involved in the boll 
weevil eradication program are required 
to continue, as always, their normal 
handling of the problem on their own 
fax-ms and to put up all of the costs 
thereof. There is no departure in this 
bill from that procedure. But the high 
plains area, because of its climate, has 
for a long time resisted the advent of 
the boll weevil. It is coming in slowly 
there. The Depai'tment has developed 
recommendations for a treatment after 
the normal production period for cotton, 
which they hope will eradicate the boll 
weevil in that area, thus saving a very 
great part of that area not yet infested 
and avoiding the possibility of the pest 
spreading westward into New Mexico, 
Arizona, and California, where it has not 
yet appeared and where we hope it will 
not do so. 

There is no departure from the long- 
established practice under which cotton 
farmers themselves are required to put 
up all the costs of the control measures 
practiced in their own fields. It is a SO¬ 
SO matching program in which the orga¬ 
nization of cotton farmers in the high 
plains ai-ea are matching, on a 50-50 
basis, the $1 million which the Govern¬ 
ment would put up under our recom¬ 
mendation. 

Mr. President (Mr. McIntyre in the 
chair), with reference to the fire ant 
eradication program and the sheep 
scabies program, the committee was dis¬ 
appointed to note that the Secretary 
slxrank those two pai-ticular pi-ograms, 
which are being so steadfastly supported 
by the States which are adversely af¬ 
fected, by putting up no more than 50 
percent of the cost; but in general, in 
connection with the carrying out of the 
program in conection with fire ants, the 
chemicals and new methods now used 
have resulted in doing away with the 
foi-mer criticism of the wildlife and con¬ 
servation authorities. 

In connection with the sheep scabies 
program, it is particularly necessary that 
the work go forward without interrup¬ 
tion, because some States have cleared 
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themselves entirely, but are being jeop¬ 
ardized by the fact that their neighbor 
States have not done so, but wish to do 
so by proceeding as promptly as possible 
on the 50-50 matching program. 

It is nothing but right and just to all 
concerned that such programs go for¬ 
ward without any diminution; and we 
expect that course to be followed with 
reference to the funds included in the 
bill. 

An amendment to the budget in the 
amount of $2,250,000 was submitted to 
the committee on June 24 which was 
printed as Senate Document No. 83, pro¬ 
viding for placing the screw-worm eradi¬ 
cation program in the Southwest on a 
federally financed basis. 

The original budget included the 50- 
50 approach which has been followed 
uniformly in recent years by Congress in 
these various programs. The House had 
acted upon that original budget request 
and had approved the Federal funds only 
for a 50-50 approach to the program in 
their version of the bill. 

The committee feels that this program 
should be continued on the 50-50 cost¬ 
sharing basis as in the past and thus 
has not approved this estimate, under 
which it is proposed to place this pro¬ 
gram on a 100 percent federally sup¬ 
ported basis. 

The 50-50 cost-sharing principle on 
control programs has been consistently 
followed on the various control pro¬ 
grams administered from funds carried 
under the regulatory and control appro¬ 
priation item. 

The committee is not prejudging the 
question as to what it should do when 
there is a clearer showing of eradica¬ 
tion behind the protective belt, as 
against the coming in this country of the 
screw-worm fly, as the weather becomes 
warm each year in Mexico. We feel, 
however, that the showing of eradication 
made to date has not been sufficiently 
definite to justify consideration of the 
matter upon that basis. 

For instance, in 1963, there were 1,331 
infestations in the State of Texas, north 
and east of the sterile fly drop zone and 
there were 22 different infestations, 
mostly in the late summer and early 
fall, which occurred in Oklahoma. We 
feel that the showing of eradication is 
not sufficiently complete at this time to 
justify our considering this program 
upon the basis of full Federal sup¬ 
port. We must leave to the future the 
question of determining whether, based 
upon later showings, we should move the 
program into the status of complete Fed¬ 
eral support. 

MEAT INSPECTION 

The committee recommends the full 
budget estimate of $30,837,000 for meat 
inspection, an increase of $383,000 over 
the House bill. However, the commit¬ 
tee has been advised that even the full 
amount of the budget estimate will not 
be sufficient to meet the expanding re¬ 
quirements for meat inpection. There¬ 
fore it is anticipated that a supplemental 
estimate may be necessary this year. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I em¬ 
phasize the fact that, speaking for the 
members of the committee, they believe— 
and on this Senators know—that an 
adequate corps of meat inspectors is an 
investment which will pay for itself many 
times over in expanding the income of 
the meat producers and the meat indus¬ 
try. 

There are a number of packinghouses 
of a smaller nature which are unable 
to operate at full capacity and engage in 
the competitive purchase of meat prod¬ 
ucts. That is only way in which the price 
of meat and an increase of the produc¬ 
ers’ revenue is expanded. They cannot 
compete in their operation on a full 
competitive scale. They lack the neces¬ 
sary inspectors at the time it is neces¬ 
sary for them to have them. I am happy 
that the committee restored the full 
amount of the budget request. 

I am sure the chairman will confirm 
this statement. We gave serious consid¬ 
eration to going beyond the budget. 
Then we thought there might be a sup¬ 
plemental appropriation, and that the 
committee could receive guidance on this 
subject. 

There was an indication on behalf of 
this particular subcommittee that it 
would look with favor on the budget re¬ 
quest to provide the necessary meat in¬ 
spectors to meet the need. We should 
tailor our personnel to the size of the 
need, rather than some particular mone¬ 
tary figure. 

I believe that such an investment will 
return itself many times over, not only 
to the Federal Treasury, but also in an 
increase in income taxes that will be col¬ 
lected from the packing industry and the 
meat producers. They, too, are tax¬ 
payers. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
completely verify and confirm what the 
distinguished Senator from South Da¬ 
kota [Mr. Mundt] has said. Incidental¬ 
ly, he has been most active in this cause, 
and in many other causes. I believe I 
should have mentioned his name in par¬ 
ticular in connection with the scabies 
eradication program which I mentioned 
earlier in my remarks on that subject. 
The Senator has been very active in that 
field. 

The committee recognizes the fact that 
this is an investment that must be made 
when there is a need for it. We expect 
that course to be followed. 

The best we could do was to state in 
our report substantially what I have 
stated in my remarks. It is anticipated 
that a supplemental request may be re¬ 
quired this year. That is a clear ex¬ 
pression of our feeling that we shall be 
called on later for a supplemental ap¬ 
propriation. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator for his kind remarks. The 
Senator is quite correct. We went about 
the task as intelligently as we could, 
without taking the bit in our teeth and 
rushing ahead of the recommendation of 
the Bureau of the Budget. We gave 
them an invitation to come back to us. 

Mr. HOLLAND. We do not give out 
many such invitations. 

Mr. MUNDT. Indeed we do not. I 
was sorry that I was answering a long 

August 8 

distance call when the Senator men¬ 
tioned sheep scabies. We appreciate 
what the Senator from Florida said on 
this subject. He has shown, as chairman 
of the subcommittee, and as a member 
of the subcommittee before that, his 
great interest in the eradication of sheep 
scabies. It has been my particular in¬ 
terest, coming from the sheep raising 
part of the country, as I do, to try to 
appropriate adequate funds to eliminate 
this very serious disease. It is the kind 
of disease which, unless it is eliminated, 
tends to reinfest areas and destroy the 
investment that has already been made. 

We now have 1,000 counties that are 
entirely free from sheep scabies, and 
several States which are free from sheep 
scabies. We made a substantial increase 
in this amount, above what was recom¬ 
mended by the Department. 

I was joined in offering this proposal 
by the Senator from Wyoming. The 
committee approved it unanimously. I 
believe the committee has done every¬ 
thing it could throughout this entire 
period in the way of elimination of pests, 
worms, and disease. 

If we are to fight that kind of war, we 
ought to fight it to win. There is not 
much use in suppressing it or causing a 
retreat, and then ceasing our attack 
while it comes back to reinfest many 
areas and many herds. The committee 
has been of one mind, that when we 
tackle the problem in this area, we 
should tackle it to win. 

I agree with all that the Senator has 
said about the borer problem and the 
screw worm. So long as there are in¬ 
fested areas, we have not solved the 
problem. We want to eliminate it and 
keep it eliminated. We have done the 
same thing on the larger problem of 
sheep scabies. We have not enough 
money to eliminate it this year. But we 
are accelerating the war in that regard. 

I appreciate the sympathetic under¬ 
standing and cooperation of the chair¬ 
man of the committee, as do all my 
colleagues on the subcommittee, in the 
great American war against sheep 
scabies. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator for his 
comment. I am glad to recognize the 
distinguished Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
Miller], 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I echo 
the statements expressed by the Senator 
from South Dakota and the Senator from 
Florida with regard to the problem of 
obtaining a sufficient number of meat in¬ 
spectors. During the past 2 years, there 
have been many additional requests for 
meat inspectors from my constituents. 

I know that the Department has done 
its utmost to cooperate in meeting these 
needs. However, it always seems to come 
down to a money problem on the ques¬ 
tion of whether additional meat in¬ 
spectors will be furnished in the required 
number. 

The committee report states that the 
committee has been advised that even the 
full amount of the budget estimate would 
not be sufficient to meet the expanded 
requirements of the meat expansion pro¬ 
gram. 
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I do not recall that I heard the Senator 
indicate who gave this advice to the 
committee. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The industries I have 
mentioned did so. When we asked the 
appropriate agricultural officials, they 
confirmed it. We made it very clear that 
we expected them to meet all just needs 
and then come back to us for such addi¬ 
tional sums as may prove to be necessary. 

At present no one seems to know just 
how much is required to pay these costs 
of inspection at this time. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I can 
appreciate why it would be very difficult 
to forecast precisely the needs that might 
arise in the next 12 months. I am hope¬ 
ful that the committee received assur¬ 
ances from the officials in the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture that they would do 
precisely this. 

May I ask whether this assurance was 
given to the committee? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Yes. That assur¬ 
ance was given. Our committee will look 
with favor upon a x-equest for a supple¬ 
mental amount to provide all of the 
essential needs, along with the present 
appropriation, for maixpower this year 
with which to cover this very important 
activity. 

Mr. MILLER. I do not believe the 
Senator quite understood my question. 
My question was whether or not the 
committee received assurance fi-om the 
officials of the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture that they would come to the com¬ 
mittee with the request for supplemental 
appropriations. 

Mr. HOLLAND. We know they intend 
to make such a request. They cannot 
come direct to us. They go to the Bureau 
of the Budget first. However, on a mat¬ 
ter with respect to which we have al¬ 
ready expressed our concern and expec¬ 
tation that we shall have a supplemen¬ 
tal request, I think there will be no 
question. If any question should arise, 
the committee will assert itself with the 
Bureau of the Budget and, if necessary, 
act in that regard. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask a further question of the Sen¬ 
ator from Floi’ida. What I am about to 
point out is all hearsay, but I should like 
to raise the question and clarify it if pos¬ 
sible. I understand that one of the prob¬ 
lems that arose during the past year or 
two in connection with furnishing addi¬ 
tional meat inspectors was that while a 
money problem seemed to be the under¬ 
lying cause, there were certain discre¬ 
tionary allocations of funds that the Sec¬ 
retary of Agriculture could make which 
would have made possible the hiring of 
additional meat inspectors, and with re¬ 
spect to which discretion was not fol¬ 
lowed; or, in lieu thereof, the allocation 
of funds was made for other kinds of per¬ 
sonnel rather than the critically-needed 
meat inspectors. Can the Senator be 
able to substantiate that? 

Mr. HOLLAND. All I can say is that 
the Secretary of Agriculture has full au¬ 
thority to go as far as he needs in meet¬ 
ing that need; and we have given him 
such authority for this particular year 
in the way that I have already described. 
I have not noticed any indisposition on 
the part of the Secretary to meet this 

need. It has not been many weeks since 
he recently gave notice that he was tak¬ 
ing such an inspector out of a meat¬ 
packing plant in my own hometown. 

The Secretary is exercising some dis¬ 
cretion in the matter that sometimes is 
not in accord with the views of the in¬ 
dustry affected. We had to act quickly 
in that case, and we are willing to do so 
in any other case. But we thought, 
above all things, that we should make it 
clear that we are not only giving him 
the full budgeted amount which he re¬ 
quested, but also we are telling him in 
so many words that we expect him to 
meet the full inspection needs and to 
come back to us with a request for addi¬ 
tional funds when he finds out how 
much Mil be needed. 

Mr. MILLER. I recognize that the 
Secretary has discretion with respect to 
the assignment of meat inspectors. That 
has happened in my own State, too. But 
what I am concerned about is that I 
understand—and, as I have said, this is 
hearsay, and I would be happy to get the 
point cleared up—that he does have dis¬ 
cretion with respect to the allocation of 
funds, so that he could hire more meat 
inspectors to meet an emergency re¬ 
quirement with such discretionary 
funds, or with funds with respect to 
which his discretion is available; and 
that instead, the discretion was not used, 
and, if anything, perhaps the discre¬ 
tion was used in hiring other types of 
personnel. I was wondering whether 
this problem was presented to the com¬ 
mittee in the consideration of the in¬ 
spector problem. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I do not recall that 
that point was raised. The distin¬ 
guished Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. Young], the ranking minority 
member of the committee, is present. 
He may remember something different 
from what I recall. I wish to make clear 
that we do not understand that we are 
giving a large contingency fund to the 
Department of Agriculture to move 
around here and there or elsewhere as 
it may wish. We intend to take care 
generously of the various and essential 
needs. In this particular instance, this 
year, we are inviting the Department to 
come back with a supplemental request 
to carry out whatever is necessary in 
the way of a full inspection program. 

Mr. MILLER. Perhaps the Senator 
can answer this question. The ap¬ 
propriation made by the bill calls for 
$30,837,000, the full budget estimate. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr. MILLER. Suppose that that 
money is committed so that no additional 
inspectors can be hired unless a supple¬ 
mental request is made, approved by the 
Budget Bureau, and approved by the 
committee, all of which could take time. 
Is there any other source to which the 
Secretary of Agriculture could go to find 
some funds so that the Secretary might 
hire an additional 25 or 50 meat inspec¬ 
tors to meet some critical need? 

Mr. HOLLAND. The budgeted 
amount does not have to be spent on a 
monthly basis. We have told the Sec¬ 
retary to do this job. He can spend this 
money in doing the job. If he finds he 

must employ more inspectors than he 
expected to have to employ, he may em¬ 
ploy them and come back to us with a 
supplemental request that will enable 
him to fill out the full year. I do not 
understand that he would have any prob¬ 
lem in that connection. I am reminded 
that that is one of the several mandatory 
functions in which he is permitted to in¬ 
cur a deficiency before reporting his sup¬ 
plemental estimate. 

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator 
from Florida. I appreciate the oppor¬ 
tunity of having him clarify the pro¬ 
cedure. We all recognize that there has 
been a considerable- need for meat in¬ 
spectors, and that if meat inspectors 
cannot be furnished, there will be a 
deleterious impact upon the livestock in¬ 
dustry, upon the packing industry, and 
upon the unemployment situation. 

I had a couple of additional questions 
I wished to ask. I wonder if the Senator 
would care to have me ask them now or 
would he prefer that I wait until he 
finishes his presentation? 

Mr. HOLLAND. If they do not relate 
to the point which we have been discuss¬ 
ing, I suggest that the Senator wait 
until we reach whatever subject he is 
expecting to direct his questions to, and 
raise the questions at that time. 

Mr. MILLER. I shall be happy to do 
so. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. On the point which has 

been discussed, it may be helpful to the 
Senator from Iowa if I should point out 
that the Appropriations Committee, in its 
relationship to the Department of Agri¬ 
culture, does not encourage the setting 
aside of funds for the Department of 
Agriculture which can be used at the dis¬ 
cretion of the Department. We try to 
keep a pretty tight rein on the appro¬ 
priations which we handle. We earmark 
them and specify the purpose for which 
they are appropriated. While there are 
certain aspects of flexibility which can 
be used to meet an emergency, we do 
not believe that it would be prudent to 
set aside contingency funds upon which 
the Secretary could draw to meet an 
emergency. 

If the Senator will look at page 17 of 
the committee report, he will find that 
our philosophy is just the opposite of 
that. Last year a $750,000 reduction was 
made in conference between the two ver¬ 
sions of the bill as they passed the Sen¬ 
ate and the House. It was decided that 
the Department of Agriculture would be 
permitted to apply such reductions over 
a series of items. It was our thought 
that they would be spread over a great 
many items. Instead of that, the reduc¬ 
tion was made primarily in three items, 
and a very substantial and important ad¬ 
dition which the Senate had made in the 
war against sheep scab was lost in its en¬ 
tirety by the $750,000 cut. 

So that we could be sure that that 
type of thing would not happen again, 
the committee inserted the following 
language in the report, which appears 
on page 17 of the printed report: 

In order to preclude the reprograming of 
funds agreed to by the conference commit- 

No. 154- 8 
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tee in regard to this appropriation item the 
committee hereby directs the Secretary of 
Agriculture to advise and to obtain advance 
concurrence from the Appropriations Com¬ 
mittee— 

I wish to emphasize those words. 
Advice is one thing, but this is advice 

and the Department must receive our 
consent. That is the concept that we 
have in committee of what is meant by 
“advise and consent” of the Senate. In 
essence, without these instructions the 
Department reaction seemed to be: “We 
are going to ignore what you say, but you 
ought to know that we are doing it.” 

I wish to read this new report state¬ 
ment again: 

In order to preclude the reprograming of 
funds agreed to by the conference commit¬ 
tee in regard to this appropriation item the 
committee hereby directs the Secretary of 
Agriculture to advise and to obtain advance 
concurrence from the Appropriations Com¬ 
mittee in regard to any proposed changes 
in programing amounts for projects or activi¬ 
ties financed under this appropriation item. 
It directs that there be no repetition of the 
action taken in connection with funds made 
available in the Appropriations Act for 1964 
for certain specific activities which were then 
sharply decreased by action of departmental 
officials. 

In that unfortunate episode of last 
year the Department of Agriculture fla¬ 
grantly violated not only the intent, but 
the specific request of the Committee on 
Agriculture. To button that down and 
to make sure that we work henceforth 
as a team and that we will consult with 
one another and understand the rules 
of the game, it is spelled out this time 
in the report at the top of page 17 in 
language so clear that a child in the 
fifth grade of school could read and 
understand it. 

That, of course, is not pertinent to 
meat inspectors, but it clearly points out 
the philosophy of the committee and the 
fact that we are not merely handing 
down to the Department of Agriculture 
buckets full of gold ducats and saying, 
“Spend them in any way you wish to 
spend them.” 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am happy to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from North 
Dakota, who has performed great and 
outstanding service in the committee. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I 
thank the Senator. Regrettably, I was 
necessarily delayed in arriving, but I un¬ 
derstand that the Senator from Florida 
said some nice things about me, which 
I deeply appreciate. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I made some truthful 
statements. I did say all the truthful 
things that I could have said. I re¬ 
marked that the Senator had made great 
contributions in all phases of the ac¬ 
tivities of the committee, but particu¬ 
larly with reference to the new laboratory 
at Fargo, and the objectives to be earned 
out there. That is what we were dealing 
with at the time. 

I do not know any Senator who is more 
diligent in protecting agriculture and 
fighting hard for agriculture’s needs than 
the Senator from North Dakota. I wish 
there were many more like him. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I 
thank the Senator. The inspiration for 

the program came from U.S. Department 
of Agriculture research people, the meat 
institute, the American National Cattle¬ 
men’s Association and others. We were 
a little ahead of the Bureau of the Budget 
on this. It was good that we did get this 
headstart, because it will be useful now. 

As to meat inspection, the committee 
allowed $2,941,000 more than last year. 
If additional funds are needed, they can 
ask Congress for a supplemental appro¬ 
priation. I am sure they will do that. 
Consequently, they will not be hurt. 

I refer to another matter, pesticide 
research, which is referred to at the top 
of page 19 of the report, in the following 
words: 

As indicated above, the committee has in¬ 
cluded the increase of $8,792,000 in Senate 
Document No. 85 for pesticides research; and 
the funds aUocated to the States under the 
formula for the pesticides program could be 
used by the States for testing milk residues. 

Is it not the understanding of the Sen¬ 
ator from Florida and of the committee 
that these funds could also be used for 
the testing of hay and other feeds used 
by milk producers? I think that is really 
the most acute problem. I thought it was 
the understanding of the committee that 
if a State wanted to use the Federal al¬ 
location to match State funds in the use 
of this kind of research and testing, it 
could do so. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator, of 
course, is right. The Senator knows very 
well that the members of the committee 
believe very strongly in States rights in 
this area, and believe that the State ex¬ 
periment stations should be allowed to 
meet the problems of the people they 
serve. This is but one illustration of that 
fact. I am sure our committee thor¬ 
oughly approves of the use of funds men¬ 
tioned by the Senator in the way he has 
suggested. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Pesti¬ 
cides seem to have caused acute problems 
in Maryland and other States surround¬ 
ing Washington, D.C., with respect to 
dairy products. 

Mr. HOLLAND. That is true. Our 
committee was somewhat upset by the 
fact that the Food and Drug Adminis¬ 
tration, which entered an order requir¬ 
ing that milk be poured out for an indefi¬ 
nite period of time, went ahead to say 
there was not enough of the particular 
chemical or residual poison in the milk 
to be hurtful to anybody. Nevertheless, 
the milk had to be poured out. So the 
committee felt that pointed the way to 
the apparent need for amendments in the 
basic legislation and suggested that such 
need be reported to the legislative Com¬ 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, of 
which the distinguished Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. Young] is a mem¬ 
ber, and of which the distinguished Sena¬ 
tor from Louisiana [Mr. Ellender] is 
chairman. He also is a member of our 
subcommittee. I hope that will be done, 
because it does not make sense to the 
public or to a Senator or to a Member of 
the House or to anybody else to say that 
farmers must pour out thousands of dol¬ 
lars worth of rich milk because there is 
a trace of pesticide in it when at the 
same time the people who are drinking 
the milk are reassured that there is not 
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anything in it to hurt them or their 
children. That makes the matter more 
ridiculous than it should be. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. The 
trace was so minute that no device 
known to man could have detected it be¬ 
fore. It was found only because of a new 
device. It was a pesticide that had been 
approved for use by the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Senator 
from South Dakota. 

Mr. MUNDT. I believe we shall re¬ 
ceive assistance in the whole field of 
utilization research, perhaps in conjunc¬ 
tion with the new Consumers Commit¬ 
tee, because obviously people are fright¬ 
ened by new labels or sounds. For a 
while people were worried about con¬ 
suming butter, milk, or other dairy prod¬ 
ucts, because they thought the increased 
cholesterol would cause them to drop 
dead from a heart attack. Medical 
science has taken a second look at that 
theory, and now it is not certain that 
dairy products and cholesterol are detri¬ 
mental to human beings, but may in fact 
be extremely beneficial. 

Every time there is a scare headline 
about food stuffs the poor farmer is like¬ 
ly to find himself in difficulty. 

The Senator from North Dakota has 
been most helpful in pressing for this 
particular item. 

With reference to the matter of utili¬ 
zation and industrial uses research, I 
call attention to the Members of Congress 
generally, and especially to Members of 
the Senate, that I believe that under the 
leadership of our chairman, with the as¬ 
sistance of his staff, the committee has 
performed a real public service by spell¬ 
ing out, on pages 14 and 15 of the report, 
what is hoped to be accomplished in the 
field of utilization and industrial uses 
research. 

The Senate has a great record in this 
field. For many years it has passed 
measures and has increased appropria¬ 
tions and led the fight in this area. Sen¬ 
ator Capehart, when he was a Member of 
the Senate, the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. Curtis], the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Young], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. Russell], the senior Sena¬ 
tor from South Dakota, now speaking, 
and other Senators introduced bills in 
that field. They have passed the Senate. 
They have gone to the House. They have 
never been approved. The Senate addi¬ 
tionally has passed money measures for 
expanded industrial-use research. They 
have never been fully approved: We 
have spelled out in this year’s report 
exactly what we intend to accomplish 
with the money to be expended. 

I call especial attention to the item 
for utilization new uses research. There 
is one phrase in that phrase that I want 
to call attention to, namely, “utilization 
and industrial uses research.” I quote 
from the top of page 15 of the report, 
where it is spelled out in boxcar letters 
high in the sky: 

Development of new and improved in¬ 
dustrial products from cereals, $650,000. 

This does not mean the development of 
a new breakfast food, a new box, a new 



196J/. 18097 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 

label, or a new package. It means that 
we shall try to find a new and improved 
industrial use for the cereal crops of 
America, opening up imaginative new 
markets, commercial markets, industrial 
markets, for the products of the farm. 

Once we crack this sonic barrier, the 
only farm problem in America will be 
how to produce more and more farm 
commodities, and produce two blades 
of grass where one blade grew before. 

The same applies to another para¬ 
graph on that page: 

Development of new dehydrated and frozen 
milk, meat, poultry, and egg products— 

That is all right so far, but adding— 
new and improved industrial uses— 

A new phrase is emphasized—indus¬ 
trial uses— 
for animal fats and hides, wool, and mohair, 
$500,000. 

Again from that page of the report: 
Development of new and improved indus¬ 

trial products— 

Industrial products—I emphasize it 
to make sure the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture will not overlook it. I repeat for 
my colleagues in the Senate that the 
emphasis is on industrial products— 
from soybeans, flaxseed, peanuts, castor, and 
safflour, $300,000. 

This is added to the normal inclusion 
of the traditional utilization and re¬ 
search for other products. 

Here is the new world of opportunity 
for the American farmer. Here is the 
great unlimited opportunity for the 
ranchers and farmers of America. Here 
is the place where the scientist with a 
balding brow, and spectacles reposing 
on his nose, in the great laboratories of 
America is going to find the magic for¬ 
mula for making automobile tires now 
derived from butadiene, derived from the 
farm products of America; here is the 
place for making newsprint from the 
fibrous products of the country, better 
newsprint than that made from timber, 
which is imported from abroad. We are 
developing a host of industrial prod¬ 
ucts, which can fill all the exhibits of a 
new world’s fair, all made from the prod¬ 
ucts of the farm. The committee is 
carrying the torch by pointing the way 
and by providing funds and by saying, 
“Let us get going in this business of un¬ 
locking the door for new developments 
in a new era of opportunity for the 
farmer by finding new industrial uses 
for our farm products through the 
miracles of science and of synthetics.” 

I thank my friend from Florida, the 
chairman of the subcommittee, for per¬ 
mitting me to say a few mild words 
in support of utilizing the industrial po¬ 
tentialities for expanding our farm 
markets. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 
The enthusiasm of the Senator for in¬ 
dustrial utilization has been well known. 
If there was any question about it, it was 
reestablished on a very high plane by his 
remarks, with which I thoroughly agree. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am very happy to 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming, a 

member of our subcommittee and of the 
full Committee on Appropriations, and 
a diligent Senator in taking care of the 
interests of agriculture. 

Mr. McGEE. I thank the Senator, the 
chairman of the subcommittee, for his 
comments. I heard something said about 
research in his colloquy with our good 
friend from South Dakota. I note that 
on page 10 of the report the committee 
states that several meritorious research 
proposals were made to the committee, 
but that they could not be allowed at this 
time. One of them, the Wool Quality 
Research Laboratory, has a great bear¬ 
ing on my State of Wyoming. The 
Senator remembers, I am sure, that a 
year ago we were able to direct the pre¬ 
paration of feasibility studies on the 
Wool Quality Research Laboratory need¬ 
ed by the woolgrowing Western States. 
We were interested in having it located 
on the campus of the University of 
Wyoming at Laramie where many wool 
research projects are already being con¬ 
ducted. 

I wonder if the chairman would care 
to observe what the status of this labora¬ 
tory is. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am very happy to 
do so. I believe I have already men¬ 
tioned its status. We had before us, as 
I recall, nine requests by distinguished 
Senators from the inclusion of labora¬ 
tories, without budget approval in ad¬ 
vance, and funds for construction. One 
of them was the wool quality research 
laboratory, which was so ardently ad¬ 
vanced by the distinguished Senator 
from Wyoming. 

Unfortunately, however, it could not 
be approved. The Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. Carlson] earlier referred to the 
wheat laboratory. The Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. Mundt] had re¬ 
quested one. The Senator from Nebras¬ 
ka [Mr. Hruska] had requested one for 
livestock research. I could continue to 
mention others. However, I have men¬ 
tioned them only in the Senator’s partic¬ 
ular area. We came to the conclusion, 
because of the large program for utiliza¬ 
tion research on which we embarked last 
year, and which' involves several new 
laboratories, and among them the one 
for weed control research on cotton. 
Also we are embarking this year, on sev¬ 
eral additional laboratories requested in 
the accelerated pesticides program re¬ 
ferred to earlier. We decided, therefor, 
that on these unbudgeted items. We 
ought to refer them back to the Depart¬ 
ment and ask to make a survey of the 
situation, stating that we thought every 
one of the proposed programs had merit, 
including the one the Senator from 
Wyoming has mentioned. 

Undoubtedly the one the Senator has 
mentioned has merit. We asked the De¬ 
partment to give us a report on all of 
them. We also asked it to give us a full 
report on the extensive facilities which 
we have already provided for experi¬ 
mentation throughout the Nation, so that 
we could have a unified picture of the 
entire research program before we moved 
further. 

In spite of the fact that several 
Senators, members of the subcommittee, 
and also of the full committee, including 

the Senator from Wyoming, had projects 
which came within this group of eight or 
nine, they all agreed that, reluctant as 
they were to admit it, that that was the 
sounder way of approaching the problem. 
We hope to have these projects reported 
upon fully. 

I join the Senator from Wyoming in 
the hope that his project will be in the 
budget next year. 

What we have done is without preju¬ 
dice, and with the statement that each 
of these projects has merit, as evidenced 
by the fact that it affects Senators who 
have pressed these programs and the im¬ 
portant industries which they represent. 

Mr. McGEE. I thank the chairman 
of the subcommittee. He has always 
been a great friend of the West. His 
interests have been tied closely to our 
needs out there. We are grateful to him. 
Our needs in the wool growing industry 
are rather acute. That is the reason 
why we have been pressing for this fa¬ 
cility as vigorously as we have. I have 
been exceptionally eager to get along 
with the establishment of this research 
laboratory, to strengthen the position of 
the wool growing industry. 

There is much justification for the 
sense of urgency we feel in regard to 
the wool quality research laboratory. 
That is the reason for my interrogat¬ 
ing the Senator at this time. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I appreciate the 
comment of the able Senator. No one 
could have been more industrious in 
bringing the proposal to the attention 
not only of our committee, but of the 
Senate as a whole. Our action is with¬ 
out prejudice, and with the statement 
that the programs have high merit, but 
with the conditions attached that we 
have had to attach to all nine similar 
requests. 

Mr. McGEE. I wish to ask the Sena¬ 
tor one further question. It has to do 
with the request that the sum of $95,000 
be included in a different research pro¬ 
gram. I refer to the program at Fort 
Collins, Colo., dealing with automated 
irrigation. I raise the question because 
this program, too, has become more ur¬ 
gent than we had anticipated. Our 
needs for the project now appear to be 
outruning the pace research effort. The 
Seedskadee project in Wyoming is a des¬ 
ignated testing site for the automated 
irrigation being developed. I wonder 
if the chairman can tell me whether the 
allowance for $95,000 to set up research 
on automated irrigation is in the bill. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to state to 
the Senator that it has been included 
by the committee. This is shown by 
item 20 at page 14 of the report. I 
read it into the Record: 

20. For accelerating research, investiga¬ 
tions dealing with the automation of grav¬ 
ity water applications for irrigation, the 
committee has included $95,000 for this pro¬ 
gram of research headquartered at Fort Col¬ 
lins, Colo. 

I remember that the Senator was ex¬ 
tremely eager and diligent in pressing 
the inclusion of this item. 

Mr. McGEE. I thank the Senator. I 
ask unanimous consent that there may 
be included in the Record at the ap¬ 
propriate place a copy of a letter which 
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I received from the Department of Agri¬ 
culture on this particular question. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to have 
it included at this point. I ask unani¬ 
mous consent that it may be included in 
the Record. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the Record, 
as follows: 

U.S. Department op Agriculture, 

Agricultural Research Service, 

Washington, D.C., July 31, 1964. 
Hon. Gale W. McGee, 

U.S. Senate. 
Dear Senator McGee : This letter is in 

response to your request for information 
concerning research on the automatic appli¬ 
cation of irrigation water. 

A system for automating gravity water 
application on the farm has been conceived 
and is in its initial phase of testing and 
development by our research staff at Port 
Collins, Colo. The system needs refinement 
and field testing under actual field irrigation 
conditions. 

Developments of this kind are necessary 
for survival of irrigated agriculture. Com¬ 
petition from domestic, industrial, and rec¬ 
reational users of water is increasing at an 
alarming rate. Irrigated agriculture is no¬ 
torious in its inefficient use of water. Auto¬ 
mation of irrigation systems would mate¬ 
rially aid to the efficiency of water use and, 
in addition, save farm labor. 

The automatic system under development 
is based on a pneumatic valve that will turn 
water deliveries on or off to an irrigated field, 
using manual valves for rate control. Com¬ 
ponents for automation include time clocks, 
three-way solenoid valves, compressed air 
source and either radio or wire systems for 
activiation. The time clock is programed 
according to optimum water-use require¬ 
ments. 

Pneumatic valves have been developed into 
positive control devices, experimental models 
manufactured, and a timing system suitable 
for automatic operation of turn uses has 
been designed. The system needs to be fab¬ 
ricated and tested in the field under actual 
field conditions. Refinements will need to 
be made, fail-safe devices developed and 
evaluated, the radio or wire refined for this 
specific application, lower cost solenoids de¬ 
veloped, and the system expanded to include 
complete farm coverage. 

The current level of research on this prob¬ 
lem is one professional man-year per year 
and one technician man-year per year. 
With materials, travel, and other operating 
costs, total expenditure is approximately 
$26,000 per year. 

For optimum development, the additional 
men, materials, etc., are required: 

1 professional man_$10, 000 
5 technicians_ 30, 000 
Materials required in the laboratory. 4, 000 
Contract research_ 5, 000 
Improvement of a hydraulic test 

laboratory facility_ 6, 000 
Field installations at Newell, S. Dak., 

Travel_ 2, 000 
Overhead_ 13, 000 

Total_ 95, 000 

H. A. Rodenhiser, 

Deputy Administrator. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator used the 
letter very effectively in his labors in the 
committee. The Record should show 
that letter, bearing on this particular 
problem. 

Mr. McGEE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 

Mr. JAVITS. New York is not often 
thought of in terms of a bill of this kind; 
but, as the Senator knows, New York 
is a major agricultural State. As a Sen¬ 
ator who represents the whole State, I 
try to keep very much in touch with agri¬ 
cultural matters. 

I feel that my State, which is a major 
dairy State, would be gratified by the 
degree to which the special milk pro¬ 
gram has received attention in the bill. 
I am especially gratified by the fact that 
the program of special milk availability 
to nonprofit summer camps and child 
care institutions is provided for in a 
generous way in the bill. I had the honor 
of helping to expand the concept of the 
department as to the legal definitions 
which would encompass that kind of aid. 
It is most gratifying to see this work so 
successfully being carried through. 

Mr. HOLLAND. On that point, the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Proxmire], 
who also represents a very heavy milk- 
producing area, serves on our commit¬ 
tee. He invited the attention of the com¬ 
mittee to the very program which the 
Senator from New York has just men¬ 
tioned. I think it is fully cared for in 
the bill. I am glad the Senator from New 
York has the same opinion. I want him 
to know that the Senator from Wisconsin 
and other members of the committee who 
represent heavy milk-producing States 
took care of that provision very well. 

Mr. JAVITS. I am also pleased to see 
the availability of funds for the purpose 
mentioned by the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. Young] with 
respect to experiment, research, and 
various forms of testing, and other ac¬ 
tivities, to improve the quality and out¬ 
put of milk. 

As a member of the Government Oper¬ 
ations Subcommittee which is investigat¬ 
ing pesticides, a subcommittee headed by 
the distinguished Senator from Connec¬ 
ticut [Mr. Ribicoff], I am gratified to 
see the Appropriations Committee em¬ 
phasize pesticide research; that is, not 
the alarming aspects of pesticide use, or 
what might even be considered as the 
sensational conclusions concerning the 
presence of harmful pesticides in foods 
and other products, but the redeeming 
aspects of the whole pesticides move¬ 
ment, which is making possible for the 
American people the great improvement 
in the standard of living, especially in 
terms of food, which they enjoy. There¬ 
fore, the determination of the committee 
to provide for, what I always believed in, 
a thorough scientific research program 
to permit pesticides to be more useful 
to the American people, is most heart¬ 
ening. It takes up exactly where the 
President’s committee on this subject 
said we should begin. 

The subcommittee and its chairman 
are entitled to strong commendation for 
the constructive and intelligent nature 
of that approach. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I appreciate the ex¬ 
pression of the Senator from New York. 
There was no difference of opinion in 
our rather large committee on this sub¬ 
ject. As I recall, there are 27 Members 
of the Senate on the Committee on Ap¬ 
propriations, a membership which is 
larger than that of any other Senate 
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committee. We all felt that to make the 
$29 million available was the logical next 
step in carrying out one of the most im¬ 
portant programs that we could get un¬ 
derway, one of the most needed pro¬ 
grams in our Nation. I am glad that the 
Senator from New York feels as he does. 
We deeply appreciate his cordial re¬ 
marks. I thank the Senator from New 
York. 

Speaking for the full committee, we 
also greatly appreciate the kindness of 
the junior Senator from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Florida yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I want 

to congratulate the chairman and the 
members of the committee who have 
worked long and hard hours on the agri¬ 
cultural appropriation bill. 

As a Senator from the second largest 
dairy State in the Nation, I am particu¬ 
larly grateful for the committee’s work 
on the special milk program. I have dis¬ 
cussed this program on several occasions 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Proxmire], who also rep¬ 
resents a great dairy State. Sometimes 
the views of the Senator from Wisconsin 
and the Senator from New York are in 
conflict, but on this subject we share a 
united position. Earlier this year it was 
my privilege to join with the Senator 
from Wisconsin in sponsoring S. 2751, to 
provide a supplemental appropriation of 
$2 million for the program. 

It was in 1954 under President Eisen¬ 
hower that the special milk program was 
initiated and it has enjoyed wide biparti¬ 
san support through the years. And well 
it might. For it has enabled many thou¬ 
sands of youngsters to receive the nutri¬ 
tional values of milk and at the same 
time has brought a measure of stability 
for the dairy farmer of America. 

We continually concern ourselves 
about the physical fitness of our youth. 
In my judgment, there are few programs 
which are so singularly directed toward 
this goal. How many are the children 
who would have to forgo the food value 
of milk, were it not for this farsighted 
program. 

There is no question but that this is an 
economically justified undertaking. If 
we did not have this milk distribution 
program, the Commodity Credit Cor¬ 
poration would have to go on the market 
to purchase dairy products in order to 
insure the current price support level. 
Such an undertaking would be more ex¬ 
pensive than this beneficial health pro¬ 
gram. 

It is readily apparent that the dairy 
farmer has benefited from this program. 
For the oversupply of milk has been 
reduced through consumption by our 
young people. And we must continue to 
push forward for an ever-increased level 
of consumption and expansion of our 
dairy markets. 

On another but related subject, it has 
recently come to my attention that the 
export subsidy on nonfat dry milk has 
been placed on a bid basis, and that one 
of the reasons for doing so was the deple¬ 
tion of our CCC stocks for use under the 
donation program. 
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At a time when we must constantly seek 
new markets for our excess agricultural 
production, I am particularly concerned 
that this new policy will result in 
contraction of our export markets. 
Placing the export subsidy on a bid basis 
will eliminate any long-term contracts 
for the export of nonfat dry milk. It 
also may place the United States in a 
position where it will be priced out of the 
European market where we have been 
selling in the vicinity of 125,000 metric 
tons annually. If this is the ultimate 
effect of the policy, then it is time to re¬ 
think our donation program which has 
heretofore been a sound method of as¬ 
sisting our friends abroad and reducing 
our large stocks of surplus commodities. 
I want to make it very clear that I do 
not want to see us destroy this com¬ 
mercial market. For the result can only 
be harmful to our dairy farmers’ income 
and necessitate increased purchases by 
the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

I am hopeful that the subsidy on non¬ 
fat dry milk will be reconsidered with a 
view toward the further expansion of our 
exports of dairy products. 

The increased appropriation for the 
special milk program will be beneficial 
to thousands of New York children and 
the important dairy industry of my 
State, and I am most appreciative of the 
action taken by the committee. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator 
from New York. 

SPECIAL FOREIGN CURRENCY RESEARCH 

The committee recommends an ap¬ 
propriation of $4 million for the special 
foreign currency research program. 
This is the amount of the revised budget 
estimate and consists of $2 million for 
market development research and $2 
million for projects dealing with sci¬ 
entific research. The Department is ex¬ 
pected to be selective in the projects 
undertaken with these foreign currencies 
so that the results of the research will 
be beneficial to American agriculture. 
PAYMENTS TO STATES COOPERATIVE RESEARCH 

AND EXTENSION PROGRAMS 

The committee recommends increases 
above the budget of $1,250,000 for State 
experiment stations and $2,705,000 for 
the State extension services to provide 
for pay adjustments for the employees 
of these State organizations comparable 
to those granted Federal workers in the 
pay legislation under Public Law 87-793. 
Last year the appropriation act included 
about half the funds required for this 
purpose and the committee’s recommen¬ 
dations will provide the remaining one- 
half. The committee believes that these 
employees should be granted salary in¬ 
creases comparable to those granted to 
Federal employees. 

The recommendation for the Coopera¬ 
tive State Research Service also includes 
an increase of $8,792,000 as a part of 
the overall program for pesticides re¬ 
search. These increases include $3 
million for payments to the States. The 
additional amounts provided for pay¬ 
ments to States under the Hatch Act are 
for the pesticide program. The States 
could make provision for testing pesticide 
residues in milk. This total increase 
also includes, for the first time, funds 

for grants for facilities under the act of 
July 2, 1963, Public Law 88-74. The 
committee recommends the budget esti¬ 
mate of $3,242,000 for this purpose, to 
be distributed to the States on a match¬ 
ing basis for the construction of research 
facilities required for the pesticides re¬ 
search program. The committee has 
included funds for the use of authority 
under the act of Septembr 6, 1958. Un¬ 
der this authority basic grants can be 
made for research. The committee has 
included $2 million for this purpose, to 
be used for pesticides research grants. 

For the Extension Service, the com¬ 
mittee recommends, in addition to the 
$2,705,000 referred to a moment ago for 
pay adjustments, an increase of 
$2,100,000 to be allocated to State exten¬ 
sion services to accelerate specialized 
assistance by county agents to users of 
pesticides. The committee believes it is 
essential that producers be aware of the 
directions to be followed in making use 
of the various registered and approved 
chemicals. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, in con¬ 
nection with the discussion by the Sen¬ 
ator from Florida on the Cooperative Ex¬ 
tension Service funds, I ask unanimous 
consent that a statement I have prepared 
on that subject may be inserted in the 
Record. 

There being no objection, the state¬ 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Record, as follows: 

Education Key to the Progress of the 

American People 

Included in. the agricultural appropriation 
bill being discussed this morning is an item 
of $85,274,000 to support the Cooperative 
Extension Service. These dollars, for the 
most part, will be allocated to the States 
where they will be matched with State and 
county funds and will be used to support ex¬ 
tension educational work in nearly every 
county in the United States. The importance 
of this work in this day and time cannot 
be overemphasized. 

We all recognize the importance of a 
healthy, efficient and competitive agriculture 
in the economic development of this country 
and the importance of farmers who are mod¬ 
ern and up to date in the application of 
technology and management. Certainly our 
educational effort addressed to them must 
recognize and prepare them for the changes 
that constantly occur within this vast in¬ 
dustry. Since specialization is increasing 
everywhere, technology, its understanding 
and its application are more important than 
ever. The successful farm manager of to¬ 
day and even more so the successful manager 
of 1980 must be knowledgable in the scien¬ 
tific aspect of farming and ranching. There¬ 
fore, if American agriculture is to be strong, 
there must be a continuing flow of research 
results to those who produce food and fiber 
for the Nation. The variables in need from 
State to State and county to county demand 
effective interpretation and adaptation of 
technology to different situations. Thus the 
communication and teaching of such infor¬ 
mation require highly competent and well- 
trained people who carry on a continuing 
program of education to keep pace with the 
rapid advance of scientific knowledge and 
changing economic environment. 

This is the mission of the Cooperative 
Extension Service. 

The union of research and extension edu¬ 
cation was a most fortunate one and has 
had the net effect of shortening the farmer’s 
workday and lightening his labor, and pro¬ 
viding the most effective means we have 

found to date of preserving and strength¬ 
ening the family farm, increasing the pur¬ 
chasing power of the farm family, elevating 
the dignity of farming by raising it to the 
level of a profession, and giving young peo¬ 
ple on farms better education and better 
job opportunities. Beyond the farm it has 
helped to raise the standard of living of 
all of the people of the United States. In 
fact, this research-extension team has played 
a major role in helping our farmers to attain 
a position in our society which cannot be 
matched in anyother part of the world. 
It has demonstrated—beyond any question 
of doubt—that scholarship, through a pro¬ 
gram of education for action, can be effec¬ 
tively supplied to family living and creative 
intelligence—with equal effectiveness—to 
farm operations. As a result—and as no¬ 
where else in the world—that portion of 
the Lord’s Prayer which states, “Give us this 
day our daily bread * * *” has been an¬ 
swered here. 

Although we may think of extension as the 
quiet, deliberative voice of education, it can 
and does have the ability to act quickly. 
In South Dakota last year, it was extension 
that moved promptly to meet a serious out¬ 
break of corn rootworm and thereby saved 
corngrowers in our State an estimated 
$1 million. 

In like manner in the wide field of public 
awareness and interest it was extension that 
explained our new State water conserva¬ 
tion enabling legislation to our citizens and 
is now assisting them in cooperation with 
other Federal and State agencies to make 
effective use of this legislation. To most 
farmers, and particularly to us in the high 
plains, a supply of supplemental water is es¬ 
sential to a stabilized agriculture. 

The only way the commercial family farm 
can survive today is to have free access to 
research information and its interpretation. 

Monopoly of knowledge is just as deadly 
to the family farm as monopoly of capital 
and productive resources is to other types 
of industry. 

The free access to information through the 
Extension Service is the link that prevents 
such a monopoly. Without the free flow of 
knowledge, the large corporate farm will 
swallow up the family farm. 

Of direct benefit to all our people is our 
agricultural productivity, matched by an effi¬ 
cient, expanding marketing industry. 

My own State of South Dakota is primarily 
an agricultural producing State. In 1963, 
about 80 percent of the State’s $636 million 
worth of agricultural products was marketed 
outside the State. That doesn’t mean that 
marketing isn’t important. It does mean 
that South Dakota, as well as all other major 
agricultural States, must produce and mar¬ 
ket high-quality products in order to com¬ 
pete in distant markets. It also means that 
the marketing systems must be efficient. 

Consequently, we in South Dakota are 
concerned with two questions in marketing: 
How can we make the existing marketing sys¬ 
tem more efficient, and how can we provide 
profitable opportunities for new or expanded 
markets? 

In a grain and grass State like South Da¬ 
kota, livestock represents the best major use 
of our resources. The Extension Service is 
therefore concerned with such subjects as 
management efficiency in country grain ele¬ 
vators or the feasibility of a livestock slaugh¬ 
ter plant. 

South Dakota farmers and ranchers (and 
their neighbors in the banks, feed plants, 
farm supply houses, and machinery dealer¬ 
ships) are interested in producing high-qual¬ 
ity products to meet market demands. They 
are equally interested in efficient and ex¬ 
panded markets as is this same group in 
most other agricultural States. A strong, 
effective extension education program is es¬ 
sential to achieving this goal. 
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But agriculture and marketing of its prod¬ 
ucts are not the only effort in the scope of 
extension work. 

Extension educational work with American 
youth through 4-H clubs involves 2% mil¬ 
lion boys and girls age 10 to 19. Approxi¬ 
mately 500,000 private citizens provide day- 
to-day leadership to the 4-H clubs as local 
leaders. The main purpose of 4-H club work 
is to train young men and women in such 
essentials as citizenship, respect for work, 
acceptance of responsibility, cooperation, 
pride and responsibility of ownership, respect 
for our democratic institution, and to learn 
about possible careers affecting their future. 
These purposes in 4-H club work train youth 
today to be responsible citizens tomorrow. 
These goals are achieved through many 4-H 
club projects and club activities. The pro¬ 
gram is broad enough to meet the needs of 
most boys and girls, regardless of their back¬ 
ground. Career exploration, both as a proj¬ 
ect and as a part of formal school activities, 
is emphasized because it is estimated that 
within the next 10 years, 90 perecnt of the 
farm boys and girls who reach 25 years of age 
will need to find their way into the off-farm 
labor market. 

Youth today will be our leaders tomorrow. 
The key to continued economic progress is 
contingent upon the training our youth re¬ 
ceives today. Their willingness to accept re¬ 
sponsibility, their ability to think and act re¬ 
sponsibly and their capacity to be imagina¬ 
tive and to innovate must be a part of to¬ 
day’s training. Four-H Club work provides 
this training. 

The forces of change—which projected 
farming out of a simple way of life into the 
maelstrom of big business and which have 
catapulted the small community into next- 
door relationships with the city and coun¬ 
try—have not bypassed the family. The 
family has seen its pattern of living molded 
and shaped by forces in the community and 
the changing economy. Some of these forces 
have their origin in technology—others arise 
out of the increasing family mobility and are 
reflected in changes in human needs and hu¬ 
man satisfactions. 

The objectives of home economics educa¬ 
tion are directed toward assisting families to 
prepare and adjust to a changing society. 
Families today, both rural and urban, con¬ 
sume a much higher portion of their income 
than did the self-sufficient families of yester¬ 
year. This places a premium on knowledge 
in home management. Financial manage¬ 
ment, wise use of credit, housing, nutrition, 
health, and homemaking efficiency, are major 
program concerns of extension home econom¬ 
ics work. 

This threefold purpose of the Cooperative 
Extension Service, Agriculture, home, and 
youth is in a larger sense a program for the 
development of people themselves. It is true 
that its teachings are directed toward the 
improvement of many practices but its fun¬ 
damental objective is always the same—bet¬ 
ter, richer, fuller, and more rewarding lives 
for the people it serves. 

Extension work is permissive and dedicated 
to— 

1. Assisting farm people in their growth 
toward leadership and economic independ¬ 
ence. 

2. Assisting farm people in achieving the 
most efficient agriculture the world has ever 
known through improvements in their man¬ 
agerial skills and in putting the results of 
research to work on their farms and in their 
homes. 

3. Providing the farmer with a more ef¬ 
fective and efficient means of handling his 
products as they move on from the farm 
gate to the consumer, and of reducing costs 
for farm supplies and services. 

4. Helping young people to grow and de¬ 
velop so that they will become better pre¬ 
pared for tomorrow’s responsibilities. 

5. Helping farm families to make a better 
living and a richer, fuller, more rewarding 
life a reality, rather than an empty dream. 

6. Assisting people in achieving a stabi¬ 
lized income through better and more orderly 
management of their resources by means of 
realistic use of land and water resources. 

7. Helping families to broaden their hori¬ 
zons, expand their economic opportunities 
and develop a greater appreciation for the im¬ 
portance of participating actively and ef¬ 
fectively in programs that involve and affect 
their own communities, their counties, their 
State, and Nation. 

I’m sure we are all aware that our agri¬ 
culture which only recently was highly in¬ 
dependent is today highly interdependent. 
The farmer doesn’t operate in a vacuum: 
He and his welfare are greatly influenced by 
a multitude of political, economic, and so¬ 
cial forces. Daily the individual farmer and 
his family are confronted with momentous 
and difficult decisions. Each new decision 
calls for a wider range of knowledge and a 
higher degree of skill. To help him and 
America, a strong extension educational pro¬ 
gram is necessary if new agricultural tech¬ 
nology is to be fully used and solidly 
integrated into our economy, if farm people 
are to achieve their potentialities'as citizens, 
as people, and as parents of those who in 
time will direct our country’s destiny, and 
if the family farm is to be preserved as a 
dynamic, efficient institution. 

SOIL CONSERVATION PROGRAMS 

Mr. HOLLAND. The committee con¬ 
curs with the House in providing $100,- 
511,000 for conservation operations by 
the Soil Conservation Service., This is 
an increase of $1,761,000 above the budg¬ 
et and the amount recommended by the 
House. 

The committee recommends an appro¬ 
priation of $65,848,000 for watershed 
protection, the same as approved by the 
House. However, the committee recom¬ 
mends the appropriation for watershed 
planning be continued as a part of the 
overall appropriation rather than being 
made a separate appropriation item as 
proposed by the House. The committee 
recommends $5 million for watershed 
planning, which is $524,000 below the 
amount proposed by the House for this 
purpose and $501,000 over the budget re¬ 
quest. The committee believes this will 
be adequate to carry on this important 
activity, particularly since additional 
amounts will be provided from local 
sources to augment the development of 
plans for the small watershed program. 

A reduction of $2,767,000 is recom¬ 
mended for flood prevention in the 11 
major watershed projects financed un¬ 
der this item. This will provide a total of 
$22,656,000 which, together with the car¬ 
ryover from June 30, 1964, of more than 
$8 million, will provide adequate funds 
for carrying on the work of these projects 
this year. 

For the Great Plains conservation pro¬ 
gram the committee recommends $14,- 
744,000, the amount of the budget and 
$568,000 over the House bill. For the 
new pilot program of resource conserva¬ 
tion and development program, the com¬ 
mittee recommends $2,044,000 as pro¬ 
posed in the budget, an increase of $548,- 
000 over the House bill. 

The increase of $1,100,000 for the Ec¬ 
onomic Research Service consists of 
$500,000 for economic research relating 
to pesticides and $600,000 for the eco¬ 

nomic studies authorized under Public 
Law 88-297 for the studies to determine 
and to report upon the year-to-year 
changes in the cost of producing cotton. 
CROP ESTIMATES AND MARKETING ACTIVITIES 

The committee recommends an in¬ 
crease of $461,000 for the Statistical Re¬ 
porting Service, consisting of $361,000 to 
initiate the timber price reporting serv¬ 
ice and $100,000 to extend the pilot 
flower estimates program to the 17 prin¬ 
cipal producing States. The committee 
believes these two services to producers 
of timber and flowers should be under¬ 
taken without further delay. The com¬ 
mittee concurs in the action of the 
House in denying the budget proposal 
to eliminate $94,030 to consumer surveys. 
This work should not be curtailed. 

The committee has received many 
complaints about the new market news 
service initiated August 1, 1963, by the 
Agricultural Marketing Service. It has 
thoroughly reviewed this matter and is 
directing the Secretary of Agriculture to 
see to it that the leased wire system be 
limited strictly to market reporting and 
marketing information and the routine 
type administrative instructions which 
were carried on the leased wire system 
prior to August 1, 1933. 

The Secretary is also directed to make 
certain that all news media receive equal 
opportunity and access to the market 
news information. 
SCHOOL LUNCH AND SPECIAL MILK PROGRAMS 

The budget proposed, and the House 
agreed, to finance the special milk pro¬ 
gram last year from section 32 funds. 
The law provides that this program shall 
be financed from a direct appropriation. 
Therefore, the committee is recommend¬ 
ing an appropriation of $106 million as 
a direct appropriation for this program 
in 1965, which is an increase of $6,166,000 
above the 1964 level. This increase is 
required to meet the increased demand 
and to permit participation by a greater 
number of children. 

The committee concurs in the House 
bill of $146,400,000 for the school lunch 
program, which is an increase of $9,784,- 
000 above 1964. In addition to this ap¬ 
propriation, there is a transfer of $45 
million from section 32 for this program. 
Also surplus commodities acquired under 
section 32 regular programs are available 
for donation to the school lunch pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Florida yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Wal¬ 

ters in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Florida yield to the Senator from 
Wisconsin? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I commend the 
Senator from Florida for the superlative 
job he has done on this appropriation 
bill—it is $344 million below the request 
of the President, which was already said 
to be tight. This is a big saving for 
American taxpayers, and yet it leaves 
the essential services of the Department 
of Agriculture intact. What is even more 
impressive, this bill represents a $1 bil¬ 
lion reduction—$970 million under the 
appropriation for last year. For years 
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Federal farm programs have been the 
prime target of the critics of Govern¬ 
ment spending, so this achievement is 
most remarkable. The Senator from 
Florida deserves great commendation 
for bringing it about. 

I believe that the Senator from Flor¬ 
ida has done an outstanding job. I 
should like to say to the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. Young], the ranking 
minority member on the subcommittee, 
that he deserves great credit, too. The 
Senator from Florida has earned my un¬ 
dying gratitude also for the prudent way 
he has handled the special school milk 
program. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, first 
let me express my great appreciation to 
the Senator from Wisconsin for his re¬ 
marks; also, to the distinguished Sena¬ 
tor from North Dakota [Mr. Young! for 
his kind words in his behalf. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I 
thank the Senator from Wisconsin for 
his comments. 

Mr. HOLLAND. We are glad to find 
that the distinguished advocate of econ¬ 
omy in Government, the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Proxmire] , has found our 
approach to this problem this year to be 
such that it can meet with his approval. 
We appreciate it very greatly. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sen¬ 
ator. I believe that this bill represents 
a great achievement. What the Senator 
from Florida has so accurately described 
in referring to the treatment of the 
school milk program in the bill will be 
of no real cost in my judgment to the 
taxpayers. That is because, we have a 
law which provides price supports for 
dairy products requiring the Government 
to buy surplus milk for the Commodity 
Credit Corporation at the present rock 
bottom support price. Since milk will 
be in surplus, it is clear that school milk 
purchases simply mean lesser CCC pur¬ 
chases. The fact is that in December, 
1963, because of the limitation of the 
1964 special school milk appropriation, 
the Secretary of Agriculture had to in¬ 
form the top educational officials of 
many States that there must be a cut¬ 
back in Federal support for the special 
school milk program. In light of this, 
the Senator from Florida as chairman 
of the subcommittee generously agreed 
to accept my proposal to increase this 
amount over what the House had agreed 
upon which was approximately $100 
million to $106 million. This will not 
only help children improve their health 
with nutritious milk, and create the 
healthy milk drinking habit. It will not 
increase cost to the taxpayer. 

It makes all the sense in the world. 
Instead of having this milk go into stor¬ 
age where it would be of no use to any¬ 
one it will go instead into the stomachs 
of hungry children. Only 1 percent of 
the schools in this country provide a 
program of milk for children whose 
parents cannot afford to pay for it. 
Ninety-nine percent of the schools do not 
provide it so that if this had not 
been restored by the Senator from Flor¬ 
ida, it would mean that the poorer chil¬ 
dren whose parents felt they could not 
afford this milk, would be deprived of 
milk which would not cost the taxpayers 

anything additional. So I believe that 
what the Senator from Florida has done 
is compassionate, humane, logical, and 
sensible. I congratulate him, and I 
thank him very much, not only on be¬ 
half of my own State, but also on behalf 
of the children of this country. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I appreciate those 
generous words. I am glad that the 
Senator has made his case so effectively 
and so eloquently in the Record. The 
whole country will now be able to read 
what the committee has been hearing 
from the Senator from Wisconsin as we 
conducted our hearings. I believe that 
he is entitled to major credit for the 
merited increase in this item. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. NELSON. I should like to join 
in endorsing the remarks of my col¬ 
league from Wisconsin [Mr. Proxmire] 

and to commend him also for his efforts 
in behalf of the children of our country 
as well as the dairy farmers. 

I commend the Senator from Florida, 
as chairman of the committee, for his 
constructive consideration of this matter. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Nelson] warmly. 
There was no difference of opinion in our 
subcommittee or in the full committee. 
Every Senator on both committees is 
equally entitled to credit. I believe par¬ 
ticular credit should go to the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Proxmire] who ef¬ 
fectively, frequently, and always ardent¬ 
ly, was arguing for both the interests of 
the schoolchildren and the dairy indus¬ 
try. I believe it is clearly a saving of 
money which otherwise would be put into 
surplus dairy products, if this larger 
amount is not made available for con¬ 
sumption by children as whole milk. 

USE OP SECTION 32 

Mr. President, the committee is greatly 
concerned about the increasing tendency 
in recent years to use section 32 funds 
as a convenient mechanism for paying 
expenses of various programs of the Gov¬ 
ernment without following the normal 
appropriation process. The section 32 
authorization is designed to provide 
funds for surplus removal and to stabi¬ 
lize market prices for the perishable 
commodities. The Department and the 
Bureau of the Budget are reminded of 
this basic purpose, and this permanent 
appropriation should not be misused by 
continuance of these abuses. The shift 
of the financing of the special milk pro¬ 
gram from section 32 funds to a direct 
appropriation is in keeping with this 
admonition. 

The committee also recommends a re¬ 
duction in the amount of these funds 
which may be used for the pilot food 
stamp program from $45 million pro¬ 
posed by the House, to $35 million. The 
budget estimate had recommended the 
use of $51,125,000. The committee rec¬ 
ommends this reduction because Con¬ 
gress is now approving legislation to 
place the food stamp program on a per¬ 
manent basis, including an authorization 
for appropriations. Two years ago the 
committee expressed its view in opposi¬ 
tion to use of section 32 as authority for 

and as the financing mechanism for the 
pilot stamp program. It is expected that 
upon enactment, the food stamp program 
will be placed on a full financing by di¬ 
rect appropriation and that the section 
32 funds will be reimbursed by amounts 
used in fiscal 1965 prior to enactment of 
the pending legislation. 

As I mentioned earlier, the committee 
does not recommend the full use of the 
$25 million limitation under section 32 
for long-term, continuing research pro¬ 
grams. However, the committee does 
recommend the use of $11 million of 
these funds for research in 1965. 

This consists of $1 million for research 
on health-related problems of tobacco. 
The House proposed $1,500,000 for this 
purpose—although it was not budgeted— 
and indicated that this should be carried 
out in facilities at the University of 
Kentucky. 

Since the principal problem area in 
this connection stems from Flue-cured 
tobacco, the committee directs that at 
least one-half of the $1 million be di¬ 
rected to and utilized in the Flue-cured 
producing area. That would be at the 
Government Experiment Station at Ox¬ 
ford, N.C. The committee also has di¬ 
rected the Department to make certain 
that it does not invade the province of 
medical research in connection with its 
intensified tobacco research investiga¬ 
tions. That research would be handled 
by the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, which is being well provided 
for, as I understand, in the regular ap¬ 
propriation bill for that Department. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. COOPER I appreciate the work 

that the Senator from Florida [Mr. Hol¬ 
land], has done, as chairman of the Sub¬ 
committee on Agriculture of the Com¬ 
mittee on Appropriations, in connection 
with the appropriation bill for the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture. 

I have the pleasure of serving on the 
legislative Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry with the Senator from Florida. 
I know his great interest in this field. 

Kentucky may not be the largest State 
in agricultural production, but it is an 
agriculture State. Approximately half 
of the income of the people of Kentucky 
comes from agriculture. 

We are the largest producers of bur- 
ley tobacco. But agriculture in Ken¬ 
tucky is quite diversified. Kentucky is 
the third largest producer of cheese in 
the United States, following Wisconsin 
and New York. Kentucky has become 
quite a cattle State, although perhaps not 
as large a cattle State as the Senator’s 
State of Florida. 

The Senator from Florida has just 
spoken of the appropriation for research 
on tobacco, particularly as it may be 
connected with health. 

Money has been appropriated from 
year to year for tobacco research. But 
since the statement of the Surgeon Gen¬ 
eral of the United States with regard to 
smoking and health, there has been great 
interest throughout the country in the 
subject of research to determine more 
accurately what connection, if any, there 
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is between smoking and various ailments 
such as cancer, heart disease, and others. 

The subject is of great interest to the 
tobacco industry. I believe 21 States 
produce tobacco. Tobacco ranks fifth, 
in point of income, among the agricul¬ 
tural products of the United States. To¬ 
bacco furnishes more than $3 billion in 
taxes to our Government each year. It 
affects hundreds of thousands of farm 
families. It represents the largest source 
of agricultural income in my home State 
of Kentucky. 

I am interested, and we are all in¬ 
terested, in doing all that is possible to 
determine more accurately the relation¬ 
ship of smoking to health. As the Sen¬ 
ator from Florida [Mr. Holland] noted, 
research will go forward on the medical 
phase. To the extent that the Govern¬ 
ment participates, it will be done by 
means of appropriations to the Depart¬ 
ment of Health, Education, and Wel¬ 
fare. 

But it is also necessary in this field for 
research to be done with tobacco it¬ 
self. The Surgeon General, testifying 
earlier this year at hearings conducted by 
the House Subcommittee on Tobacco, 
supported this kind of research. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con¬ 
sent to have Dr. Terry’s statement 
printed at this point in the Record. 

There being no objection, the state¬ 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Record, as follows: 
Statement of Dr. Luther L. Terry, Sur- 

-geon General of the United States, Be¬ 

fore the Subcommittee on Tobacco of 

the House Committee on Agriculture, 

January 29, 1964 

Now with regard to research, which is 
much more appropriate to this hearing, this 
is our second major program category. 
Three kinds of research are called for: 

1. First we need to know much more 
about the relationship of smoking to cer¬ 
tain diseases as well as to overall mortality. 
Coronary artery disease, now the leading- 
cause of death in this country, is a good ex¬ 
ample. The committee was unable to reach 
a firm conclusion as to the role smoking 
plays in causing or precipitating death from 
this disease. We need to find out for sure 
whether smoking is a factor in this disease 
or whether it should be exonerated. 

2. Social and behavioral research is an¬ 
other important field. We need much more 
knowledge about why people start smoking, 
why they 'maintain this habit, how they can 
stop once started. We need to know more 
about the alleged beneficial effects of smok¬ 
ing. If such exist, we need to know how to 
measure them so that the benefit can be bal¬ 
anced against the hazard. This is one of our 
dilemmas in the smoking problem. In other 
areas—automobiles and traffic accidents, 
pesticides and insecticides—we can at least 
approximate a balance of benefit against risk. 
We cannot do this with smoking because we 
can not at this time measure the benefit. 

3. The third research category is how to 
make smoking safer. There are a number 
of approaches which are feasible and defi¬ 
nitely need increased support. 

We need to know much more about the 
substances in tobacco smoke which produce 
the health hazards. Until we know more in 
this area, we will be handicapped in our ef¬ 
forts to remove the hazard. It is difficult to 
design a method of removing something if 
you do not know what it is. For example, 
the known substances in tobacco smoke can 
account for only a small portion of its can¬ 
cer-producing power. We have no real clues 

as to what It is in tobacco smoke that in¬ 
fluences coronary artery disease—if indeed 
it does. 

There would 6eem to be a fertile field for 
research such as that proposed in the resolu¬ 
tion now before this committee. In this 
specific context, I am sure the committee will 
realize that I must speak with some caution 
and reservations since I am not an agricul¬ 
tural or horticultural expert. 

I still feel nonetheless that I can whole¬ 
heartedly support additional research of the 
types which the resolution would authorize 
and direct. It is well known that strains of 
tobacco differ quite widely in various con¬ 
stituents. It is well known that the levels 
of some of these constituents influence the 
amount of hazardous or potentially hazard¬ 
ous substances in tobacco smoke. I would 
give a great deal to know whether the types 
of tobacco used for pipes and cigars have 
anything to do with the lesser hazards asso¬ 
ciated with these modes of tobacco use. If 
tobacco behaves as other vegetables, I am 
sure that the amount of some of its con¬ 
stituents will vary with the conditions of 
culture, soil, climate, fertilizer, and other 
agricultural practices. 

This suggests, however, another area' of 
research. Any vegetable material, when 
burned under the conditions prevailing when 
tobacco is smoked, will produce hazardous 
substances. Coal, oil, paper, even spinach, all 
produce benzo( a) pyrene, a potent cancer- 
producing substance, when burned. The effi¬ 
ciency of the combustion process makes a 
marked difference in the amount of this 
chemical in the smoke. As a matter of fact, 
most of the cancer-producing compounds 
Identified in cigarette smoke are not present 
in the native tobacco leaf but are formed 
during the burning process. 

These facts suggest that it will not be 
enough simply to develop better strains of 
tobacco and better methods of cultivation. 
We must also develop better methods of 
preventing the formation of these substances 
during the burning of tobacco, as well as 
of removing by filtration or other means the 
hazardous substances that are formed. Both 
of these areas are promising avenues for 
further development—and have the poten¬ 
tial of making smoking safer. 

It is well known that cigarettes can now 
be produced which yield quite low amounts 
of tars and nicotine, either by selection of 
the types of tobacco, by filters, or other 
means. It is relatively easy to measure this 
quantitatively. What isn’t so well known, 
or so easy to measure, is the biological sig¬ 
nificance to man of the substances which 
do come through. Tobacco smoke is an ex¬ 
ceedingly complex mixture of many different 
substances. It is not the amount of tars 
and nicotine removed that counts, it is the 
type and amount of hazardous substances 
that get into man that is important. 

In summary, gentlemen, the actions which 
I have outlined have the common purpose 
of avoiding or minimizing the intake of 
hazardous substances by the American 
people. Action on many fronts is urgently 
needed. The Public Health Service intends 
to do what it can. This important and 
complex problem also calls for appropriate 
action by other Federal agencies, by State 
and local agencies, by nongovernmental or¬ 
ganizations, and by the tobacco industry. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the 
House proposed $1.5 million for tobacco 
research. The House directed in its re¬ 
port that this fund be used by the facility 
at the University of Kentucky, Lexing¬ 
ton, Ky. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con¬ 
sent to have printed at this point in the 
Record that section of the House report 
which makes this recommendation. The 
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chairman of the House subcommittee, 
Representative Whitten, who managed 
the bill in the House, made a similar 
statement in presenting this bill to the 
House of Representatives. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the Record, 

as follows: 
Statement of Hon. Jamie L. Whitten, Chair¬ 

man, House Subcommittee on Appropria¬ 

tions for the Department of Agriculture, 

in the House of Representatives, May 19, 
1964 

THE TOBACCO PROBLEM 

Tobacco has been a major agricultural com¬ 
modity through the years. It is produced in 
21 States and is the fifth largest income-pro¬ 
ducing crop to farmers. It is an $8 billion 
industry with growers receiving about $1.2 
billion per year. It pays some $3.3 billion 
each year in taxes to our Federal, State, and 
local governments. 

Due to the Implications of the Surgeon 
General’s report, it is essential that we find 
the answers through research. In this effort 
we must have the cooperation of the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture, the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, and private 
industry, to determine the properties of to¬ 
bacco which may affect the health of smokers 
and to develop means to eliminate any harm¬ 
ful substances found. 

It is extremely important that this research 
begin immediately. The answers to this 
problem must be found just as rapidly as 
possible to prevent economic ruin for grow¬ 
ers, substantial losses of revenue to the Fed¬ 
eral and local governments, and possible in¬ 
jury to the public health. 

The committee hearings disclose that the 
University of Kentucky has a Tobacco Re¬ 
search Laboratory built with $4.5 million of 
State funds which is now available and has 
been offered to the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture by university and State officials for such 
research. It is located adjacent to the new 
Medical Research Center at this University 
and is ideally situated for a coordinated agri¬ 
cultural-medical research problem of this 
nature. Accordingly, the committee has in¬ 
cluded $1,500,000 of section 32 funds in the 
bill for 1965 to enable the Department to im¬ 
mediately initiate tobacco research at this 
location in collaboration with the State uni¬ 
versity, State agencies, the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare and other 
public and private organizations which can 
contribute to a concerted approach to this 
urgent research need. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I would 
also like to insert in the Record at this 
point the statement of the Governor of 
Kentucky, Governor Breathitt, and my 
own statement on this subject at the 
hearings held in January by the House 
Subcommittee on Tobacco. In addition, 
during the hearings of the House Appro¬ 
priations Subcommittee, Congressman 
Natcher of Kentucky, elicited a great 
deal of useful testimony as a member of 
that committee, and I would like to in¬ 
clude in the Record his final statement 
at the close of those hearings. 

There being no objection, the state¬ 
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
Record, as follows: 
Statement of Hon. Edward T. Breathitt, 

Governor of Kentucky, Before House 

Committee on Agriculture, January 29, 

1964 

Governor Breathitt. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman, Congressman Cooley, and mem¬ 
bers of the Kentucky delegation and other 
distinguished Congressmen who are present 
at this hearing. I deeply appreciate this op- 
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portunity to be Invited to speak in behalf 
of the resolutions of Congressman Cooley 

and others in support of additional money 
for tobacco research. 

It is a privilege to appear before you to 
discuss the importance of research in accom¬ 
plishing maximum assurances of health in 
the use of tobacco. 

Within the past few days I have discussed 
the contribution which the University of 
Kentucky at Lexington is ready and eager 
to make in an intensive investigation of the 
problem of tobacco and health. I talked 
with Dr. John W. Oswald, president of the 
university; Dr. William R. Willard, vice presi¬ 
dent for the medical center; and Dr. William 
A. Seay, dean of the College of Agriculture 
and Home Economics and director of the 
Kennedy Agricultural Experiment Station. 
I also talked with Beardsley Graham, presi¬ 
dent, Spindletop Research, which research 
center also is at Lexington and which co¬ 
operates closely with the University of Ken¬ 
tucky. All are vitally interested in tobacco 
research pertaining to health. 

The university as a whole, and especially 
the medical center and the Agricultural Ex¬ 
periment Station with the National Tobacco 
Research Laboratory, stands ready to under¬ 
take expanded research on tobacco and 
health. 

Our new $4.5 million Agricultural Research 
Center, which houses the National Tobacco 
Research Laboratory—a facility which re¬ 
ceived a doubling of its support to approx¬ 
imately $400,000 from Congress this year for 
which we are deeply grateful in the tobacco 
industry— is physically adjacent to the new 
$27.8 million university medical center, and 
Spindletop Research has recently occupied a 
new $4 million facility nearby—all of which 
have been built primarily by Kentucky 
money rather than by Federal funds. These 
institutions are ideally located for a com¬ 
pletely integrated program of research on 
tobacco from the agronomic through the 
medical phases. 

' They are staffed by able scientists capable 
of taking hold of a research problem of this 
kind and pursuing it with ability and 
imagination. They are now working together 
in several areas of research, for example, in 
enzyme chemistry, in germ-free animal lab¬ 
oratory techniques, and in identification of 
tobacco smoke constituents. All these are 
pertinent to the effects of tobacco on health. 

I should mention that it is the philosophy 
of President Oswald, who himself is a well- 
known scientist, from the University of Cali¬ 
fornia, that the total applicable resources of 
the university shall be brought to bear on 
each major problem regardless of college and 
departmental lines. University scientists in 
general chemistry, biochemistry, biology, or 
any other discipline would thus be brought 
into the study if it were felt that they could 
make a contribution to it. There is an inten¬ 
sification of graduate work in these lines at 
the present time. 

What seems to be needed is identification 
of the compounds or constituents of smoke 
which are detrimental and should be con¬ 
trolled, including such matters as the possible 
buildup of radioactive materials in stored 
leaf. Research required for this identifica¬ 
tion needs to be done with the plant and 
its smoke by agricultural and chemical re¬ 
searchers, and with the effects of the smoke 
on animals by medical researchers. These 
two groups of researchers need to be in close 
cooperation. 

Thus a completely integrated program of 
research from the agronomic and the medi¬ 
cal standpoint is essential. The University 
of Kentucky, located as it is in an impor¬ 
tant tobacco-producing area, with the Na¬ 
tional Tobacco Research Laboratory adjacent 
to a medical center, and all these within a 
few miles of Spindletop Research, is in a 
unique position to carry out such a program. 

Only yesterday, January 28, it was an¬ 
nounced that the University of Kentucky 
Medical Center has been granted the sum 
of $784,805 from the Public Health Serv¬ 
ice to establish a center for the clinical study 
of human illness. For that we are also 
grateful, gentlemen. 

Obviously the study of disease induced by 
smoking would be closely related to this 
soon-to-be-established center for the study 
of human illness. 

May I here add my comment on what I 
conceive to be a responsibility of the ut¬ 
most importance on the part of the Federal 
Government to support a greatly expanded 
program of research into the question of 
tobacco and health. Tobacco has great so¬ 
cial and economic importance to our people 
and to the Government. It provides jobs, 
tax money, solace, and satisfaction. These 
must be protected. 

We have noted a tendency in some quar¬ 
ters to begin seeking substitutes for to¬ 
bacco in cigarette making. The report that 
has caused so much of present concern, 
"Smoking and Health,” states that the prod¬ 
ucts of burning when cigarettes are made 
of vegetable fibers other than tobacco have 
the same inherent properties of possible car¬ 
cinogenic materials that are in the tobaccos 
presently being used. This avenue, there¬ 
fore, is no way out of our dilemma. Since 
smoking of some form of materials will un¬ 
doubtedly continue for a long while to come, 
it seems clear that Agriculture, and Health, 
Education, and Welfare, and all other agen¬ 
cies and departments concerned should join 
forces to do a thorough and objective job of 
finding out the facts and devising means of 
meeting them. 

On the basis, therefore, of an outstanding 
background of successful experience into 
tobacco research, and of a desirable complex 
of agricultural, chemical, and medical re¬ 
search already in existence at Kentucky, and 
of a strong research program already under¬ 
way in our National Tobacco Research Lab¬ 
oratory and at Spindletop Research, I would 
propose that a sizable appropriation be made 
annually to the University of Kentucky, to 
be used in intensive investigations into the 
relationship between tobacco smoking and 
health and the means of controlling or 
eliminating the injurious effects. 

And not only to the University of Ken¬ 
tucky, but we feel that every possible support 
can be given to all other research facilities in 
this Nation, and in Congressman Cooley’s 

State, and in the other States, and in the 
other institutes that can give research in this 
vital field. We feel that a crash program is 
important to resolve the problem that con¬ 
fronts the people today. 

This is a program that should be started 
at once and scheduled on a crash basis. I 
assure you that we are ready for it and be¬ 
lieve that the use of the facilities I have de¬ 
scribed will hasten the day when people may 
smoke with maximum assurance of health. 

I pledge the cooperation of all depart¬ 
ments of the University of Kentucky and of 
all agencies of the Commonwealth of Ken¬ 
tucky in making this research successful. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the sub¬ 
committee, I appreciate this opportunity to 
make this statement and the recommenda¬ 
tions I have included. 

I pledge our support in the overall re¬ 
search program to the members of this com¬ 
mittee, the Members of Congress, and to in¬ 
dustry toward the overall solving of this 
problem, in addition to those facilities which 
we have available and which we desire and 
hope to be the recipient of additional funds, 
so that we can accelerate our crash program. 

I thank you. 
Do you prefer to hear from our commis¬ 

sioner of agriculture while he is here with 
us now? He has a very short statement. 
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Mr. Abbitt. I want to thank you for your 
splendid statement, Governor. I appreciate 
your being here. 

Chairman Cooley. Let me ask the Gov¬ 
ernor one question. I want to congratulate 
and commend you upon your fine state¬ 
ment. Specifically, do you not regard these 
problems that we are talking about as na¬ 
tional problems and not ones which only 
concerns Kentucky and the tobacco States? 

Governor Breathitt. Yes, sir. 
Chairman Cooley. Problems which con¬ 

cern all areas of the country? 
Governor Breathitt. I agree with that. 
Chairman Cooley. The reason that I 

brought that out is that someone has sug¬ 
gested that it is something which Mr. 
Cooley has started because of our interest 
in our own district. 

Governor Breathitt. I think that it is of 
concern in every State in the Union. 

Chairman Cooley. It is now a national 
problem? 

Governor Breathitt. I agree with you, 
Congressman Cooley. 

Chairman Cooley. Thank you. 
Mr. Stubblefield. Governor Breathitt, is it 

not true that during the last session of the 
legislature, the State appropriated a million 
dollars for building a tobacco research 
center? 

Governor Breathitt. It is true, Congress¬ 
man Stubblefield. 

Mr. Chairman, with your permission, we 
have brought exhibits showing the facilities 
which we have built with State funds, and 
also with the appropriations which you 
have been so gracious to grant us, for a 
national tobacco research center. And I 
would ask that these be presented to the 
committee. You will notice that on these 
pictures there is the new medical building, 
the $27.5 million medical center, immedi¬ 
ately adjacent to the National Tobacco Re¬ 
search Institute. And directly behind them 
you will see the greenhouses. 

We have the dean of the college of agri¬ 
culture available for any questions which 
any of you might ask concerning these 
facilities. 

Statement of Hon. John Sherman Cooper, 

Senator From Kentucky, Before House 

Committee on Agriculture, January 31, 
1964 

I appreciate the opportunity to support the 
proposals to increase efforts in tobacco re¬ 
search. 

I have carefully studied the recent report 
of the Surgeon General’s Advisory Commit¬ 
tee, and it must be given serious considera¬ 
tion because it concerns the health of our 
citizens. Coming from a State which is the 
largest producer of burley tobacco, and in 
which tobacco production accounts for 40 
percent of the State’s agricultural income, I 
am, of course, also concerned about the effect 
which the report might have on the tobacco 
industry. 

Immediately after the report was released, 
I read articles and heard news reports stating 
that the report concluded that, filters were 
not effective in lessening the dangers to 
cigarette smokers. I wrote to Surgeon Gen¬ 
eral General Terry to inquire about this be¬ 
cause it was my conclusion from reading the 
report that the Committee did not make a 
judgment on this matter. 

I would like to insert into the record to¬ 
day the exchange of correspondence between 
Mr. Terry and myself in which he states in 
part, "The Committee felt that the develop¬ 
ment of better filters or more selective filters 
is a promising avenue for further develop¬ 
ment.” I notice that in Mr. Terry’s state¬ 
ment before your committee earlier this week 
he again stressed this point by stating, “We 
must also develop better methods of prevent¬ 
ing the formation of these substances dur¬ 
ing the burning of tobacco, as well as of re- 
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moving by filtration or other means the 
hazardous substances that are formed. Both 
of these areas are promising avenues for fur¬ 
ther development—and have the potential of 
making smoking safer." 

It is the opinion of the Surgeon General, 
the American Medical Association, and nu¬ 
merous other groups which have studied this 
question, that there is a great need for fur¬ 
ther research on the question of smoking and 
health. The report left many unanswered 
questions. 

You heard the excellent statement of Gov¬ 
ernor Breathitt of Kentucky on Wednesday 
of this week, and today that of Congressman 
Natcher whose constructive work for ex¬ 
panded research you know. I would like to 
call to your attention again briefly the fa¬ 
cilities which are located in Kentucky which 
are already able to undertake new research. 
The University of Kentucky recently com¬ 
pleted its new agricultural research center, 
which includes the National Tobacco Re¬ 
search Laboratory. Next to this is located 
the new University Medical Center, and near¬ 
by is the Spindletop Research Center—all of 
which have the capability and the desire to 
be a part of an expanding tobacco research 
program. It is the aim of Dr. Oswald, the 
new president of the university, to coordinate 
the university’s resources in areas which 
would benefit from such combined contri¬ 
butions, and it seems to me that this is one 
area of study which could benefit greatly 
from the combined research efforts of the 
National Tobacco Research Laboratory, the 
University of Kentucky Medical Center, and 
the Spindletop Research Laboratory. 

I would like to speak upon one other mat¬ 
ter briefly, although it is not specifically 
before you today, and this is with regard to 
the tobacco price support program. I be¬ 
lieve most of us recognize that the program 
has been sound economically. It has brought 
fair prices to growers, the quality of tobacco 
has been emphasized, and the program has 
operated without any substantial loss to the 
taxpayer. Although it has not been men¬ 
tioned widely, I know there have been pro¬ 
posals made to end the price support pro¬ 
gram because of the recent report. To do so 
would result in unrestricted production of 
cheap tobacco, disastrous prices for farmers, 
loss of marketing controls, and the end of 
Government supervision of tobacco quality 
through official grading of tobacco, and be of 
no help either to the economy of the tobac¬ 
co States or in relation to the health report. 

I mention this in relation to the proposals 
to increase research on the issue of smoking 
and health, because increased research is 
important for the continued well-being of 
one of our most successful farm programs, 
as well as in the interest of the health of our 
people and in the economy of many of our 
States. 

Statement of Hon. William H. Natcher, 

Representative From Kentucky and Mem¬ 

ber of the House Committee on Appro¬ 

priations, Before the Committee, March 

19, 1964 

Mr. Natcher. Mr. Chairman, we now have 
available in Kentucky adequate facilities 
for an expanded program for tobacco re¬ 
search. 

In 1960, the Legislature of the Common¬ 
wealth of Kentucky first appropriated $1 
million for an agricultural research building, 
and later this amount was increased until the 
total cost of the building amounted to $4 y2 
million. This is a large four-story building 
with thousands of feet of floorspace now 
available for such a program. With this 
research facility which was dedicated in 
December of 1963, we have the necessary 
headhouse and hothouses used in conjunc¬ 
tion with such research facilities. In the 
immediate vicinity, only a city block away 
and on the same campus, is located a large 
$11 million medical research facility. These 

facilities are under the control and opera¬ 
tion of the University of Kentucky and are 
now available to accommodate such a pro¬ 
gram of research for tobacco. This agricul¬ 
tural research facility has received from the 
Federal Government annual appropriations 
for use in carrying on a tobacco research pro¬ 
gram with part of the funds used in con¬ 
structing the headhouse and hothouses now 
available. 

The State of Kentucky is the second larg¬ 
est producer of tobacco in the 21 producing 
States. Tobacco is of great concern to the 
Commonwealth of Kentucky and our people 
at the University of Kentucky are offering the 
facilities now in existence for an expanded 
program in tobacco research which will in¬ 
clude studies of the factors which may be 
detrimental to health. Only recently I have 
received the following telegram from Dr. 
John W. Oswald, president of the University 
of Kentucky: 

“William H. Natcher, 

“House of Representatives, 
“Washington, D.C.: 

“The University of Kentucky is prepared 
and anxious to expand significantly its re¬ 
search program on tobacco in an effort to 
help solve problems connected with smoking 
and health. It is also preparing for prompt 
activation of the first coordinated program 
in this country in agricultural and health 
sciences in solving these problems. The agri¬ 
cultural sciences research center together 
with the facilities in the new chemistry and 
physics building could make space avail¬ 
able immediately to undertake an expanded 
agricultural and chemical research pro¬ 
gram of $1 y2 million per annual of op¬ 
erating money. At the same time the med¬ 
ical center which is adjacent to the agri¬ 
cultural science center could make space 
available immediately to undertake a re¬ 
search program on medical phases of the 
problem. On a half million dollars operating 
money per annum staff in the college of 
medicine will be engaged in the kind of med¬ 
ical research which is closely connected and 
coordinated with the agricultural and chem¬ 
ical research. The university has developed 
an advisory committee reporting directly to 
the president of the university composed of 
faculty from all appropriate areas to insure 
coordination of all research programs at the 
university which will be connected in any 
way with the objectives of this program. 

“John W. Oswald, 

“President, University of Kentucky 

Mr. Chairman, the testimony presented to 
our committee during the hearings this year 
clearly indicates the necessity of an expanded 
program of research for tobacco. The situa¬ 
tion today demands that, in an expanded 
research program for tobacco, we include 
studies of the factors which may be detri¬ 
mental to health and ascertain as soon as 
possible those quality factors and other 
characteristics which will preserve the de¬ 
sirable characteristics of tobacco and elimi¬ 
nate any factors which may be detrimental 
to health. If tobacco is harmful to the 
health of our people then, Mr. Chairman, we 
should do something about it now. The con¬ 
sumer, and as you know there are millions 
of them, must be protected. As you have 
stated and others who have appeared before 
our committee, tobacco is an $8 billion in¬ 
dustry which pays into our Federal, State, 
and local governments $3,300 million a year 
in taxes. The amount received by the pro¬ 
ducer for tobacco is the fifth largest amount 
received from any agricultural commodity. 

To meet the present-day requirements we 
must immediately use existing Federal and 
State facilities and, if necessary, enter into 
contracts for additional tobacco research at 
any other facilities available. Time is of 
the essence and, Mr. Chairman, we should 
move now. 
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Research in the chemistry and physiology 

of tobacco has increased tremendously in 
recent years, but we must have more re¬ 
search underway at the present time. The 
study of the chemical constituents of to¬ 
bacco of all types must be continued and 
expanded. There is a need for fundamental 
knowledge in biochemistry, enzyme reactions 
and the pathways of synthesis of tobacco 
constituents. Once the pathways of the 
synthesis of alkaloids have been elucidated 
the plant breeder may use this knowledge 
in his program to develop a more desirable 
plant. New varieties of tobacco resistant 
to the major diseases must be developed. 
One of the most urgent needs in all types 
of tobacco is improvement of quality. 
Fundamental studies of the uptake and uti¬ 
lization of nutrient elements need to be ex¬ 
panded. The quality of tobacco of all types 
is dependent to a great extent on the 
chemical changes that occur during senes¬ 
cence of the plant. Because of the impli¬ 
cations to the health of the consumer from 
the use of tobacco with insecticidal residues, 
there is a continuing and urgent need for 
safer and yet more effective methods of con¬ 
trol of insect pects of tobacco. We must also 
know more about the effect of the methods 
of application of insecticides on time of ap¬ 
plication before harvest. We need to know 
more about the substances in tobacco smoke 
which might produce health hazards. We 
must further know more about the burning 
process of tobacco. Mr. Chairman, all of 
these important additions to tobacco research 
have been urged by a number of witnesses 
during the hearings. 

Our people at the University of Kentucky 
have the facilities and are ready, under the 
direction of the Department of Agriculture, 
to join forces with the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, private industry, or 
any other organization or group anywhere 
in the United States, to bring about an ade¬ 
quate research program for tobacoc which 
will protect the consumer of this country and 
preserve the large tobacco industry of this 
Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, I recommend that the Con¬ 
gress appropriate $2 million to be used in 
an expanded program for tobacco at exist¬ 
ing facilities, including those now avail¬ 
able at the University of Kentucky in Lex¬ 
ington, Ky. As we go along in this program, 
additional funds can be appropriated, if nec¬ 
essary, to be used at other places equipped to 
join with us in this program which is so vital 
to our people today. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I am 
happy to note that the two Senators from 
North Carolina are present in the Cham¬ 
ber. What I shall propose has nothing 
to do with any conflict between the State 
of Kentucky and the State of North 
Carolina so far as the item for tobacco 
research is concerned. 

I do point out that in addition to the 
problem of the necessity of appropriating 
funds for tobacco research, there is the 
question of the availability of facilities. 

I have read the record with respect to 
the questions which the distinguished 
chariman asked regarding the availabil¬ 
ity of facilities. The record shows that 
there are good facilities in North Caro¬ 
lina—I believe at Oxford—although they 
may need restoration. 

In 1957 Representative Natcher, of 
Kentucky, began to point out the neces¬ 
sity of expanded tobacco research. At 
that time, of course, it was not antici¬ 
pated that there would be the problems 
connected with health that have since 
arisen. As a result very largely of his ef¬ 
forts and interests, the State of Ken- 
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tucky, unlike many States which come to 
Congress and ask the Federal Govern¬ 
ment to provide research facilities, built 
the facilities and spent $4.5 million in 
providing the facility at the University 
of Kentucky at Lexington, Ky. In addi¬ 
tion, the State has appropriated the 
necessary funds to equip the facilities 
and provide a very able staff. 

Since that facility is available, and be¬ 
cause it is located at the University of 
Kentucky, where there is a medical 
school—one of the most modern in the 
United States and with new research fa¬ 
cilities—the comimttee and the House 
recommended that the $1.5 million be 
made available to the University of 
Kentucky. 

I noticed, too, that the chairman, in 
questioning the representatives of the 
Department of Agriculture, asked their 
advice upon the manner in which the 
funds to be appropriated for tobacco re¬ 
search should be allocated. Dr. Nyle C. 
Brady, the Director of Science and Edu¬ 
cation for the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture, and, I believe Dr. H. A. Rodenhiser, 
Administrator for Farm Research, re¬ 
sponding to the chairman’s questioning, 
said that they would consider that, 
roughly, the amount should be distrib¬ 
uted on a 50-50 basis. 

Referring to page 1393 of the hearings, 
I point out that the chairman asked if 
the Department would submit a state¬ 
ment on the question of the division in 
placement of the work between the two 
stations. That was done. 

At this point I ask to have printed in 
the Record the response of the repre¬ 
sentatives of the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture, which will be found on pages 1394 
and 1395 of the hearings under the head¬ 
ing “Research on health-related prob¬ 
lems of tobacco.” 

There being no objection, the state¬ 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Record, as follows: 
Research on Health-Related Problems of 

Tobacco 

Health-related tobacco research may be 
classified In three general categories: (1) Pro¬ 
duction research, (2) marketing and utiliza¬ 
tion resarch, and (3) medical research. The 
Department of Agriculture has the respon¬ 
sibility for research in the first two categories, 
while that in the third category is supported 
by the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. 

Personnel in production research would be 
largely biological scientists concerned with 
those elements of tobacco production which 
help assure a quality product. Included 
would be geneticists and plant breeders, 
agronomists, plant physiologists, plant pa¬ 
thologists, entomologists, biochemists, and 
agricultural engineers. 

Marketing and utilization research would 
require physical as well as biological scien¬ 
tists and would include chemists, biochem¬ 
ists, physicists, and chemical and processing 
engineers. They would evaluate the effects 
of marketing and processing practices on the 
quality of the tobacco and would character¬ 
ize constituents in the product and the 
smoke derived therefrom. 

Medical research would be done by scien¬ 
tists in the various fields of medicine. They 
would evaluate the effects of tobacco prod¬ 
ucts on human health and would identify 
the constituents responsible for these effects. 

Production research must of necessity be 
done in the regions where the crop is being 

grown. Thus, production research on burley 
tobacco must be carried out where this type 
is grown, and work on Flue-cured tobacco 
must be done in Flue-cured belt. It is sug¬ 
gested that at least half of the production re¬ 
search effort should be devoted to Flue-cured 
tobacco. 

Utilization and medical research is done 
mostly under laboratory or clinical condi¬ 
tions. Thus, the location of facilities to do 
these types of research need not be associated 
necessarily with the production areas of given 
types of tobacco. There are some marked ad¬ 
vantages, however, of having maximum co¬ 
ordination between utilization and medical 
research efforts. This can be accomplished 
most easily if the research in these two fields 
is done in close proximity. 

In response to the House report on the agri¬ 
cultural appropriation bill for fiscal 1965, 
scientists from the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture and Health, Education, and Welfare 
have visited the University of Kentucky. 
They were impressed with the facilities and 
staff at that institution available for both 
agricultural and medical research. The ad¬ 
vantages of a jointly sponsored tobacco re¬ 
search program were noted and are being ex¬ 
plored further by scientists in our two De¬ 
partments. 

At the present time, no determination has 
been made of the extent of participation of 
Health, Education, and Welfare in support 
of medical research at the University of Ken¬ 
tucky. Until this determination is made it 
is not possible to suggest an allocation of 
funds for agricultural research on tobacco at 
locations other than the University of Ken¬ 
tucky. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, that 
statement speaks for itself. The re¬ 
sponse points out what the chairman 
indicated a few moments ago. The 
question of research and utilization of 
tobacco, as distinguished from the pro¬ 
duction of tobacco, is necessary in con¬ 
nection with medical research efforts. 

The Department stated: 
This can be accomplished most easily if 

the research in these two fields is done in 
close proximity. 

I read on: 
In response to the House report on the 

agricultural appropriation bill for fiscal 1965, 
scientists from the Departments of Agricul¬ 
ture and Health, Education, and Welfare 
have visited the University of Kentucky. 
They were impressed with the facilities and 
staff at that institution available for both 
agricultural and medical research. The ad¬ 
vantages of a jointly sponsored tobacco re¬ 
search program were noted and are being 
explored further by scientists in our two 
Departments. 

At the present time, no determination has 
been made of the extent of participation of 
Health, Education, and Welfare in support 
of medical research at the University of 
Kentucky. 

I now emphasize the last sentence: 
Until this determination is made it is not 

possible to suggest an allocation of funds 
for agricultural research on tobacco at loca¬ 
tions other than the University of Kentucky. 

That concludes the statement of the 
Department of Agriculture. 

The statement of the Department of 
Agriculture—particularly that last state¬ 
ment in response to the questions of the 
chairman—would indicate that the 
money should be allocated to the Uni¬ 
versity of Kentucky. 

Reading the record, I can understand 
how the committee may have come to its 
decision to allocate this sum equally. 

However, I believe that when the De¬ 
partment of Health, Education, and Wel¬ 
fare makes its determination as to what 
public funds it will recommend for med¬ 
ical research connected with the utiliza¬ 
tion of tobacco, its report as to the 
proper facilities to be used will have 
great weight. 

I repeat again that for 7 or 8 years the 
University of Kentucky has been estab¬ 
lishing the facility to which I have re¬ 
ferred. The State of Kentucky has built 
a tobacco research facility and has pro¬ 
vided equipment. It has a staff. It 
needs further equipment, which the ap- 
propriatmn would provide. In view of 
the fact that the House voted $1.5 mil¬ 
lion; in view of the fact that it is im¬ 
portant, as we all agree, that the re¬ 
search should go forward as quickly as 
possible, in view of the fact that at the 
University of Kentucky we have a fa¬ 
cility which can proceed immediately. 

I ask the members of the Committee 
on Agriculture—and I am not a member 
of the Committee on Appropriations for 
this particular purpose—if they would 
not consider an amendment in which 
my colleague from Kentucky [Mr. Mor¬ 
ton]—and, I hope, the Senators from 
North Carolina [Mr. Ervin and Mr. Jor¬ 
dan] would join—to appropriate the full 
sum of $1.5 million. 

This is a very important subject, for 
it involves research into the effects of 
smoking upon health. It is of interest 
to the entire country. The Senator from 
Oregon [Mrs. Neuberger] is very much 
interested in it. She has been talking 
about it for years. She is one of those 
who went before the committee of the 
House and asked that a tobacco research 
laboratory be established and that a spe¬ 
cial and expanded program of research 
be undertaken. I hope that the chair¬ 
man will favorably consider our request. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I appreciate the kind 
remarks of the Senator from Kentucky. 
I can well understand his concern about 
the tobacco problem. It is a very great 
product of his State. His State is noted 
for the production of beautiful women, 
speedy race horses, and one other prod¬ 
uct which is a byproduct of agriculture, 
tobacco. Mostly burley tobacco, how¬ 
ever— 

Mr. COOPER. Someone has said that 
we produce all the necessities of life. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I will not object to 
anything that the Senator says in that 
regard, because he represents a great 
State and he represents it well. 

The committee has been very much 
disturbed about the problems of tobac¬ 
co. If anything, we have felt that those 
problems have a closer impact on the 
flue-cured tobacco industry than on any 
other part of that varied industry, be¬ 
cause that is the principal product that 
goes into cigarettes. That seems to be 
the subject of most of the adverse com¬ 
ments. We felt that anything we began 
on the program should be divided be¬ 
tween the burley country, of which Ken¬ 
tucky and Tennessee are the principal 
producers and the Flue-cured areas, of 
which Virginia, North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Georgia, and Florida are the 
principal producers. 
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However, there were many problems in 
connection with this subject. The item 
was not budgeted. 

Mr. COOPER. I understand. 
Mr. HOLLAND. The House commit¬ 

tee, on which the Senator’s State is so 
ably represented by the distinguished 
Representative whom he has mentioned, 
Mr. Natcher, started the item with $1.5 
million, drawn more or less out of thin 
air, but based upon the knowledge that 
all of us have of the critical situation in 
which tobacco is now placed, and sug¬ 
gested that the entire program be car¬ 
ried on in the very fine facilities of the 
University of Kentucky. 

We felt that we would be only invit¬ 
ing a fight, and a very justifiable fight, 
if we tried to put in a nonbudgeted item 
of the size left in the bill—$1.5 million— 
to start the program if we did not show 
some understanding of the fact that 
those engaged in the production of Flue- 
cured tobacco are vitally interested, and 
perhaps more anxious about the situa¬ 
tion than any others. 

I am perfectly willing to be open- 
minded on the question in conference. 
I should not like to accept an amend¬ 
ment because there are not enough 
members of the committee present to 
justify me in so doing. I am perfectly 
willing to be openminded on every as¬ 
pect of the problem. 

For the Record I wish to say that this 
is an illustration of what happens when 
unbudgeted items are taken up. If 
there had been budget recommendations, 
there would have been a dovetailing of 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare program with the agricul¬ 
tural part of the program, which would 
have been made sense, and we could 
have acted in a constructive way. 

There were no budget recommenda¬ 
tions in either of these fields. We are 
doing the best we can, treating the sub¬ 
ject rather generously. We have ap¬ 
proached the problem in a way that will 
bring about no great criticism, and cer¬ 
tainly no controversy or fight from either 
side. I think there will be none. 

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is correct 
when he says that this item is unbudg¬ 
eted. That item arose because of the 
report that came from the Surgeon 
General. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The item will be in 
conference with the full amount of $1.5 
million. Perhaps we can get some spec¬ 
ific advice from the Budget Bureau or 
from the Department itself. We had too 
little in order to deal with this matter in 
a way completely satisfactory. We have 
suggested what seems to be the wisest 
approach. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to my friend 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
North Carolina. 

Mr. ERVIN. I say to my friends from 
Kentucky that North Carolina has a 
very substantial stake. The most sub¬ 
stantial stake, as the Senator from Flor¬ 
ida pointed out, is in Flue-cured tobacco. 
North Carolina, however, has a very sub¬ 
stantial stake in burley tobacco, because 
burley tobacco is grown in most of the 

mountain counties in North Carolina, 
and it is the only money crop of the peo¬ 
ple in those areas who grow it. So, like 
Kentucky, we are interested in burley 
tobacco, and we also have a tremendous 
stake in Flue-cured tobacco, because 
North Carolina farmers depend for half 
of their total income on Flue-cured to¬ 
bacco. 

I wish to express to the Senator from 
Florida and the other members of the 
Appropriations Committee my gratitude 
and the gratitude of North Carolina for 
retaining at least two-thirds of the ap¬ 
propriation in the bill, notwithstanding 
that it was not budgeted, and also rec¬ 
ommending that it be made available, 
half to the University of Kentucky and 
half to North Carolina, for research, not 
only on burley but also Flue-cured to¬ 
bacco. 

In common with the Senators from 
Kentucky, my colleague [Mr. Jordan] 

and I have been much concerned by 
what we consider to be, in many re¬ 
spects, an absolutely unjustified attack 
on the tobacco industry. This industry 
is not only bring a livelihood to hun¬ 
dreds of thousands of people, both on 
the farm and in the factory, as well as 
those who sell tobacco products, but 
it brings in, according to my recollec¬ 
tion, $3.5 billion in excise taxes alone to 
the Federal, State, and local treasuries. 

The Senator from Georgia and I, on 
two occasions, visited the President in 
recent days and asked the President to 
urge inclusion in the budget for the next 
fiscal year of substantial amounts for 
tobacco research. 

Senators from Kentucky, North Caro¬ 
lina, and other States that have such a 
great economic interest in this matter 
should make common cause, as we have 
done on other occasions, to see if we 
cannot get a substantial appropriation 
for tobacco research in all areas in the 
next fiscal year. 

An industry which pays $2 billion or 
more in excise taxes into the Federal 
treasury is justified in having substan¬ 
tial research in order to overcome the 
objections of the Surgeon General’s com¬ 
mittee and other objections to the use of 
tobacco manufactured for cigarettes. 

I thank the committee for its 
action in recommending the allocation 
of funds for research into the two types 
of tobacco. There are fine research fa¬ 
cilities in Lexington, at the University 
of Kentucky, and also at Oxford. I 
think our cause is a common one. We 
really have no divergent interests in this 
matter. 

I thank the Senator again for what 
he did in committee and what he is do¬ 
ing on the floor in this connection. 

Mr. HOLLAND. For myself and for 
all other members of the committee, be¬ 
cause there was no difference of opin¬ 
ion in the decision that these problems 
should be attacked, even though the 
matter was not budgeted, and we should 
make a beginning and a substantial one, 
I thank the Senator for his kind com¬ 
ments. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the distin¬ 
guished Senator from North Carolina. 

August 8 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I 
join my distinguished colleague from 
North Carolina in the remarks he has 
made about tobacco, not only flue-cured 
but burley tobacco, because it is a com¬ 
mon cause, as he has pointed out. In 
the mountain counties of the western 
part of North Carolina, as the Senator 
froifi Kentucky and the Senator from 
Florida know, burley tobacco is grown 
on many small farms. It is planted on 
slopes where no other crops can be 
planted. So this matter relates to prob¬ 
lems that face both burley and flue- 
cured tobacco growers. 

I am sure we have no objection to get¬ 
ting a million and a half dollars for re¬ 
search, so long as it is divided 50-50. We 
do not want it divided as the jackrabbit 
and the horse are divided 50-50—one 
horse and one jackrabbit. 

This amount is justified because, as 
has been pointed out, and so far as I 
know, practically all the health hazards 
that have been blamed on smoking have 
been directed to cigarettes. North Caro¬ 
lina produces more flue-cured tobacco 
than the rest of the States put together. 
Not only does it involve an economic 
problem for North Carolina, but it has 
a great many other effects on our State’s 
economy as well as its social life. 

To go back to the research station at 
Oxford, the record of the hearings shows 
that the research station at Oxford is 
the oldest research station in the world. 
That goes back a long time. It takes in 
the whole world. It has not had the 
money to do the job it should be able to 
do. Of course, the question of health 
hazards has been brought to the fore¬ 
front in the last 2 or 3 years, 

particularly this year, more so than ever 
before; but the research laboratory at 
Oxford has devoted time and attention 
to breeding tobacco. Up to now the faults 
that have been laid to tobacco have not 
been proved to be true. It is asserted 
that nicotine is bad. Our State col¬ 
leges have done extensive research on 
tobacco. They have learned through re¬ 
search and plant development that to¬ 
bacco with less nicotine in it can be 
grown. 

The same thing is true with regard 
to tars. Much stress is laid on tars as 
being dangerous to health. We do not 
know that they are but it is asserted 
that they are. Our State has spent a 
tremendous amount of money in research 
in that field. 

I feel very strongly that, since the 
finger of suspicion has been pointed 
largely at tobacco used in cigarettes, and 
since more than half of the Flue-cured 
tobacco grown is grown in North Caro¬ 
lina, it should have more money for re¬ 
search. If the Senator can persuade the 
conferees to grant $1.5 million, and we 
are given half of it, we will not quarrel 
with it. I believe we can use it very 
wisely. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The conferees from 
both Houses will be striving to find out 
how much can be appropriately used 
this year, and where and what way it 
can be used to best advantage. I am 
sorry that we did not have a full budget 
examination and recommendations on 
both the Agriculture Department’s inter- 
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est in this particular matter and its part 
in any research to be undertaken by the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. It illustrates how helpful it is 
and how much in the cause of real 
economy it is to have real studies made 
and then have the results incorporated 
in and represented in the agency budg- 
ct requests 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield to 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Kentucky. 

Mr. MORTON. I appreciate what has 
been done by him and his committee. 
This is not a question, as I see it, of 
burley versus Flue-cured or Kentucky 
versus North Carolina tobacco. We are 
faced with an emergency. Research is 
required. I should like to read a few 
pertinent paragraphs from the House re¬ 
port, which was submitted by Mr. Whit¬ 
ten, of the Committee on Appropria¬ 
tions, at page 6: 

The Tobacco Problem 

Tobacco has been a major agricultural 
commodity through the years. It is produced 
in 21 States and is the filth largest income- 
producing crop to farmers. It is an $8 bil¬ 
lion industry with growers receiving about 
$1.2 biUion per year. It pays some $3.3 bil¬ 
lion each year in taxes to our Federal, State, 
and local governments. 

Due to the implications of the Surgeon 
General’s report, it is essential that we find 
the answers through research. In this effort 
we must have the cooperation of the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture, the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, and private 
industry, to determine the properties of 
tobacco which may affect the health of 
smokers and to develop means to eliminate 
any harmful substances found. 

It is extremely important that this research 
begin immediately. The answers to this 
problem must be found just as rapidly as 
possible to prevent economic ruin for grow¬ 
ers, substantial losses of revenue to the Fed¬ 
eral and local governments, and possible in¬ 
jury to the public health. 

The committee hearings disclose that the 
University of Kentucky has a Tobacco Re¬ 
search Laboratory built with $4.5 million of 
State funds which is now available and has 
been offered to the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture by university and State officials for such 
research. It is located adjacent to the new 
medical research center at this university 
and is ideally situated for a coordinated agri¬ 
cultural-medical research problem of this 
nature. Accordingly, the committee has in¬ 
cluded $1,500,000 of section 32 funds in the 
bill for 1965 to enable the Department to 
immediately initiate tobacco research at this 
location in collaboration with the State uni¬ 
versity, State agencies, the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare and other 
public and private organizations which can 
contribute to a concerted approach to this 
urgent research need. 

I appreciate what the Senator from 
Florida has done and what his commit¬ 
tee has done. We must move on this 
matter. I point out that we have this 
modern research facility, built with 
State funds, which started a few years 
ago. The facility has now been dedi¬ 
cated. It started with a $1 million ap¬ 
propriation by the State Legislature of 
Kentucky. It went up to $41/2 million. 
It is there. I trust that we shall solve 
the problem for burly and Flue-cured 
tobacco. We are as anxious as North 
Carolina to solve the problem. 

I appreciate the courtesy of the Sena¬ 
tor from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 
It is quite a problem. A complete pro¬ 
gram must be worked out. There are 
two Government departments involved. 
There are two stations, one a State sta¬ 
tion, and the other a Federal station. 
The Federal station is an old station 
which has been doing this work in a 
satisfactory way, with a limited staff. 
The State station consists of probably 
the best group of buildings that has been 
accumulated for this work. There are 
two industries; the great center of one 
is in Kentucky, and the great center of 
the other is on the Atlantic seaboard, 
North Carolina being one of five or six 
of the principal States involved in to¬ 
bacco production. 

The committee, while not trying to 
be a Solomon, has tried to start this 
program on a basis on which it will not 
be seriously questioned, so that we can 
come forth with a program that will be 
moving. I believe it will be equally 
beneficial to all concerned if we can get 
it moving. It is highly necessitous that 
we get the program moving. I am sure 
all will agree that the committee has 
approached, the problem in an attempt 
to reach the desired objectives and to 
do the best possible job in connection 
with it. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I 

note that in addition to the tobacco prob¬ 
lem, with which the Senator’s committee 
has dealt with so well, the report also 
speaks of accelerated research on the 
sucker control problem. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am sure that the 
sucker problem has given many head¬ 
aches to Senators from tobacco-produc¬ 
ing States. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I 
am delighted that the Senator has in¬ 
cluded that item. The whole committee 
has done a marvelous job in working out 
these appropriations. I especially wish 
to say to the two distinguished Senators 
from Kentucky that I appreciate their 
cooperation. This is a cooperative un¬ 
dertaking. Both tobaccos are in trouble. 
From the standpoint of the average per¬ 
son, tobacco is tobacco. He does not 
know the difference between burley and 
Flue-cured tobacco. He does know when 
it comes to a little Turkish tobacco. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I believe there was a 
a letter received from the distinguished 
Senators from Maryland, where a slight¬ 
ly different kind of tobacco is raised. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. I had intended to pro¬ 

pose an amendment for myself, and for 
my colleague from Kentucky [Mr. Mor¬ 
ton], in which our two colleagues from 
North Carolina [Mr. Ervin and Mr. Jor¬ 

dan] have also expressed a desire to join, 
asking that the appropriation be in¬ 
creased from $1 to $1.5 million for to¬ 
bacco research. The amendment reads: 

On page 20, line 3, strike out “$11 million” 
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$11.5 million.” 

I understand the Senator to say now 
that his mind is open on this subject, 
and then when he goes to conference he 
will consider the possibility and neces¬ 
sity of increasing the amount contained 
in the Senate bill for tobacco research. 
I believe the Senator said that a few 
moments ago. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am sure that I 
speak for both myself and the distin¬ 
guished Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
Young] who will be on the conference 
committee. I shall be on that committee. 
We have no prejudice whatever in this 
matter. We wish to approach this prob¬ 
lem in a way that will be most effective. 
We are trying to find a program which 
will deal effectively with this bad prob¬ 
lem. I believe the Senator will find that 
we are not adamant in any tfray. 

I yield to the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota, whom I see on his 
feet. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I be¬ 
lieve this would be the best way of han¬ 
dling it. If nothing is added, we shall 
have adequate leeway in conference. 
The conferees on the Senate side will 
look with considerable favor on a pro¬ 
posal of this kind. 

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator 
from Florida and the Senator from North 
Dakota. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Will 
the Senator yield once more? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield to 
my distinguished friend from North 
Carolina. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. 
Would the Senator from Florida 
agree to have a copy of the letter which 
appears in the report of the hearings in¬ 
cluded in the Record at this point? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Yes. I would also 
agree to a similar showing from the 
Senators from Kentucky, if they wish, 
as well as from the Senators from Mary¬ 
land. Such a letter is also included in 
the printed hearings. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, I ask that the letter and state¬ 
ment which begin at page 1385 and run 
through to the top of page 1388 of the 
hearings be printed in the Record at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and statement were ordered to be printed 
in the Record, as follows: 

U.S. Senate, 

Washington, D.C., July 16, 1964. 
Hon. Spessard L. Holland, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Agriculture Ap¬ 
propriations, Senate Committee on Ap¬ 
propriations. 

Dear Mr. Chairman: We are sure you 
share the concern of the tobacco growers and 
the entire tobacco industry concerning re¬ 
search on pesticides and medical health. We 
have carefully reviewed the action taken by 
the House of Representatives and the ver¬ 
sion of the agriculture appropriations bill 
passed by the House to provide funds for re¬ 
search on burley tobacco. 

While burley tobacco is important, most of 
the concern as to the health factors affecting 
tobacco is related to Flue-cured tobacco used 
in cigarettes. Such Flue-cured tobacco con¬ 
stitutes approximately 65 percent of the to¬ 
bacco grown in the United States. 

In view of this fact, we request that the 
Senate committee include a provision in the 
agriculture appropriations bill whereby a pro- 
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portionate share of the funds for tobacco re¬ 
search would be allocated to research on 
Flue-cured tobacco. 

In connection with the long-range re¬ 
search program on tobacco, both with regard 
to pesticides and the health factors, we have 
a tobacco research station at Oxford, N.C. 
During fiscal year 1964, the Department of 
Agriculture made funds available to this 
station in the amount of $299,300. This sta¬ 
tion, like many other research stations, needs 
modernization and renovation in order to 
carry out an effective tobacco research pro¬ 
gram. 

There is attached a statement showing the 
modest program of research at Oxford, N.C., 
together with estimates of needs for reno¬ 
vation of this facility which would enable 
it to expand its present research program. 

We urge that an appropriation be included 
in the agriculture appropriations bill to pro¬ 
vide for adequate funds to enable a con¬ 
tinuation of the research program the 
tobacco research station at Oxford, N.C., is 
conducting on pesticides and health factors 
as they relate to Flue-cured tobacco. 

With all kinds wishes, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 

Sam J. Ervin, Jr. 
B. Everett Jordan. 

Statement op Present and Proposed Tobacco 

Research at Oxford, N.C. 

The tobacco research station at Oxford, 
N.C., is one of the oldest research stations in 
the world devoted primarily to tobacco re¬ 
search. The present investigations on breed¬ 
ing, fertilizers, curing, and cultural practices 
are the programs on which a worldwide rep¬ 
utation was established. Significant accom¬ 
plishments have been the discovery of new 
knowledge on plant nutrition requirements, 
the development of varieties resistant to the 
prevalent disease, and new information on 
curing procedures to maximize the quality 
potential present in leaf at harvest. 

Funds available under regular appropria¬ 
tions in fiscal year 1964 for direct research on 
tobacco at Oxford amount to approximately 
$299,300 and are distributed as follows: 

1964 funds 
available 

Professional 
man-years 

Oxford: 
Crops research.. $181,000 7.0 
Entomology research_ 55,000 3.0 
Agricultural engineering 
research___ 42,300 1.8 

Subtotal.. 278, 300 11.8 
Funds allocated to agricul¬ 

tural engineering research at 
Blacksburg, Va., but used 
at Oxford through detail of 
engineering personnel. 21,000 

Total funds available at 
Oxford, N.C__ _ 299,300 11.8 

In addition to the regular funds available, 
nonrecurring funds of $235,500 are available 
in 1964 by transfers from CCC funds for 
research on tobacco. Of this amount $93,- 
500 is allocated for research contracts. 

The $181,000 available for crops research 
includes an increase of $123,200 at location 
level, provided in fiscal year 1964 to accelerate 
research effort at Oxford, emphasizing the 
production of high-quality leaf. During the 
interim of hiring, part of this increase is 
being used to provide equipment and head- 
house-greenhouse space to provide for more 
effective research. Research will be con¬ 
ducted on the indentiflcation of quality fac¬ 
tors in the growing plant as related to cured 
leaf quality, placing primary importance on 
constituents which may be hazardous to 
health. Techniques will be developed to 
study the physiology and biochemistry of 
the tobacco plant from seedling to cured 
leaf, and means developed to enhance those 

characteristics which are desirable and re¬ 
move or reduce those which are undesirable. 
New varieties and cultural practices will be 
developed to facilitate the production of to¬ 
bacco safe to smoke. 

Because the recent report by the Surgeon 
General implicates cigarette smoking as a 
health hazard, new and different needs for 
research at the Oxford Tobacco Research Sta¬ 
tion are brought into focus. The new re¬ 
search would include studies on (1) the bio¬ 
genesis, biosynthesis, and nature of inher¬ 
itance of compounds which may be hazard¬ 
ous to health; (2) effective means to reduce 
or eliminate hazardous compounds through 
breeding or changed cultural practices; (3) 
the physiology and biochemistry of the to¬ 
bacco plant as influenced by modifications 
in cultural practices; (4) the chemical com¬ 
position and physical properties of cured 
leaf as influenced by different production and 
curing practices. Such new and expanded 
crops research programs are feasible and 
their scope would depend upon the magni¬ 
tude of additional support. 

The $55,000 available at Oxford in fiscal 
year 1964 for research on control of tobacco 
insects continues this program at the same 
level as in 1963. In addition, $150,500, a 
portion of the funds available in fiscal year 
1964 by nonrecurring transfers from CCC 
funds will be used to obtain equipment 
($57,000) and for research contracts ($93,500) 
to support research on methods of rearing 
or collecting large numbers of tobacco horn- 
worms and budworms. 

A program increase of $30,000 under the 
1965 budget increase of $1,500,000 for re¬ 
search on pesticide residue hazards is 
planned for research to be conducted at 
Oxford on sterility methods and attractants 
for tobacco insects. 

The principal program at Oxford on in¬ 
sect control is a joint entomology and agri¬ 
cultural engineering effort concerned with 
black light traps. At present, major en¬ 
tomological research emphasis is aimed at 
developing effective methods of controlling 
tobacco insects that will avoid insecticide 
residues on the harvested leaf. Black light 
traps are being investigated for tobacco 
hornworn control. Stalk cutting, a cultural 
practice which reduced late season breeding 
of hornworns and budwoms, is also being 
evaluated. Mass rearing and sterilization 
techniques for the hornworn and tobacco 
budworm are being developed in preparation 
for field tests of the sterile male release 
method. 

Research on tobacco insects at Oxford will 
continue to be concerned with the evalua¬ 
tion of black light traps and cultural prac¬ 
tices for homworm and budworm control. 

Engineering research on development and 
use of light traps to control tobacco insects 
was initiated at Oxford in fiscal year 1962 at 
a cost of about $46,000 by special assign¬ 
ment of engineering personnel from Blacks¬ 
burg, Va., $25,000 of this was an allocation 
from the contingency research fund. These 
funds were used to purchase and install 365 
light traps on an area of 113 square miles 
in the vicinity of Oxford and to assign agri¬ 
cultural engineers from Blacksburg to this 
program. During fiscal year 1963, the work 
was continued with support of $21,000 from 
Blacksburg covering assignment of engi¬ 
neering personnel. The 1964 Agricultural 
Appropriation Act provided an increase of 
$42,300 at location level for engineering re¬ 
search on flue-cured tobacco in North 
Carolina, making a total at Oxford of about 
$63,300 of regular funds available for engi¬ 
neering research in 1964. In addition, $85,- 
000 is available on a nonrecurring basis by 
transfers from CCC funds. The'combined 
financial support in 1964 of approximately 
$148,300 will make possible the installation 
of an additional 585 light traps servicing a 
total area of 314 square miles. The 1965 
budget estimates propose an additional 
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$75,000 to expand the light trap program, 
also a portion of the budget increase of 
$1,500,000 for research on pesticide residue 
hazards proposed for 1965. 

With reference to your request for in¬ 
formation on additional funds which could 
be used effectively at Oxford beyond amounts 
in the 1965 budget estimates we are fur¬ 
nishing the following: 

Additional amounts without new 
facilities: 

Crops research—health related 
tobacco research, principally 
on development of new varities 
low in tars, etc_$175, 000 

Entomology research—control of 
flea beetles, budworms, horn- 
worms, and aphids, including 
expansion of research on use of 
light traps for controls of to¬ 
bacco budworm_ 300, 000 

Agricultural engineering re¬ 
search—planting and weed and 
pest control research, includ¬ 
ing cooperation in evaluation 
use of light traps and sound 
attractants for tobacco bud¬ 
worm control_ 140, 000 

Total.__ 615, 000 

New facilities: Remodeling present 
facilities ($150,000) and con¬ 
struction of additional head- 
house—greenhouses ($350,000) 500, 000 

These extended facilities would 
provide for more effective re¬ 
search and require an additional 
$100,000 for operating costs_ 100, 000 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if 
there are any other requests on this 
subject, I shall be glad to have them 
presented, because the committee does 
not wish to preclude the fullest discus¬ 
sion of this subject. 

The remaining $10 million proposed 
for research with section 32 funds con¬ 
sists of $5 million for cost of production 
research, of which $4,130,000 is specified 
on pages 12 through 14 of the committee 
report, leaving $870,000 to be used by the 
Agricultural Research Service and the 
Cooperative State Research Service for 
urgent work in the various States. The 
committee also recommends the use of 
$5 million for utilization and industrial 
uses research in accordance with the 
breakdown shown on pages 14 and 15 of 
the committee report. The use of sec¬ 
tion 32 funds for research should be very 
limited. Every agricultural program 
financed under this appropriation bill is 
on a regular appropriation basis. All 
long-term research activities should be 
similarly financed. 

In other words, we wish to make it 
clear that while we may start items that 
we believe are appropriate under section 
32, if they become regular research items 
we expect them to appear in the regu¬ 
lar budget and to be provided for out of 
regular funds from the time they be¬ 
come permanent research items. 

The committee recommends an appro¬ 
priation of $87,500,000 for the Sugar Act 
program, the budget estimate, an in¬ 
crease of $1,100,000 above the House bill 
and $9,500,000 above 1964. The pay¬ 
ments under this program are manda¬ 
tory to those producers who comply with 
the requirements of the act. The 1963 
production of sugar is estimated to be 
about 830 tons higher than in 1964 and 
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present indications are that the 1964 crop 
will continue at least at that level. I 
want to emphasize that this program 
does not impose any burden on the tax¬ 
payer because the actual collections aris¬ 
ing from use of Sugar Act legislation 
from 1938 to 1963 exceed the costs under 
the program by more than $527 million. 

This program is financed by a process¬ 
ing tax against refineries. It has more 
than taken care of subsidies to growers 
and has allowed large sums to be added 
to the general revenue each year. 

AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION 

The committee concurs in the House 
action in continuing the agricultural 
conservation program for 1965 at $220 
million, exclusive of administration, the 
same amount authorized for the 1964 
program. The Congress has for several 
years found it necessary to continue this 
program at this level, even though the 
Budget Bureau each year requests its 
reduction. I hope the Budget Bureau 
will recognize the value of this program 
in protecting land and water resources. 

The appropriation of $194 million for 
the conservation reserve program is $100 
million less than last year and this de¬ 
crease proposed in the revised budget 
estimates is due to the reduction in the 
number of contracts enforced. 

This is a longtime program, which 
is gradually playing out year after year. 
The amount provided this year is, as 
stated, much less than it has been in 
earlier years. 

The committee recommends $20 mil¬ 
lion for the cropland conversion pro¬ 
gram, including the estimate of $10 mil¬ 
lion requested in Senate Document No. 
83 for the 1964 program. This is the 
amount of the budget estimate. We also 
recommend an appropriation of $4 mil¬ 
lion for emergency conservation meas¬ 
ures. This estimate was not considered 
by the House, since it was submitted to 
the Senate on June 24 and printed in 
Senate Document No. 82. This estimate 
was submitted in response to the recom¬ 
mendations of this committee in con¬ 
sidering an estimate for this same pur¬ 
pose in the Supplemental Appropriation 
Act of 1964. We believe this program 
should be provided for in the regular 
annual appropriation bill rather than 
relying on supplementals. 

CREDIT PROGRAMS 

The committee recommends $365 mil¬ 
lion for electrification loans and $70 mil¬ 
lion for telephone loans by the Rural 
Electrification Administration. This is 
in addition to funds estimated to be 
carried over in 1964 of about $25 million 
for electrification loans and $23 million 
for telephone loans. The Rural Electri¬ 
fication Administration Administrator 
has established some procedures to carry 
out the directions carried in the Senate 
last year and we hope that he will con¬ 
tinue to do so in the future. Both of 
these programs have benefited the rural 
as well as the urban segments of our 
Nation and is helping to improve stand¬ 
ards of living in rural areas. The com¬ 
mittee does not approve of the plan of 
the REA Administrator to conduct power 
supply surveys prior to receipt of a loan 
application for generation and transmis¬ 

sion purposes. It is believed that if the 
REA will limit its power surveys to the 
purpose and general directives contained 
in the committee report last year, this 
increase will not be necessary. The com¬ 
mittee has denied the use of funds for 
this purpose and reduced the recom¬ 
mended appropriation to the amount in 
the budget, which is a reduction of $213,- 
000 under the House bill. 

The committee recommends a total of 
$360 million for the loans by the Farm¬ 
ers Home Administration from its direct 
loan account. This is the same as pro¬ 
posed by the House and is $35 million 
above the budget estimate. Of this 
amount $50 million is continued as a 
contingency fund for farm-operating 
loans to be used as and when needed. 
An increase of $1,500,000 above 1964 and 
in the House bill is proposed for loans 
for rental housing for elderly persons of 
low or moderate income in rural areas. 
This will provide a total of $5 million, 
the same amount as the budget esti¬ 
mate. 

In connection with this same item, I 
wish to pay credit to the distinguished 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Young] 
who has been deeply interested in the 
program for elderly people living in 
rural areas. 

REIMBURSEMENT APPROPRIATIONS 

The budget requested an appropriation 
of $1,724 million to reimburse the Com¬ 
modity Credit Corporation for a part of 
its losses incurred in 1963 for price sup¬ 
port and related programs. Its total 
losses in 1963 were $2,654,853,000 but the 
budget estimate was limited to that 
amount estimated to be needed to per¬ 
mit the Corporation to carry out its au¬ 
thorized programs in 1965. The com¬ 
mittee proposes a reduction in this esti¬ 
mate of $150 million since the exact 
amount cannot be determined at this 
time. The committee is recommending 
a provision in the bill to prevent the 
mandatory use of the micronaire read¬ 
ing as a part of cotton classing during 
the fiscal year 1965. This is a signifi¬ 
cant change in the requirement for pi’ice 
support loans and it had not been 
brought to the attention of the commit¬ 
tee by the Department. The committee 
believes that if the micronaire reading 
is essential to cotton classing, it should 
be made a part of the regular classing 
standards. 

Under the limitation placed in the bill, 
any producer who wished to have a mi¬ 
cronaire reading could still get it, but it 
would be voluntary action and would be 
at his own expense. 

The committee recommends restora¬ 
tion of $125 million of the House reduc¬ 
tion of $281 million in the budget esti¬ 
mate for carrying out title I of Public 
Law 480 sales of commodities for foreign 
currencies. Expenditures under the pro¬ 
gram are governed by provisions of the 
basic legislation and agreements entered 
into thereunder. This increase is nec¬ 
essary to finance the necessary costs un¬ 
der the program and will provide $1,- 
737 million, a reduction of $156 million 
under the budget estimates. 

The committee recommends the re¬ 
vised budget estimate of $220,453,000 for 

emergency famine relief under title II 
of Public Law 480 and $35 million for 
long-term supply contracts under title 
IV which is a reduction of $20 million 
below the budget estimates and the 
House bill. The committee believes 
these amounts will be adequate to carry 
out the program in 1965. 

The estimate of $31,838,000 for Inter¬ 
national Wheat Agreement is recom¬ 
mended. Any additional cost in 1965 
will be considered in connection with 
future estimates. An appropriation of 
$102,860,000 is recommended for the cost 
to the Commodity Credit Corporation of 
agricultural commodities bartered for 
strategic and other materials which are 
transferred to the supplemental stock¬ 
pile. This is $20 million over the House 
bill and $17,160,000 below the budget 
estimates. The committee believes this 
additional amount is needed to cover the 
estimated cost of this program to the 
Corporation in 1965. 

Mr. President, I have completed my 
prepared remarks. I note the presence 
in the Chamber of the distinguished 
senior Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Hruska], who has been detained else¬ 
where by necessary business until a few 
minutes ago. I wish to have the Record 
show that he has rendered yeoman serv¬ 
ice to the subcommitte and the full com¬ 
mittee, and that agriculture has no more 
firm or steadfast friend than the senior 
Senator from Nebraska. 

He is one of those who were so vitally 
interested in the station in his State, a 
station that has great merit. I have al¬ 
ready covered that item, but I wish to 
make it clear that he is one of the Sen¬ 
ators who were gracious enough to fol¬ 
low the program. Let us see what will 
be recommended next year. Our action 
is completely without prejudice to any 
recognition of the merits of each of the 
eight or nine programs that were recom¬ 
mended. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator from Florida 
yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I com¬ 
mend the Senator from Florida for an 
excellent job of handling one of the most 
difficult appropriation bills of all. There 
are no items in any appropriation bill 
more complex than in this one. It cov¬ 
ers a great variety of problems scattered 
all over the country, dealing with prob¬ 
ably the most important things human 
beings are concerned with, the produc¬ 
tion of food and fiber. I know of noth¬ 
ing that could be more important. The 
Senator has very carefully and most 
judiciously scrutinized every item and 
has gone into great detail and study of 
every item. 

As ranking minority member of the 
subcommittee chaired by Senator Hol¬ 
land, I have been in a position to note 
the great amount of work the Senator 
has performed for many months, as a 
result of which this appropriation is in 
an excellent state. 

I also commend the members of our 
staff—Ray Schafer and Ed King—for the 
work that they have done. 
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This is one of the most misunder¬ 
stood budgets of all. The appropriation 
this year is for $5,338 million. Most of 
the people in the country believe that 
this money will be used for subsidies to 
farmers. 

I invite the attention of Senators to 
a few items in this appropriation bill in 
which the farmers of the country have 
no part at all. 

For example, there is $1,992,453,000 
available to reimburse the Commodity 
Credit Corporation for foreign aid activ¬ 
ity, including emergency famine relief, 
and other items under Public Law 480 of 
the program. 

Mr. HOLLAND. That is a part of our 
foreign policy. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. The 
Senator is correct. That is part of the 
foreign aid program. Yet this item is in 
the agriculture budget as a subsidy to 
agriculture. I should like to mention a 
few other items. For example, under 
Rural Electrification Administration, 
there is $365 million for authorized loans 
by the REA, and $70 million for a rural 
telephone loan program. The repayment 
record on this is almost 100 percent, yet 
it shows up as an expenditure in this ap¬ 
propriation bill. There is also the $360 
million loan program of the Farmers’ 
Home Administration which helps many 
people. This loan program also has a 
near perfect repayment record. 

Then there are the $191 million school 
lunch program and the $106 million for 
the special milk program. These are 
available to many millions of school pu¬ 
pils, youngsters in child-care centers and 
those in nonprofit summer camps of 
America. 

Mr. HOLLAND. This is a part of our 
social program. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. The 
Senator is correct. 

These are only a few of the many items 
in the bill which should not be charged 
to agriculture at all. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator should 
also mention the foodstamp program, 
which is another important part of the 
bill. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Yes. 
There are also the meat and poultry 
inspection services, and many other 
items. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator 
from North Dakota for his well-chosen 
remarks relative to these items. More 
money is included in the bill for pur¬ 
poses not directly related to agriculture 
than is included for direct service to agri¬ 
culture. There is no question about 
that. I thank the Senator for his serv¬ 
ices and also for his more than kind re¬ 
marks with reference to me. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am more than 
happy to yield to the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator 
from Florida for yielding to me. I have 
a few questions I have been waiting to 
ask him, since these have not been 
touched upon in his report. They relate 
to section 32 of the limitation, $35 mil¬ 
lion, in connection with the food stamp 

program. I should appreciate knowing 
how much the limitation was for the 
previous year. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Forty-five million 
dollars and in the legislation which is 
now pending, with every indication of 
early passage, will be set up as a perma¬ 
nent food stamp program to be financed 
out of regular funds. We stated in our 
report that the reason why we cut it 
down and insisted upon reimbursement 
later, too, was that we wished to merge 
it into the program which was about to 
be created by passage of the proposed 
legislation. I believe the Senate has al¬ 
ready passed the measure. 

Let me inquire of the Senator from 
Louisiana whether the food stamp bill 
has passed the Senate. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I believe that our 
bill was accepted. 

Mr. MILLER. My second question re¬ 
lates to the new Market News Service, 
referred to on page 26 of the committee 
report. 

Was any consideration given to 
whether this was essential, and whether 
it should be continued? 

Mr. HOLLAND. There was a great deal 
of consideration and a great deal of anx¬ 
iety on that subject. If the Senator 
reads the hearings, he will find a good 
many pages devoted to the subject. 
Many able witnesses were heard, not only 
from the Department and from various 
agricultural groups which availed them¬ 
selves of that service, but also from some 
of the reporting groups which were ad¬ 
verse to it, and also from representatives 
of the American press associations who 
were adverse to it. We went into the 
subject thoroughly. It is covered in the 
report, in the remarks on page 26, which 
are not all complimentary to the service. 
We decided not to ask for its immediate 
discontinuance, but to deal with the mat¬ 
ter as recommended in the report. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con¬ 
sent, in order that the Record may be 
clear, to have printed in the Record four 
paragraphs on pages 26 and 27 of the 
committee report dealing with the sub¬ 
ject of the new Market News Service. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the Record, 

as follows: 
NEW MARKET NEWS SERVICE 

The committee jias throughly examined 
the new Market News Service initiated Au¬ 
gust 1, 1963, by the Agricultural Marketing 
Service and announced in AMS Bulletin No. 
510. The Department maintains that its 
sole intent in initiating this service was to 
extend the availability of market news infor¬ 
mation to interested parties, individuals, or 
organizations who are willing to pay the cost 
of installing'a teletype printer and the leased 
wire rental charge between the place of busi¬ 
ness and the nearst leased wire market news 
circuit. Prior to the initiation of this serv¬ 
ice, similar market news leased wire informa¬ 
tion had been made available to a few orga¬ 
nizations. 

During the hearings, the committee exam¬ 
ined into this matter thoroughly and the 
only example cited to it of a “news” item 
carried over the leased wire system dealt 
with a release on apples. To make its posi¬ 
tion clear on the potential misuse of the 
leased wire system for the dissemination of 
market news information in collaboration 
with the various States, the committee di- 
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rects that the Secretary of Agriculture see 
to it that the leased wire system which carries 
market news information be limited strictly 
to market reporting and marketing informa¬ 
tion and the routine administrative instruc¬ 
tions which were carried on the leased wire 
system prior to August 1, 1963. 

Further the Secretary of Agriculture is di¬ 
rected to see to it that all media of news dis¬ 
semination receive equal opportunity and 
access to market news information. 

The committee notes that the newly estab¬ 
lished National Commission on Food Market¬ 
ing has as one of its areas of inquiry “the 
effectiveness of the services, including the 
dissemination of market news, and regula¬ 
tory activities of the Federal Government in 
terms of present and probable developments 
in the industry.” It is hoped the Commis¬ 
sion will give particular attention to the new 
Market News Service and its operation. 

Mr. MILLER. I noted with approba¬ 
tion the paragraphs which the Senator 
has just placed in the Record. However, 
my recollection was that this news serv¬ 
ice was established without any particu¬ 
lar prior request or notification of Con¬ 
gress. It seemed to me that so much 
anxiety had been expressed from very 
reliable sources that the program, unless 
it had extremely strong justification, 
might well have been discontinued. 

Is the attitude of the committee such 
that this service, say, in the presenta¬ 
tion next year, will have to justify very 
strongly its continued life to receive 
further appropriations for its activities? 

Mr. HOLLAND. First, we expect the 
Secretary to carry out the desires of our 
committee. Second, we expect to ex¬ 
amine the program next year rather 
critically. We did not include directions 
for any particular sort of report for next 
year. We felt that the agricultural in¬ 
dustries . would be reporting to us how 
they reacted. Apparently, the greatest 
use being made of the news service is on 
the part of livestock processing firms in 
the Senator’s own area of the country— 
let us say in the middle area of the coun¬ 
try. There are about 20 important live¬ 
stock organizations using that service. 

We felt that a trial period without any 
specific directions would be better. We 
have not closed our minds to the prob¬ 
lem at all. 

Mr. MILLER. One of the reasons why 
I am concerned about this problem is 
that I am a cosponsor—along with a 
great many other Senators—of a bill 
which is calculated to get the Federal 
Government out of some of these areas 
in order that private enterprise, private 
business, and taxpaying business can 
operate. It seemed to me that it was a 
step in the wrong direction when this 
news service was established in 1963, 
especially without any particular prior 
coordination with Congress. 

I have one further- 
Mr. HOLLAND. Let me answer that, 

before the Senator goes to his next ques¬ 
tion. This program began on August 1, 
1963, just a year ago. When we con¬ 
ducted the hearings it was not a year old. 
Please note in the last paragraph that 
we made a special request that the newly 
established National Commission on 
Food Marketing should make this one of 
their areas of inquiry, and give us a 
report. 
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I read from the paragraph: 
The effectiveness of the services, including 

the dissemination of market news, and regu¬ 
latory activities of the Federal Government 
in terms of present and probable develop¬ 
ments in the industry. 

We felt that the new commission 
would be watching the matter through¬ 
out these months and that they might be 
in a position to give us some worthwhile 
recommendations. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I be¬ 
lieve that is entirely appropriate. I hope 
the Senator does not mind my express¬ 
ing the wish at this time that a policy 
might be adopted within the Committee 
on Appropriations which would in effect 
put our agencies on notice that if, with¬ 
out prior coordination with Congress, 
some new program is set up which will be 
directed toward taking over functions 
that private business can handle. When 
that agency comes before the Committee 
on Appropriations with a request for 
funds to continue the project, it will have 
to weather an intensive period of ques¬ 
tioning over the justification for such 
action. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 
I believe if the Senator rereads our treat¬ 
ment of the micronaire situation, he will 
see that we made it clear to the Depart¬ 
ment that we would not stand for its 
putting in a new test at the expense of 
the producers, to cost them between 
$600,000 and $900,000 a year. They acted 
on it without anything having been said 
to us about it; or without it having been 
submitted to Congress; and without an 
amendment of the Cotton Classification 
Act, or standards having been requested. 
The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. El- 

lender], as the able chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
would have brought such a proposal to 
an early hearing. Nothing was done 
except to put new regulations in effect. 
We, in effect, by our handling of the 
matter, have called it off for this year 
except for any producer who voluntarily 
wants it done. 

Mr. MILLER. I thank the committee 
for taking that action. As I recall, there 
was a proposal made that meat inspec¬ 
tion and poultry inspection services no 
longer be financed by appropriations. 

Mr. HOLLAND. That is a matter for 
the legislative committee, and not to be 
determined by the Committee on Appro¬ 
priations. 

Mr. MILLER. I would like to know 
whether the appropriations contained in 
the bill continue the prior longstanding 
arrangement with respect to that func¬ 
tion. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Until the law is 
changed establishing a changed author¬ 
ization, we shall adhere to it, and the ap¬ 
propriations in the bill do adhere to it. 

Mr. MILLER. My final question re¬ 
lates to the Commodity Credit Corpora¬ 
tion. It is covered on page 40. I note 
that the committee states that the 
amount recommended is $1,125,400,000, 
below the 1964 appropriations, although 
the net realized losses for the fiscal year 
1963 were $2,654,853,000. The budget 
estimate did not request the full reim¬ 
bursement of that loss. 

I wonder if the Senator from Florida 
could tell us why this budget estimate did 
not come up to the full amount of that 
loss, or why the 1965 bill does not provide 
for full coverage of the loss. 

Mr. HOLLAND. That is not a closed 
door. This loss, or gain—sometimes it 
is a gain in some commodities—is a con¬ 
tinuing amount carried by the Com¬ 
modity Credit Corporation. It rarely 
comes out, at the end of any predicted 
period, very close to what had been pre¬ 
dicted. We feel that handling it in a 
supplemental bill next spring, after we 
have more history on it, would be a far 
more accurate way of handling the prob¬ 
lem. 

Mr. MILLER. I note that this amount 
is more than a billion dollars less than 
the amount of the loss for 1963. Is it 
normal procedure for the Committee on 
Appropriations to provide in its principal 
appropriations bill for as much as a bil¬ 
lion dollars leeway to be handled by sup¬ 
plemental appropriations? 

Mr. HOLLAND. We do not know that 
there will be that much. The 1964 ap¬ 
propriation was roughly $2,700 million, 
but the budget estimate for this year was 
$1,724 million. We have recommended 
$1,574 million. The difference in the 
figures indicates how uncertain this esti¬ 
mate has to be at this stage. It will con¬ 
tinue to be uncertain, but it will be a 
liquidated estimate later in the year. It 
is not possible to foresee that at this 
time. 

The Senator understands, that with re¬ 
lation to stored products, sometimes the 
price goes down. They are sold at a 
great loss. Occasionally they are sold 
without a loss. Sometimes they have 
been sold at a profit. That happened at 
one time with respect to cotton. A very 
large amount of money was involved. My 
recollection is that the profit was some¬ 
thing over $800 million. The Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. Ellender], I am 
sure, would like to know that figure. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, up to 
a few years ago the cotton program 
showed a profit of a quarter of a billion 
dollars. 

Mr. HOLLAND. This is a matter of 
trying to keep up with the stock of goods 
on the shelf and the way in which it is 
handled. It is not always possible to 
foresee a year in advance how the Bu¬ 
reau of the Budget will treat it. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I appre¬ 
ciate that it is always a difficult and com¬ 
plex problem. But what caught my eye 
was the fact that the committee, on page 
40 of its report, made this statement; 

The net realized losses for fiscal 1963 were 
$2,654,853,000, but the budget estimate did 
not request a full reimbursement of realized 
loss. 

I would appreciate it if the Senator 
might elaborate on that statement. It is 
a little peculiar to the Senator from 
Iowa. 

Mr. HOLLAND. We have given them 
enough to get by on this year. We shall 
have a more stable figure next year. I 
know the distinguished Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. Young] would be fa¬ 
miliar with that. I am glad to recognize 
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him. I am certain he will be able to sup¬ 
ply the answer. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, it is very difficult to estimate 
in advance the cost of some of these pro¬ 
grams. The estimates of this year’s wheat 
program are around $400 million less 
than for the previous year. This is one 
area where we could bring about a sav¬ 
ings. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, does the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 

President, this is an established loss of 
$2,654,853,000. It has already been 
established for fiscal year 1963. The 
only advantage of providing approxi¬ 
mately $1.5 this year is to create the im¬ 
pression that we are cutting the budget 
by $1 billion, when, in reality, every 
Senator knows that it will be put in the 
supplemental budget that will come 
later. 

The loss has already been established. 
The goods £ave been sold. There can 
be no possible recovery, because the 
goods have already been sold. This is 
merely a bookkeeping item by means of 
which we are trying to give the public 
the impression that we are cutting the 
budget when, in reality, it is something 
that has already gone down the drain. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is a lit¬ 
tle salty in his remarks. But we may find 
when it comes to figuring it out that the 
amount has been greatly diminished. 
This is the 1963 figure. We do not know 
how the commodities that were acquired 
this year will be disposed of. We do not 
what will happen. We shall see next 
year. 

I stated very frankly to the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. Miller] that this may 
be followed by a supplemental request 
next year. We have found that it is best 
to deal with it in that way. Anyone who 
wants to add or subtract at the end of 
the year can find out very easily by how 
much the budget has been reduced. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I asked 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. Holland] 
for a response. I thank the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. Williams] for his 
observations. 

What concerned me was that it ap¬ 
peared that we were, by over a billion 
dollars, falling short of meeting the loss 
established back in fiscal 1963. 

I trust—and frankly, I am quite con¬ 
fident of it—the Senator’s assurance 
that supplemental appropriations can 
take care of the item. But apropos of 
that, I believe the point of the Senator 
from Delaware ought to be remembered. 
A budget estimate is made for purposes 
of perhaps persuading people that a cer¬ 
tain degree of fiscal integrity is being 
practiced and that a certain amount of 
savings is being effected. It would be¬ 
hoove some of us to point out whether 
or not that budget estimate lays the 
foundation for, say, a $1 billion supple¬ 
mental appropriation as a follow-on, 
which I am sure is the case in the present 
situation. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. There 
can be no question about it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. That is a practice 
which, whether good or bad, has grown 
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up. I have before me page 431 of our 
worksheets, on which it is shown that 
for the fiscal year 1961 we did the same 
thing to the extent of $1,057 million. 
This amount has never been replaced 
since that time. The Commodity Credit 
Corporation seems to be able to get along 
perfectly well. I have no bricks to throw 
at the preceding.administration; I have 
none to throw at the present administra¬ 
tion. We must do our duty when the 
estimates come before us, to see what we 
think will carry the CCC on. We have 
so provided in this bill, as we have fre¬ 
quently done heretofore. I have served 
on this same committee under adminis¬ 
trations headed by Presidents of both 
parties. I have not noted any change 
of policy in this direction. I am not go¬ 
ing to try to explain it as anything else 
but what it is. It is replacing, every time 
that we are asked to do so, enough to be 
sure that the Commodity Credit Corpora¬ 
tion can continue to operate and serve 
all the useful purposes for which it was 
set up, and then winding up the matter 
as best we can at the end of the year. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The 

Senator is perfectly correct. This is not 
the first time it has been done, nor is 
this the first administration which has 
practiced the procedure, although it is 
being practiced to a greater extent now. 
If the Senator will examine the financial 
statement of the Commodity Credit Cor¬ 
poration, he will find that the corpora¬ 
tion has a borrowing capacity of around 
$13.5 billion. I believe the most recent 
figures show that $12.5 billion is owed to 
the Treasury. The corporation has an 
inventory of only about $5.5 billion. 
Even assuming that it could move that 
inventory without any loss at all, which 
is quite an assumption in itself, it would 
still have an accumulation of $7 to $8 
billion of losses which have been sus¬ 
tained over the years and have not been 
written off. 

At some time some Congress will have 
to appropriate the $7 or $8 billion which 
has gone down the drain. That is money 
which has been spent and lost, and upon 
which there can be no possible recovery. 
The goods have gone, and as yet the 
amount has not appeared in any of the 
budgets of any of the Congresses. 

In other words, we own the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. It has about $12.5 
billion worth of liabilities, and only 
about $5.5 billion of inventories—even 
counting the inventory at full value. So, 
in order to give an impression that we 
are cutting our budgets and that we are 
holding expenditures down, we have 
postponed the $7 or $8 billion of extra 
expenditures for the past 4 to 5 years. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I wish 
the subject were as simple—even though 
it is not pleasant—as stated by the Sen¬ 
ator from Delaware. It does not happen 
to be that simple. For example, the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture asked us, as it 
has asked us before, to put a provision in 
the bill that would not require it to carry 
as a part of its losses the accumulated 
interest on its borrowings from the 

Treasury Department, which run into 
hundreds of millions of dollars. 

Under the legislation on the books, 
that amount must be carried and must 
be repaid eventually from the CCC to 
the Treasury Department. I think we 
would all say that that is rather queer 
bookkeeping; and yet that provision is 
in existing law. Rather than try to have 
made an important part of this bill in¬ 
volving new legislation of great meaning 
in terms of dollars and cents, our com¬ 
mittee omitted the provision, and every 
other request for proposed legislation. I 
do not remember how many there were. 
Perhaps the Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. Young] , the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. Hruska] , or the Senator from Loui¬ 
siana [Mr. Ellender] can refresh my 
memory. There were perhaps 3 or 4 
requests for proposed legislation. We 
left them all out. We wanted the bill to 
be free from the troublesome features 
which have made the bill more difficult 
in years past. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. From a 

bookkeeping standpoint the procedure 
may be disadvantageous. But from the 
standpoint of the taxpayers, it would not 
make a particle of difference whether 
the Commodity Credit Corporation paid 
the interest to the Treasury, or whether 
the Treasury paid the interest direct. 
The fact is that the $7 billion, which we 
have not faced, represents money that 
has been borrowed. It is costing around 
$280 million a year to carry the interest 
on that amount. If we were to appro¬ 
priate that money to the Commodity 
Credit Corporation and the Commodity 
Credit Corporation should pay off the 
debt, it would merely mean that the Fed¬ 
eral Government would then float the 
bonds directly in the open market and 
pay the interest, as it should do, and the 
taxpayers would know what it was cost¬ 
ing. As it is, the cost is being covered 
up. The impression is being given that 
it is not costing the taxpayers anything 
because the Commodity Credit Corpora¬ 
tion is paying the interest. It is not pay¬ 
ing the interest. It is accumulating it as 
an extra debt that will be paid in years to 
come. The present Congress and Con¬ 
gresses that have preceded for 4 to 5 
years have been postponing this $7 to $8 
billion writeoff. Some day some Con¬ 
gress will have to write it off. It will be 
one grand slam when it does. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator 
for his comment. In closing, I wish to 
call attention to the fact that at this 
point the accumulation of a quarter of a 
billion dollars of interest payable by one 
agency of the Government to another 
accounts for a good deal when the debt is 
spread over a period of a great many 
years. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con¬ 
sent that the committee amendments be 
considered and agreed to en bloc, that 
the bill as thus amended be regarded for 
the purpose of amendment as original 
text, and that no points of order shall be 
considered as having been waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Brewster in the chair). Is there ob¬ 
jection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

The amendments agreed to en bloc are 
as follows: 

On page 2, line 23, after the word “for”, 
to strike out “five” and insert “six”. 

On page 3, line 13, after “$100”, to strike 
out “$97,656,000” and insert “$115,316,000”. 

On page 3, line 14, after the amendment 
just above stated, to insert a comma and 
"plus the following amounts, to remain 
available until expended, for the planning, 
construction, alteration, and equipping of 
research facilities: $1,000,000 for crops re¬ 
search facilities at Fort Collins, Colorado; 
$850,000 for facilities at the Agricultural 
Research Center, Beltsville, Maryland; $800,- 
000 for a stored-product insects laboratory, 
Savannah, Georgia; $260,000 for plans for a 
livestock insects and toxicology laboratory, 
College Station, Texas: $338,000 for plans for 
a plant disease, nematode, and insect labora¬ 
tory, Beltsville, Maryland; $160,000 for plans 
for an insect attractants and stored-product 
insects laboratory, Gainesville, Florida; $1,- 
600,000 for a peanut research laboratory, at 
Dawson, Georgia, on a site acquired by dona¬ 
tion, and: Provided, That research investiga¬ 
tions undertaken at the national peanut 
quality evaluation laboratory must be truly 
national in scope and must give equivalent 
treatment to the different types of peanuts 
produced and marketed in the major peanut 
producing areas: and $240,000 for plans for a 
Western cotton insects and physiology labora¬ 
tory, Tempe, Arizona; a cotton disease labora¬ 
tory, College Station, Texas; a cotton physiol¬ 
ogy laboratory, Stoneville, Mississippi; pilot 
cotton ginning facilities at Stoneville Mis¬ 
sissippi, and Mesilla Park, New Mexico; and 
facilities in the High Plains region in Texas 
for cotton ginning and storage research; in 
all, $120,564,000:”. 

On page 4, line 24, after “(21 U.S.C. 
114b-c)”, to strike out “$65,255,000” and in¬ 
sert “$69,036,400”. 

On page 6, line 4, after the word “butter”, 
to strike out “$30,454,000” and insert “$30,- 
837,000”. 

On page 6, after line 14, to insert: 

“Salaries and Expenses (Special Foreign 

Currency Program) 

“For payments in foreign currencies which 
accrue under title I of the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954, 
as amended (7 U.S.C. 1704), for market devel¬ 
opment research authorized by section 104(a) 
and for agricultural and forestry research and 
other functions related thereto authorized 
by section 104(k) of the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954, as 
amended (7 U.S.C. 1704(a) (k)), to remain 
available until expended, $4,000,000: Pro¬ 
vided, That this appropriation shall be avail¬ 
able in addition to other appropriations for 
these purposes, for payments in the fore¬ 
going currencies: Provided further, That 
funds appropriated herein shall be used for 
payments in such foreign currencies as the 
Department determines are needed and can 
be used most effectively to carry out the pur¬ 
poses of this paragraph, and such foreign 
currencies shall, pursuant to the provisions 
of section 104(a), be set aside for sale to 
the Department before foreign currencies 
which accrue under said title I are made 
available for other United States uses: Pro¬ 
vided further, That not to exceed $25,000 for 
this appropriation shall be available for pay¬ 
ments in foreign currencies for expenses of 
employment pursuant to the second sentence 
of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 
(5 U.S.C. 574), as amended by section 15 of 
the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a).” 
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On page 7, after line 15, to insert: 

"Forest Service 

"FOREST PROTECTION AND UTILIZATION 

“For an additional amount for "Forest 
protection and utilization”, for Forest re¬ 
search, $2,750,000, of which $900,000 for For¬ 
est research construction shall remain avail¬ 
able until expended. 

On page 7, line 25, after the word “re¬ 
search”, to insert “for basic scientific re¬ 
search, and for facilities,”; on page 8, at the 
beginning of line 2, to strike out "$40,- 
863,000” and insert "$45,113,000”; in line 6, 
after the word “Agriculture”, to strike out 
“$1,000,000” and insert “$1,550,000”; in line 
8, after “(16 U.S.C. 582a-582a-7) ”, to insert 
a semicolon and “$2,000,000 in addition to 
funds otherwise available, for grants for sup¬ 
port of basic scientific research under the 
Act approved September 6, 1958 (42 U.S.C. 
1891-1893; $3,242,000 for grants for facilities 
under the Act approved July 22, 1963 (77 
Stat. 90)”, and in line 21, after the word 
“all”, to strike out "$42,440,000” and insert 
“$52,482,000”. 

On page 9, line 8, after “(7 U.S.C. 341- 
349)”, to strike out “$65,725,000” and insert 
“$70,530,000”; and in line 11, after the word 
“all”, to strike out “$67,295,000” and insert 
“$72,100,000”. 

On page 9, line 21, after the word “em¬ 
ployees”, to strike out “$7,410,000” and in¬ 
sert “$7,510,000”. 

On page 10, line 10, after the word "pos¬ 
sessions", to strike out “$2,451,000” and in¬ 
sert “$2,551,000”. 

On page 10, line 17, after “(7 U.S.C. 1621- 
1627)”, to strike out "$1,082,000” and insert 
“$1,102,000”. 

On page 12, after line 6, to strike out: 

“watershed planning 

“For necessary expenses for small water¬ 
shed investigations and planning, $5,524,000, 
to remain available until expended.” 

On page 12, after line 10, to strike out: 

“WATERSHED PROTECTION 

“For necessary expenses to conduct river 
basin surveys and investigations, and re¬ 
search and to carry out preventive measures, 
including, but not limited to, engineering 
operations, methods of cultivation, the grow¬ 
ing of vegetation, and changes in use of 
land, in accordance with the Watershed 
Protection and Flood Prevention Act, ap¬ 
proved August 4, 1954, as amended (16 U.S.C. 
1001, 1008), and the provisions of the Act of 
April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a f), to remain 
available until expended, $60,324,000, with 
which shall be merged the unexpended 
balances of funds heretofore appropriated 
or transferred to the Department for water¬ 
shed protection purposes: Provided, That 
this appropriation shall be available for field 
employment pursuant to the second sentence 
of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 
(5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed $100,000 
shall be available for employment under sec¬ 
tion 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 
55a) : Provided further, That not to exceed 
$4,000,000, together with the unobligated 
balance of funds previously appropriated for 
loans and related expense, shall be available 
for such purposes.” 

On page 13, after line 7, to insert: 

“watershed protection 

“For necessary expenses to conduct sur¬ 
veys, investigations, and research and to 
carry out preventive measures, including, 
but not limited to, engineering operations, 
methods of cultivation, the growing of vege¬ 
tation, and changes in use of land, in ac¬ 
cordance with the Watershed Protection and 
Flood Prevention Act, approved August 4, 
1954, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1001-1008) and 
the provisions of the Act of April 27, 1935 
(16 U.S.C. 590a-f), to remain available until 
expended, $65,848,000, with which shall be 

merged the unexpended balances of funds 
heretofore appropriated or transferred to the 
Department for watershed protection pur¬ 
poses: Provided, That this appropriation 
shall be available for field employment pur¬ 
suant to the second sentence of section 706 
(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 
574), and not to exceed $100,000 shall be 
available for employment under section 15 
of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a) : 
Provided further, That not to exceed $5,- 
000,000 together with the unobligated bal¬ 
ance of funds previously appropriated for 
loans and related expense, shall be avail¬ 
able for such purposes.” 

On page 14, at the beginning of line 15, 
to strike out “$25,423,000” and insert “$22,- 
656,000”. 

On page 15, line 6, after “(16 U.S.C. 590p)”, 
to strike out “$14,176,000” and insert “$14,- 
744,000”. 

On page 15, at the beginning of line 15, 
to strike out “$1,496,000” and insert “$2,044,- 
000”. 

On page 16, line 18, after the word “prod¬ 
ucts”, to strike out “$9,476,000” and insert 
“$10,576,000”. 

On page 17, line 15, after the word "laws”, 
to strike out “$11,431,000” and insert “$11,- 
832,000”. 

On page 18, line 12, after the numerals 
“1946”, to strike out “$39,389,000” and in¬ 
sert “$39,590,125”. 

On page 18, line 21, after “(7 U.S.C. 1446, 
note)”, to strike out “$99,831,000” and in¬ 
sert “$106,000,000”, and in the same line, 
after the amendment just above stated, to 
strike out the comma and “to be derived by 
transfer from funds available under section 
32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 
612)”. 

On page 20, line 1, after the word “than”, 
to strike out “$45,000,000” and insert 
“$35,000,000”; in line 3, after the word “of”, 
to strike out “$25,000,000” and insert “$11,- 
000,000,” and in line 7, after the numerals 
“1964”, to strike out the comma and “of 
which amount $2,000,000 shall remain avail¬ 
able until expended for construction, alter¬ 
ation and modification of research facilities”. 

On page 20, line 20, after “(7 U.S.C. 1766) ”, 
to strike out “18,790,000” and insert “$20,- 
488,000”. 

On page 21, line 10, after “(7 U.S.C. l-17a) ”, 
to strike out “$1,100,000” and insert 
“$1,119,000". 

On page 22, line 9, after the word “appro¬ 
priation”, to insert a colon and “Provided 

further. That no part of the funds appro¬ 
priated or made available under' this Act 
shall be used, (1) to influence^the vote in 
any referendum; (2) to influence agricul¬ 
tural legislation, except as permitted in 18 
U.S.C. 1913; or (3) for salaries or other ex¬ 
penses of members of county and community 
committees established pursuant to section 
8(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act, as amended, for engaging in 
any activities other than advisory and super¬ 
visory duties and delegated program func¬ 
tion prescribed in administrative regula¬ 
tions.” 

On page 22, at the beginning of line 23, to 
strike out $86,400,000” and insert ‘‘$92,- 
300,000”. 

On page 26, line 17, after the word 
“amended”, to strike out “$7,200,000” and 
insert “$20,000,000”. 

On page 26, after line 18, to Insert: 

“Emergency Conservation Measures 

“For emergency conservation measures, to 
be used for the same purposes and subject 
to the same conditions as funds appropriated 
under this head in the Third Supplemental 
Appropriation Act, 1957, to remain available 
until expended, $4,000,000, with which shall 
be merged the unexpended balances of funds 
heretofore appropriated for emergency con¬ 
servation measures.” 

On page 28, line 5, after the word “serv¬ 
ice”, to strike out “$3,784,000” and insert 
"$3,853,000”, 

On page 29, line 9, after the word “Library”, 
to strike out “$1,347,000” and insert 
“$1,547,000”. 

On page 30, line 4, after the word “Agri¬ 
culture", to strike out "$3,530,000” and in¬ 
sert “$3,314,000”. 

On page 31, line 15, after "(5 U.S.C. 55a)” 
to strike out “$11,641,000” and insert “$11,- 
428,000”. 

On page 32, line 14, after the word “loans”, 
to strike out “$3,500,000” and insert “$5,000,- 
000”. 

On page 33, line 2, after “(40 U.S.C. 440- 
444)”, to strike out “$39,544,000” and insert 
“$39,794,000"; in line 3, after the word 
"than”, to strike out “$2,000,000” and insert 
“$2 250,000", and in line 7, after the word 
"amended”, to strike out the colon and 
“Provided, That, in addition, not to exceed 
$500,000 of the funds available for the var¬ 
ious programs administered by this Agency 
may be transferred to this appropriation for 
temporary field employment pursuant to the 
second sentence of section 706(a) of the 
Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574) to meet 
unusual or heavy workload increases”. 

On page 34, line 14, after “(15 U.S.C. 713a- 
11, 713a-12) ”, to strike out “$1,724,000,000” 
and insert "$1,574,000,000”. 

On page 35, line 12, after the word “here¬ 
of”, to insert a colon and “Provided further, 

That no part of the administrative funds au¬ 
thorized under this head or of the capital 
funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation 
shall be available to formulate or adminis¬ 
ter a cotton loan program during fiscal year 
1965 which requires that micronaire read¬ 
ings shall be mandatory as a part of the 
cotton classing in connection with cotton 
loans.” 

On page 36, line 2, after the word “Act”, 
to strike out "$1,612,000,000” and insert 
“$1,737,000,000”, and in line 6, to strike out 
“$55,000,000” and insert “$35,000,000”. 

On page 36, line 19, after “(7 U.S.C. 1856)”, 
to strike out “$82,860,000” and insert “$102,- 
860,000”. 

On page 37, line 6, after the word “and”, 
to strike out “seventy-two” and insert “sev¬ 
enty-four”. 

On page 38, after line 10, to insert a new 
section, as follows: 

“Sec. 507. No part of any increase pro¬ 
vided in this Act above the 1964 appropria¬ 
tion for any project or activity shall be used 
to build up such project or activity to an 
annual rate greater than the level provided 
in this Act.” 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if 
there are no amendments to be offered, 
I ask that the bill be read the third 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
be no amendment to be proposed, the 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and the third reading of 
the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

The bill (H.R. 11202) was passed. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

’ move to reconsider the vote by which the 
bill was passed. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist upon its amend¬ 
ments and request a conference with the 
House of Representatives thereon and 
that the Chair appoint the conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Florida. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Chair appointed Mr. Holland, Mr. Rus¬ 

sell, Mr. Ellender, Mr. Young of North 
Dakota, and Mr. Mundt conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mi'. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield to me? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. I am familiar enough 

with the bill and the work which the 
Senator from Florida has done so that 
I can testify to the work as outstanding. 
The Senator is to be highly commended 
as well as thanked by the Senate for his 
very fine services. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ap¬ 
preciate those gracious words. I accept 
them on behalf of the entire subcommit¬ 
tee and the full committee, of which the 
Senator from Mississippi is one of the 
most useful members. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I 

should like to add a word to what the 
Senator from Mississippi has so ably 
said. Not only the chairman of the sub¬ 
committee and the members of the sub¬ 
committee, but also the entire staff have 
rendered distinguished service. This is 
a tremendous job, requiring days and 
nights of work. The chairman has 
worked diligently at it, and has come 
forth with a bill which the Senate has 
passed. 

I have spent a great deal of time talk¬ 
ing about tobacco. But I also commend 
the committee chairman on his treat¬ 
ment of all agriculture products. Cot¬ 
ton received a great deal of attention by 
the committee, as did peanuts and other 
commodities. It was an excellent job. 
I wish the Senator to know that we ap¬ 
preciate it very much. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. BARTLETT. I desire to join in 

the expressions which have just been 
made. Additionally, I wish to say that 
when the full committee met to mark up 
the bill, I marveled at the ability of the 
Senator from Florida to handle the in¬ 
tricate technical questions concerning 
it—and it is a large and detailed bill— 
without reference to a single note. He 
did an excellent piece of work. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator. I pass on much of 
that compliment to my excellent staff 
on both sides of the aisle. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

MESSAGE >FROM THE HOUSE—EN¬ 
ROBED BILLS SIGNED 

A message from the House of Repre¬ 
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its 

reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the President pro tempore: 

S. 1057. An act to promote the cause of 
criminal justice by providing for the repre¬ 
sentation of defendants who are financially 
unable to obtain an adequate defense in 
criminal cases in the court of the United 
States; 

S. 1642, An act to amend the Securities 
Act of 1933, as amended, and the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934, as -amended, to extend 
disclosure requirements tp the issuers of 
additional publicly traded, securities, to pro¬ 
vide for improved qualifications and disci¬ 
plinary procedures for registered brokers and 
dealers, and for other purposes; and 

S. 1991. An act to charte»*by act of Con¬ 
gress the Pacific Tropical Botanical Garden. 

TRUST STATUS OF CERTAIN LANDS 
ON ROSEBUD SIOUX RESERVA¬ 
TION, S. DAK. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Chair lay before the Senate a 
inessage from the House of Representa¬ 
tives on S. 136, a bill to place in trust 
ceimin lands on the Rosebud Sioux 
Reservation in South Dakota. 

The\ PRESIDING OFFICER (M/f 
Brewsteb in the chair) laid before the 
Senate tnW amendment of the House of 
Representatives to the bill (S. 136) to 
place in trusNrtatus certain lands'on the 
Rosebud SiouSc Reservation in South 
Dakota, which was, on page 4/after line 
2, strike out N,075.01” /and insert 
“1,375.01”. \ / 

Mr. CHURCH. W(r. .President, the 
Senate passed this measure on October 
22, 1963. At the timV>he bill was re¬ 
printed, the figure ha section 2 showing 
the total acreage covered oh that section 
was misprinted. The House amended 
S. 136 to make the necessary Correction. 
It is simply a technical amendment that 
does not chamge the bill at alls. The 
total acreage was printed as 10V5.01, 
whereas i^should be 1375.01. \ 

Therefore, Mr. President, I move tnti 
the Senate concur in the amendment on 
the House to S. 136. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
Jme Senator from Idaho. 

The motion was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OF ALASKA OMNIBUS 
ACT—CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the distinguished junior Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Jackson], who is ab¬ 

sent on official business, I submit a re¬ 
port of the committee of conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
on the amendments of the House to the 
bill (S. 2881) to amend the Alaska Om¬ 
nibus Act to provide assistance to the 
State of Alaska for the reconstruction 
of areas damaged by the earthquake of 
March 1964 and subsequent seismic 
waves, and for other purposes. I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con¬ 
sideration of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
report will be read for the Information 
of the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the report. 
(For conference report, see House pro/ 

ceedings of August 6, 1964, pp. 1774Z- 

17748). / 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the present consideration of 
the report? / 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the reoort. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, the con¬ 
ference report was unanimously agreed 
to by the conferees on behalf of the Sen¬ 
ate and the conferees /6n behalf of the 
House of Representatives. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con¬ 
sent to include in/the body of today’s 
Record an Augusjr2, 1964, telegram from 
Gov. William AyEgan to Senator Jackson 
expressing his/support for the conference 
version of this, the major Alaska earth¬ 
quake relie/oill. 

There being no objection, the telegram 
was ord/red to be printed in the Record, 
as follows: 

/ Juneau, Alaska, 

/ August 2,1964. 
Hon. Henry M. Jackson, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 
' Dear Henry: I fully support your Alaska 
omnibus bill amendment as adopted by 
House and Senate conferees providing for 
joint Federal and Alaska State governments 
financial support designed to alleviate effect 
of mortgages that existed on homes destroyed 
or severly damaged in Alaska as result of 
earthquake and seismic sea waves of March 
27, 1964. Alaska Department of Law has 
cleared State constitutionality for State 
participation. Please accept my apprecia¬ 
tion. 

Kindest regards. 
William A. Egan, 

Governor of Alaska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The report was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST¬ 
ANCE ACT OF 1961 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
what is the pending business? 
\ The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
C^air lays before the Senate the un¬ 
finished business. 

TH® Senate resumed the consideration 
of the\ill (H.R. 11380) to amend further 
the ForHign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended jand for other purposes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
what is the pending question? 

The PRESSING OFFICER. The 
question is on\he amendment of the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
Thurmond], \ 

Mr. MANSFIELdX Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence o\a quorum. 

The PRESIDING t^FFICER. The 
clerk will call the role. 'x 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. \ 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that this order 
for a quorum call be rescinded. \ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. \ 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Presidei\ 
what is the pending question? 
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PERSONNEL* The Post Office and Civil Service Committee reported without amend¬ 
ment S» 197k9 to amend the Federal Employees,1 Group Life Insurance Act with Re¬ 
gard to filing designation of beneficiaries (S. Rept. 1U72)5 and H.R. 351*5/ to 

\amend section 131 of title 13, U. S* C,, to provide for taking of the economic 
1 year earlier starting in 1968 (S. Rept. lL*75), p. 19li3U 

1^. THE INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS COMMITTEE reported with amendment S, J. Res, 6, 
to cancel any unpaid reimbursable construction costs of the Wind Ritfer irriga¬ 
te-011 P^dect, kFyo„, chargeable against certain non-Indian lands (S'* Rept.11*61*) • 
H. R, to provide temporary authority for the sale of certain public lands 
(S, Repta i^7l); S, 2327, to amend section 27 of the Mineral Leasing Act of 
Feb0 25, 19^0 in order to promote the development of coal ’on /he public domain 
(S. Rept, 11+6$). p, 19352 

16, LEGISLATIVE PROG! 

D 

Sen. Mansfield announced that today/Wedn, the Senate 
would take up the \onference reports on thw wilderness /nd housing- bills, the 
Northwest power inte^tie, food-for-peace, and Labor apu HEW appropriation bills<> 
pp, 19Ul3'“U 

HOUSE 

17. MEAT IMPORTS. Both Houses, \he House by 232 to/l1*9, agreed to the conference 
report on H. R. 1839, to provide for the freji importation of certain wild ani¬ 
mals, and to provide for the imposition ofyquotas on certain meat and meat pro¬ 
ducts, The conferees reported uhat a "ne/ text is substituted for both the 
text of the bill as passed by thesHouse/nd the text of the Senate amendment." 
This bin win now be sent to the Pxesjraent. pp. 19390-1*05* 191*79-501 

18. CONTINUING RESOLUTION. Both Houses j^ed H* J. Res. Il60, making continuing 
appropriations for fiscal year 1965, TUte resolution provides funds through 
Sept. 30, 1961* for continuing th/se funcuiuns of the Government for which 
annual appropriation bills have-not yet be&p enacted. This bill will now be 
sent to the President, pp. 3^376, 19U37-UO 

19. AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATION BILL, 1965. Conferees were appointed on this bin, 
H, R, 11202, and consent was given that the committee have until midnight, 
Tues,, to file a report, p, 19U1*0 

20. POLLUTION; BUDGET. Itefc. Monagan commended the new Budget Bureau directive re¬ 
quiring that all Federal facilities and buildings hereafter designed and con¬ 
structed to include adequate systems for the control ana\treatment of dis¬ 
charges resulting in either air or water pollution. p« 19&U1 

21. AWARDS. Passed without amendment H. R. 123U2, to authorize certain.retired and 
other personnel of the U. S. Government to accept and wear decorations, pres¬ 
ents, andyother things tendered them by certain foreign countries. Mentioned 
in this Kill are several employees of this Department, pp* 19Ud8\78 

22. COFFEE/ Insisted on further disagreement to Senate amendments to H. \. 8861*, to 
implement the International Coffee Agreement. Conferees were appointed for a 

bher conference. Senate conferees have been appointed, pp, 19501-7 
Rep. Dwyer urged the House to reject the conference report on H. R. 8§61*. 

'pp. 19538-9 

1, RESEARCH. Agreed to the conference report on H. R. U361*, to provide for the^ 
free entry of ipass spectrometers for Oregon State and Wayne State universities 

This bill will now be sent to the President, pp. 19513-b 
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2k* ELECTRIFICATION, By a vote of 230 to ±3h agreed to the conference report on 
S* 1007, to guarantee electric consumers in the Pacific Northwest first cal 
on electric energy generated at Federal hydroelectric plants in that regioj 
and to guarantee electric consumers in other regions reciprocal priority^ 

. 19519-25 

25. WILDLIFE, Agreed to the conference report on S. 793, to provide a permanent 
basis\for the management of the four wildlife refuges in the Klamajm River 
Basin\f Calif, and Ore. p. 19526 

26, HOUSING. Received the conference report on S. 30U9, the housing bill (H. Rept. 

1828), pp\19#3-67, 19568 

27. RECLAMATION. The Interior and Insular Affairs Committee reported with amend¬ 
ment H, R. 2UIXV to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct^ 
operate, and maintain the Auburn-Folsom south unit, American River division. 
Central Valley prefect, Calif, (H. Rept, 1826),- p,>19568 

28. TARIFFS. Rep, Dent stated that he has "battled against the intemperate progrp 
of tariff cutting that%as plagued American industry" and inserted a statemek.^ 
presented to the Democratic Party platform comgiittee on trade policies, pp* 

195UU-6, 195U6-7 

29. APPALACHIA. Rep. Schwengel inserted the transcript of testimony gathered on a 
"factfinding" tour of the Appalachian region. pp. 19531-8 

30. BALANCE OF PAYMENTS, Rep. Curtis inserted his report on the recent progress of 
the balance of payments and stated^iat "it is indeed an alarming situation," 

pp, 19UU2, 19529-30 

SMS IN APPENDIX 

31, FARM INCOME. Rep, Michel ins 
agogs." pp. AU37U-5 

'ted an article, "Farm Income and Political Dem- 

32. RESEARCH. Extension of remarks of Rep, Garmatz inserting an address before t3^ 
Maryland Governorsr Cojrfference on the development\of the national oceanography 
program and the part/congress has taken in connection with it, pp* AU386-8 

33• WHEAT. Extension 0/ remarks of Rep. Findley inserting\an article and stating 
that it "shows h/rfw the United States sale of wheat to 
solve a bread problem in Cuba*" p. AH388 

issia helped Castro 

3U. OPINION POLL/ Rep. Quie inserted the results of a questionn^re, including 
items of interest to this Department* pp. AU390-1 

35• MEAT PRICES. Extension of remarks of Sen. Metcalf stating that t^e Mont* 
cattl/nan has "for many years been unable to understand why cattle^prices can 
be ae low as they are most of the time, and beef prices at the meatveounter 
be/as high as they consistently are," and inserting two articles on 
iect. p. Ai;39U 

lis sub- 

36/HOUSING. Speech in the House by Rep. Donohue urging support and early enas 
ment of the housing bill* p. AU399 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
PUBLIC WORKS. 

37. /s, 313U, by Sen. Inouye, to require bidders for public works construction 
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The appropriation bills, 88th Cong., 2d sess., as of Aug. 18, 1964—Continued 

[Does not include back-door appropriations or permanent appropriations1 under previous legislation. Does include indefinite appropriations carried in annual appropriation bU&] 

Tltle\nd bill number 

1964 DEFICIEN 

Department of HeahJi, 
Education, amd 
Welfare (H.J. Res> 
875): 

Original resolution, 
88th,1st1_ 

Subsequent consider¬ 
ation, 88th, 2d s... 

Total, H.J. Res. 875. 
Department of Labor 

(H.J. Res. 962).... 
Disaster relief (H.J. 

Res. 976)- 
Deficiency, 1964 (H.R. 
11201).- 

Total, 1964 defi¬ 
ciencies_ 

1065 APPROPRIATION 
BILLS 

District of Columbia 
(H.R. 10199). 

Federal payment, 1965 
regular. 

Loan authorization_ 
Interior (H.R. 10433)_ 

1965 regular appropri¬ 
ations.. 

Loan authorization_ 
1964 supplemental_ 

Treasury-Post Office 
(H.R. 10532): 

1965 regular appro¬ 
priations.... 

1964 supplemental 
(by transfer)- 

Legislative (H.R. 10723). 
1965 regular appropri¬ 
ations_ 

1964 supplemental_ 
Labor-Health, Educa¬ 

tion, and Welfare 
(H.R. 10809): 

1965 regular appropri¬ 
ations_ 

1964 supplemental_ 
Defense (H.R. 10939): 

1965 regular appropri¬ 
ations_ 

1964 supplemental 
(by transfer)_ 

State, Justice, Judiciary 
(H.R. 11134)_ 

1965 regular appropri¬ 
ations_ 

1964 supplemental_ 
Agriculture (H.R. 

11202).. 
1965 regular appro¬ 
priations_ 

Loan authorization_ 
1964 supplemental_ 

Independent offices 
(H.R. 11296)_ 

1965 regular appro¬ 
priations_ 

1964 supplementals.... 
Military construction 

(H.R. 11369): 1965 
regular appropria¬ 
tions_ 

Public works (H.R. 
11579): 1965 regular 
appropriations_ 

Foreign assistance 
(H.R. 11812): 1965 
regular appropria¬ 
tions 

Total, 1965 reguljj 
1964 supplementals/ 

eluded in 1965 bills). 

Total, all 
tions. 

Total, \g 
zatiq 

pproria- 

authori- 

Prior year 
appropriations 

($313,469,518) 

40,368,000 
(19,300,000) 

1, Oil, 029, 500 
(6,000, 000) 

6, 055,766,000 

« 217,304, 244 

5,795,436,500 

48,223,210,000 

1,840,233,900 

6,246,297,215 
(855,000,000) 

13,275,913,050 

1,585,88^000 

4,40^240, 700 

3,264,023,137 

91,962,702,246 

(880,300,000) 

Senate 

Budget 
estimates to 

Senate 

$41,886,000 

3 247,802,000 

289,688,000 

42,000,000 

50,000,000 

1,436,177,743 

1,81*865,743 

(357,862,30 

53,220,000 
(14, 400, 000) 

1, 035,961, 000 

998,903,000 
(20, 000, 000) 
37,058, 000 

6,268,691,000 

(1,675,000) 
255, 999, 745 

* 255,788,045 
211, 700 

47,471,000,000 

(6,000,000) 

1,999,164,700 

1,915,089, 700 
84,075,000 

5,583,625, 

5,566,961 
(753,OeO; 000) 

16^163,000 

14,2C>, 653,400 

,104,653,400 
145,000,000 

1,879,000,000 

4,440,749,000 

82,954,056, 745 

283,007, 700 

85,054,930,188 

(787,400,000) 

Amount as 
passed 

$258,090,000 

< 31,598,000 

289,688,000 

42,000,000 

50,000,000 

1,349,637,143 

1,731,325,143 

(342,181,975) 

44,220,000 
l(26, 400, COO) 

1,629, 226,400 

993^54,400 
(14, 0m, 000) 
35, 67\C00 

6,240,423,000 

(1,100,000) 
210,380,685 

«210, 231,685 
149,000 

Senate action compared with- 

Prior year 
appropriations 

Budget 
estimates 

46,774,40: 

ooo) 

1,7^855,700 

£700,405, 700 
30,450,000 

5,338,672,525 

5,323,872, 525 
(795,000,000) 

14,800,000 

13,613,224,000 

13,613,224,000 

1,582,969,000 

4,443,283,200 

80,926, 584,510 

81,071,000 

82,738,980,653 

(835,400,000) 

(+$28,712,457) 

+3,852, 000 
(+7,100, 000) 

-17,475.100 
(+8, 000, 000) 

+184,657, 000 

;559 

-1,448,809,000 

-139,828,200 

-922, 424, 690 
(-60,000,000) 

+337,310,950 

-2,911,000 

+36,042,500 

-1,976,658,099 

(-44,900,000) 

House action 

+$216,204,000 

-216,204,000 

-86,540,600 

-86,540,600 

(-15,680,325) 

-9,000,000 
(+12,000, * 

-6,734, 

— 5,349^600 
(-6,06D, 000) 
-1/686, 000 

-28,268,000 

(-575,000) 
-45, 619,060 

• -45, 556, 360 
-62, 700 

-268,309,1 

-214,684, 
-53, 625,000 

-244,953,075 

-243,090,075 
(+42,000,000) 

-1,863,000 

-636,429,400 

-491, 429, 400 
-145,000,000 

-296,031,000 

+2,534,200 

-2,027,472, 235 

-201,936,700 

-2,315,949,536 

(+48,000,000) 

+$216,204,000 

-216,204,000 

+84*723,454 

+84,723, 

Final appropriation 

Amount as 
approved 

»$289,688, ( 

289,6§b,000 

42^000,000 

'SO, 000, 000 

'1,336,687,143 

1,718,375,143 

f+3,976,775) 

+3,500,000 

+26,’656,'866’ 

+17,078,800 

‘"+2*972,"OOO' 

+15,003,000 

‘"+36,‘754^045* 

8 +36,785,045 
-31,000 

+15,134,000 

+28,227,900 

-1,772,100 
+30,000,000 

^156,007, 525 

+1?L 207,525 

+14, Sqo.ooo 

* +5,494,258^1 

+5,494,258, 

-16,045,600 

+117,314,000 

+5,822,463,270 

+47,741,000 

+5,964,927,724 

(341,242,200) 

40,720,000 
(26,400, 000) 

1,028,277,200 

994,069,200 
(14,000, 000) 
34,208, 000 

6,233,273,000 

(1,100,000) 
210,300, 885 

210,300,885 

46,752,051,000 

(6,000,000) 

1.717.157.800 

1.686.707.800 
30,450,000 

13,454,859,000 

13, 454,859,000 

4,430,79V700 

Final action comp l with— 

Prior year 

(+$27,772,682) 

+352,000 
(+7,100, 000) 

-16,960,300 
(+8, 000, 000) 

+177,507,000 

-7,003,359 

-1,471,159,000 

-153,526,100 

+178,945,950 

+23,554,000 

73,802,775,585 

64,658,000 

75,585,808,728 

(+40,400,000) 

-\268,289,809 

(+15,100, W0) 

Budget 
estimates 

-$41,886,000 

+41,886,000 

-99,490,600 

-99,490,600 

(-16,620,100) 

-12,500, 000 
(+12, 000, 000) 

-7,863, 800 

-4,833,800 
(-6, 000,000) 
-2,850, 000 

-35,418,000 

(-575,000) 
-45, 698,860 

-45,487,160 
-211, 700 

-718,949,000 

-282,006,900 

-228, 381, 900 
-53,625,000 

-794, 794,400 

-649,794,400 
-145,000,000 

-9,954,300 

-1,705,318,560 

-201,686, 700 

-2,006,495,860 

(+6,000,000) 

footnotes on p. 19440. 

No. 162-12 No. 162- 
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Footnotes From Preceding Table 

August 18 

this resolution passed both Houses in 88th Cong., 1st sess. House bill included 
$41,886,000 for activities to combat mental retardation; Senate bill added $216,204,000 
for “Payments to school districts.” Resolution not finally adopted in 1st sess. 

7 Action renewed in 88th Cong., 2d sess. 
3 Estimates submitted to Congress in H. Doc. No. 203, dated Jan. 21, 1964, considered 

as follows: ^Payments to school districts,” $216,204,000 (previously added by Senate); 
“Defense educational activities,” $31,168,000; “Compliance activities, Mexican farm 
labor programs $430,000. 

4 Resolution not actually reported by Appropriations Committees for House or 
Senate consideration. Figures shown for balancing pin-poses. Amounts shown as 
reported and passeddiy Senate include $31,168,000 for “Defense educational activities”; 
and $430,000 for “Compliance activities, Mexican farm labor program.” 

8 Resolutions not reported by Appropriations Committees. Considered and passed 
in House and Senate without committee action. Figures shown for balancing purposes.^ 

• Includes Senate items. 
7 Excludes Senate items. 
8 Amount of $6,200,000,000 reported for National Aeronautics and Space Adnfin- 

istration eliminated on point of order by House due to lack of legislative authorization. 
* Pinal amount appropriated includes $41,886,000 for activities to combat /Dental 

retardation; $216,204,000 for “Payments to school districts”; $31,168,000 for /iefensc 
educational activities”; and $430,000 for “Compliance activities, Mexican yfm labor 
program.” - 

Note.—Totals reflect amounts approved and comparisons at latest/tage of con¬ 
gressional action on each bill. 

(Mr. MAHON asked and was given 
permission to revise snid extend his re¬ 
marks and include certain material in 
connection with the continuing resolu¬ 
tion.) 

The joint resolution was’Nrdered to be 
engrossed and read a thirervtime, was 
read the third time, and passed, and a 
motion to reconsider was laidV>n the 
table. 

AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATION 
RILL FOR 1965 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill H.R. 11202, the 
agricultural appropriation bill for 1965, 
with Senate amendments thereto, dis¬ 
agree to the amendments, and agree to 
the conference asked by the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

The Chair hears none, and appoints 
the following conferees: Messrs. Whit¬ 
ten, Natcher, Mahon, Horan, and 
Michel. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Appropriations may have until mid¬ 
night tonight to file a conference report 
on the bill H.R. 11202, the agricultural 
appropriation bill for 1965. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quori 
is not present. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I my^e a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, an/fl the fol¬ 

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

/ 

Adair 

[Roll No. 2351 

Hebert / Pilcher 
Albert Hoeven / Pirnie 
Alger Hoffman / Powell 
Avery Jones, fUR. Rains 
Baring Jones, JHo. Roosevelt 
Barry Kee / Ryan, Mich. 
Bo’ton. Klu/ynski St. George 

Frances P. K/ Sheppard 
Buckley Landrum Shipley 
Diddario /ankford Smith, Calif. 
Dawson i r Lesinski Thompson, La. 
Diggs / McClory Toll 
Dingell / McDowell Tollefson 
Ellsworth/ Macdonald Wallhauser 
Gibbons/ Miller, Calif. Whalley 
Gill / Miller, N.Y. Widnall 
Gray/ Morse Winstead 
Harsey, Mich. Patman Wyman 
He/ey Pepper 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 377 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro¬ 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

APPOINTMENT OF A COMMISSIONER 
GENERAL FOR U.S. PARTICIPA¬ 
TION IN THE CANADIAN UNIVER¬ 
SAL AND INTERNATIONAL EX¬ 
HIBITION 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
manimous consent for the immediate 

cVisideration of the bill S. 2905. 
he Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Tne SPEAKER. Is there objection t£ 
the request of the gentleman from FI 
ida? 

Mr. ER^fS. Mr. Speaker, reseiVing 
the right no object, this bill waycalled 
up yesterdaysnnd was passed ov/r with¬ 
out prejudiceXn the request o/ the gen¬ 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. Ford] . 

Although it wak passed orft of the sub¬ 
committee unanimously in its original 
form with an ameMmmt and by the 
full Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
gentleman from FlorjoaUs now prepared 
to offer an amendmentNrhich in effect 
would set the salary of tnk Ambassador 
at $22,500, whicj? would leate him with 
the title of Ambassador but mat the sal¬ 
ary. Is thalfaforrect? 

Mr. FASCELL. The gentlemle from 
Ohio is correct. 

Mr. HAYS. This, in my opi^on, 
might Irfave the effect of forcing the Pr 
identlto find some fellow who can affo? 
fh\y job even though he would not beS 
qualified for it, and would preclude some 

ireer person from taking it because he 
'could not afford to have a job at this 
salary. 

It seems a little strange to me when 
we passed the salary bill and raised all 
of the Ambassadors around the world 
that this one would be picked out and 
that his salary would be set, although he 
has the rank of Ambassador, even below 
a class 4 post. If the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Ford] is available, may 
I ask what is his reason behind this? 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. CONTE. Do I understand cor¬ 
rectly that the bill that was before us 
yesterday provided for a salary of 
$28 500? 

Mr. HAYS. For a class 2 post which, 
under the new salary schedule, would be 
that figure. 

Mr. CONTE. Twenty-eight thousand 
five hundred dollars, and this sets the 
salary at $22,500? 

Mr. HAYS. Yes. 
Mr. CONTE. That ifow satisfies the 

gentleman from Michigan. 
Mr. HAYS. I hone we have not estab¬ 

lished a precedent around here that 
every bill reported out of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs unanimously has to 
satisfy the gentleman from Michigan. 
Normally miner these circumstances I 
would objart, but in this case I withdraw 
my resefaation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

lere being no objection, the Clerk 
rybd the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled. That, for 
United States participation in the Canadian 
Universal and International Exhibition to 
be held at Montreal, Canada, in 1967, as 
authorized by the Mutual Educational and 
Cultural Exchange Act of 1961, as amended 
(22 U.S.C. 2451 et seq.), the President is 
hereby authorized to appoint or designate a 
Commissioner General, by and with the ad¬ 
vice and consent of the Senate, and to ap¬ 
point or designate not to exceed two other 
principal representatives, who shall receive 
compensation, allowances, and benefits as 
determined by the President but not in ex¬ 
cess of that received by a chief of mission 
at a class 2 post, pursuant to the Foreign 
Service Act of 1946, as amended (22 UB.C. 
801) : Provided, That no officer of the United 
States Government who is designated under 
this Act as Commissioner General or as a 
principal representative shall be entitled to 
such compensation. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FASCELL 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
oimendment offered by Mr. Fascell: Page 

l.Xne 9, after the word “Senate”, strike out 
• theVomma, the remainder of the line and 
line down to and including the word 
“repre^ntatives”, and on page 2 strike out 
all on liM 1 and on line 2 through the word 
“that” a^i insert in lieu thereof “receive 
annual condensation not in excess of $22,500 
and allowances and benefits as determined 
by the Presides but not in excess of those”. 

The amendnrent was agreed to. 
The bill was oXered to be read a third 

time, was read theViird time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

A similar House bil\H.R. 11707 was 
laid on the table. 

CORRECTION OF RECORD 

Mr. BETTS. Mr. Speaker, Xi yester¬ 
day during debate on H.R. 1225^ made 
some remarks which appear oi\ page 
19302 of the Record, in which I rtoade 
reference to legislation sponsored byVie 
gentlewoman from Michigan [Mrs. Grij 
fiths] . The Record reads “the gentle- 
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HIGHLIGHTS: House received conference report on agricultural appropriation bill, 
jp. Ashbroolc inserted Sen. D/rkeen’s remarks praising >Food Study Commission. Rep. 
fugarty inserted AFL-CIO release criticizing wheat-cottoH law. Rep. Senner criti¬ 
cized conference report cnr/meat-import bill. House received conference report on 
Wilderness bill. Senateyvonfirmed Schnittker nomination. itoth Houses agreed to 
conference report on ho/sing bill. Senate debated foreign-ard authorization bill. 
Senate passed bill extending Public Law 480. Conferees agreedSfo file report on 
land and water conservation fund bill 

HOUSE 

1, AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATION BILL,, 1965. Received the conference report on this 
bill, H. R„ 11202 (H, Rept, 1832). Attached to this digest is a summary show¬ 
ing action of the conferees. pp„ 19578-80 

USING. Both Houses, the House by 310 to 70, agreed to the conference report 
on 3, 30l|9, to extend and amend laws relating to housing, urban renewal, ar 
community facilities. This bill will now be sent to the President, pp. 

1957U-7, 197U3-5 

2. 



•2- 

RECREATION, Passed with amendment S, 2?> to provide for establishment of t) 
Carryonlands National Park in Utah, H, R, 6925* a similar bill which was 

^passed previously as reported, was tabled, pp„ 19670-76 
The ’’Daily Digest” states that conferees agreed to file a report 96 H, R, 

38i^6, the land-water conservation fund bill, p, D722 

iw RESOURCES, Rep, Bonner inserted his introductory speech and the address of 
Rep, Roosevelt on the development of our resources, pp. 19678-$/ 

9. FOOD MARKETING. Rep, Ashbrook inserted the remarks of Sen. Di^ksen praising 
the creating of the Food Marketing Commission stating that >ln the passage of 
that resolution we have for the first time moved toward a >6erious overall ex¬ 
amination of ogr modern agricultural econoiry.” pp, 1970]^-5 

6. WHEAT; COTTON. Re'P, Fogarty criticized the wheat and dbtton legislation which 
was passed during uhis session of Congress, inserted/several articles to sup¬ 
port his opinions, aiid stated that in his opinion tne legislation was never 
needed in the first jxtace and that "The administration, through the Secretary 
of Agriculture, could n^ye rolled back the pricp support of cotton from 8^- t 
U or 5 cents and that would have been the easiest and simplest solution to 
help solve the problem.” pp0 19713-U 

7. RURAL DEVELOPMENT, Rep. Frase^c inserted tlie speech of David E, Bell before a 
conference between the land-grant universities and the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture on ’’International Rural Devtelopmem>.” pp. 19720-3 

8, MEAT IMPORTS. Rep, Senner stated tfr£b he voted for the conference report on 
the meat-import bill "with considerable reluctance because I would have pre¬ 
ferred the more protective coverage afforded by the Senate bill.” p„ 19725 

9. TVA, Rep. Fulton spoke on a ^reaffirmation' of support of the principles be¬ 
hind the TVA. pp. 19726-8 

10. HEALTH. Rep. Sickles expressed the hope that bhe "House conferees will allow 
the $1.5 million in planning money to remain ir\the budget” for the construc¬ 
tion of the BeltsvilLe Environmental Health Centbr. p. 1975U 

11. LEGISLATIVE ACCOMPLISHMENTS. Rep. Pelly reviewed th\record of the 88th Con¬ 
gress. pp. 19729^30 

12. POVERTY, Repy^relinghuysen spoke in support of H. Res.\58, to create a 
select committee to study the administration and operatic^ of the Economic 
Opportunity Act of I96I4.. pp. 19677-8 

13. WILDERNESS. Received the conference report on S. U, to establish a National 
Wilderness Preservation System (H. Rept. 1829). pp. 19571-U 

ill. MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATION BILL, 1965. Received the conference report 
this bill, H. R. 11369 (H. Rept. 1831). pp. 19570-1 

l5yTUVDIATI0N; FOOD. Rep. Price inserted a memorandum from the Federal Radiation 
Council to the President, "Radiation protection guidance for Federal ag<b>» 
cies,” recommending that such guidance be approved for the use of Federal' 
agencies in the conduct of those radiation protection activities affecting 
the normal production, processing, distribution, and use of food and agricul) 
tural products, pp. 19699-701 
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88th Congress ) HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES j Report 

2d Session j ( No. 1832 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATION BILL, 1965 

August 19, 1964.—Ordered to be printed 

Mr. Whitten, from the committee of conference, submitted the 
following 

CONFERENCE REPORT 

[To accompany H.R. 11202] 

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 11202) 
making appropriations for the Department of Agriculture and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, and for other pur¬ 
poses, haviug met, after full and free conference, have agreed to recom¬ 
mend and do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 3, 10, 11, 
16, 19, 41, 46, and 50. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments 
of the Senate numbered 1, 5, 8, 9, 11a, 13, 14, 15, 17, 20, 22, 27, 30, 
31, 32, 36, 37, 38, 40, 42, 44, 45, 47, and 49, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 4: 
I That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 4, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $68,793,200; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 12: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 

the Senate numbered 12, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $4-9,932,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

35-006 



2 AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATIONS, 1965 

Amendment numbered 18: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 

the Senate numbered 18, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and proposed by said amendment, 
insert the following: 

WATERSHED PLANNING 

For necessary expenses for small watershed investigations and planning, 
$5,52du000. 

WATERSHED PROTECTION 

For necessary expenses to conduct river basin surveys and investiga¬ 
tions, and research and to carry out preventive measures, including, but 
not limited to, engineering operations, methods of cultivation, the growing 
of vegetation, and, changes in use of land, in accordance with the Water¬ 
shed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, approved August 4, 1954, as 
amended (16 U.S.C. 1001-1008), and the provisions of the Act of April 
27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-f), to remain available until expended, 
$60,324,000, with which shall be merged the unexpended balances of 
funds heretofore appropriated or transferred to the Department for 
watershed protection purposes: Provided, That this appropriation shall 
be available for held employment pursuant to the second sentence of 
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to 
exceed $100,000 shall be available for employment under section 15 of 
the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a): Provided further, That not 
to exceed $4,000,000, together with the unobligated balance of funds 
previously appropriated for loans and related expense, shall be available 
for such purposes. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 21: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 

the Senate numbered 21, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $1,770,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 23: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 

the Senate numbered 23, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $11,481,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 24: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment 

of the Senate numbered 24, and agree to the same with an amend¬ 
ment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $39,566,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 
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Amendment numbered 25: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 25, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $103,000,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 28: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 28, and agreo to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $12,175,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 29: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 29, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

Restore the matter stricken by said amendment, amended to read 
as follows: , of which amount $500,000 shall remain available until 
expended for construction, alteration and modification of research 
facilities. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 33: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 

the Senate numbered 33, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $90,000,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 34: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 

the Senate numbered 34, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $15,000,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 39: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 

the Senate numbered 39, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $11,578,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 48: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 

the Senate numbered 48, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $92,860,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 
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The committee of conference report in disagreement amendments 
numbered 2, 6, 7, 26, 35, and 43. 

Jamie L. Whitten, 

William H. Natcher, 

George Mahon, 

Walt Horan, 

Robert H. Michel, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
Spessard L. Holland, 

Richard B. Russell, 

Allen J. Ellender. 

Milton R. Young, 

Karl E. Mundt, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 



STATEMENT OF THE MANAGERS ON THE PART OF THE 
HOUSE 

The managers on the part of the House at the conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate 
to the bill (H.R. 11202) making appropriations for the Department of 
Agriculture and related agencies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1965, and for other purposes, submit the following statement in 
explanation of the effect of the action agreed upon and recommended 
in the accompanying conference report as to each of such amendments, 
namely: 

The managers, in consideration of this bill in conference, had 
budget estimates of $29,000,000 for pesticides research (S. Doc. 85); 
$1,000,000 for boll weevil eradication and $4,000,000 for emergency 
conservation measures (S. Doc. 82); $10,000,000 for the cropland 
conversion program (S. Doc. 83); plus $2,000,000 for cost-of-produc- 
tion research on cotton authorized by the wheat-cotton bill recently 
adopted by Congress. This is a total of $46,000,000, of which 
$44,000,000 was not submitted by the Budget Bureau in time to be 
considered in the bill by the House. A substantial portion of these 
items was agreed to in conference in view of their importance to 
agricultural programs in the coming year. 

The conferees, at the instance of the executive branch, have unani¬ 
mously supported funds in this bill to increase research attention to 
pests and pesticides in the continuing fight between man, pests, and 
disease, so as to maintain our fine food supply and high standard of 
living. In addition, the conferees have provided the Secretary with 
$250,000 for the purpose of coordinating the work of the Department 
in this area, and for the determination and agreement on standard 
tests and the determination of safe and practical tolerances in coopera¬ 
tion with other departments and agencies of Government. 

It is to be noted that it is in these areas where there must be 
agreement if our food supply is not to be needlessly jeopardized. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Agricultural Research Service 

Amendment No. 1—Salaries and expenses: Authorizes the construc¬ 
tion or improvement of six buildings at a cost of not to exceed $45,000 
as proposed by the Senate instead of five buildings as proposed by the 
House. 

Amendment No. 2—Besearch: Reported in disagreement. The 
managers on the part of the House will offer a motion to appropriate 
$119,639,000 instead of $97,656,000 as proposed by the House and 
$120,564,000 as proposed by the Senate. The appropriation agreed 

6 
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to provides the following amounts for items provided under section 32 
funds in the House bill: 
Staffing and operating new facilities_$1, 350, 000 
Research on pesticide residues including expansion of plans for Weed 

Control Laboratory as provided by House_ 1, 500, 000 
Foot-and-Mouth Disease Laboratory, including $250,000 for renova- 

vation of facilities_ 375, 000 
Construction of facilities, Fort Collins, Colo_ 1, 000, 000 
Renovation of facilities, Beltsville, Md_ 850, 000 
Peanut Research Laboratory, Dawson, Ga_ 1, 000, 000 

In addition the following Senate increases are agreed to: 
Food science research_ $250, 000 
Stored products insect research_ 200, 000 
Funds to be distributed to 11 research locations_ 100, 000 
Wholesaling and retailing research_ 200, 000 
Pesticide research (S. Doc. 85), including $250,000 for the use of the 

Secretary in coordinating pesticide activities_ 13, 758, 000 
Cost of production research on cotton_ 1, 400, 000 

In connection with the peanut research laboratory, it is agreed that 
quality research on Virginia and Spanish type peanuts shall continue 
at the Southern Regional Utilization Laboratory at New Orleans, La. 
Also, it is agreed that the new Southeastern Regional Laboratory, 
provided last year, is an addition to the national utilization research 
aboratories and is not intended to displace such existing utilization 
aboratories but primarily to meet the research problems of the south¬ 

east area. 
The planning and construction funds included in the bill are pro¬ 

vided with the firm understanding that total construction costs of 
facilities as set forth in the Senate report are the full amounts to be 
used for construction, including plans and specifications. The total 
cost of the new insect laboratory at the Beltsville Research Center 
shall be limited to $3,225,000. 

Amendment No. 3—Research: Eliminates language inserted by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 4—Plant and animal disease and pest control: Ap¬ 
propriates $68,793,200 instead of $65,255,000 as proposed by the 
House and $69,036,400 as proposed by the Senate. The increases 
include the following items: 
Plant quarantine inspection_$105, 000 
Animal inspection and quarantine_ 100, 000 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act_ 300, 000 
Fire ant eradication_ 750, 000 
Sheep scabies eradication_ 783, 200 
Pesticide research (S. Doc. 85)_ 700, 000 
Boll weevil eradication (S. Doc. 82)_ S00, 000 

The conferees are in accord with Senate report language concerning 
reprograming of funds. 

Amendment No. 5—Meat inspection: Appropriates $30,837,000 as 
proposed by the Senate instead of $30,454,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

Amendment No. 6—Special foreign currency program: Reported in 
disagreement. The managers on the part of the House will offer an 
amendment to appropriate $2,000,000 instead of $4,000,000 as pro¬ 
posed by the Senate. 

The conferees are not fully satisfied that all projects proposed under 
this program are essential and productive. All projects must be 
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reviewed more critically to make certain that they are of real benefit to 
American agriculture and will produce worthwhile results. 

Forest Service 

Amendment No. 7—Forest protection and utilization: Reported in 
disagreement. The managers on the part of the House will offer a 
motion to appropriate $1,900,000 instead of $2,750,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

Cooperative State Research Service 

Amendments Nos. 8 through 12—Payments and expenses: Appro¬ 
priate $49,932,000 instead of $42,440,000 as proposed by the House 
and $52,482,000 as proposed by the Senate, and insert language rela¬ 
tive to basic research and grants for facilities as proposed by the 
Senate. The increase agreed to includes: 

Pesticide research (S. Doc. 85)_ $3, 000, 000 
Grants for facilities (S. Doc. 85)_ 3, 242, 000 
Salary adjustments_ 1, 250, 000 

Funds for grants for support of basic scientific research have not 
been included. The committees expect future requests for such grant 
funds to be supported by details on each such grant proposed. 

Extension Service 

Amendments Nos. 13 and 14—Cooperative extension work, payments 
and expenses: Appropriate $72,100,000 as proposed by the Senate 
instead of $67,295,000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 15—Retirement and employee's compensation costs 
for extension agents: Appropriates $7,510,000 as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $7,410,000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 16—Federal Extension Service: Appropriates 
$2,451,000 as proposed by House instead of $2,551,000 as proposed 
by Senate. 

Farmer Cooperative Service 

Amendment No. 17—Salaries and expenses: Appropriates $1,102,000 
hs proposed by Senate instead of $1,082,000 as proposed by House. 

Soil Conservation Service 

conservation operations 

The conferees have agreed to the use of funds provided under this 
head for modernization and construction of plant materials centers 
as follows: 

To modernize equipment and facilities_$53, 000 
To rehabilitate center, Pullman, Wash_ 70, 000 
To establish center in New Jersey_ 102, 000 

Amendment No. IS—Watershed planning and protection: Appro¬ 
priates $5,524,000 for small watershed planning as a separate item as 
proposed by the House and restores paragraph for watershed protec¬ 
tion as proposed by the House. 
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Amendment No. 19—Flood prevention: Appropriates $25,423,000 as 
proposed by the House instead of $22,656,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 20-—Great Plains conservation program: Appropri¬ 
ates $14,744,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of $14,176,000 as 
proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 21-—Resource conservation and development: Appro¬ 
priates $1,770,000 instead of $1,496,000 as proposed by the House and 
$2,044,000 as proposed by the Senate. The use of this appropriation 
shall be limited to those pilot projects already approved and under¬ 
way. 

Economic Research Service 

Amendment No. 22Salaries and expenses: Appropriates $10,- 
576,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of $9,476,000 as proposed 
by the House. 

Statistical Reporting Service 

Amendment No. 23—Salaries and expenses: Appropriates $11,i 
481,000 instead of $11,431,000 as proposed by the House and 
$11,892,000 as proposed by the Senate. The amount agreed to in¬ 
cludes an additional $50,000 to extend the pilot flower estimates pro¬ 
gram. The conferees request the Forest Service to explore the 
possibilities of using existing cooperative forestry services to provide 
timber pricing information. 

Agricultural Marketing Service 

Amendment No. 24-—Marketing services: Appropriates $39,566,000 
instead of $39,389,000 as proposed by the House and $39,590,125 as 
proposed by the Senate. The additional amounts included are: 

Poultry inspection_$152, 000 
Market news service_ 25, 000 

The conferees do not concur in the language in the Senate report 
which might appear to concur in the closing of certain market news 
offices after the current fiscal year. These offices have been rendering 
a valuable service for many years and should be continued in opera¬ 
tion permanently. | 

It is further agreed that the language in the Senate report con¬ 
cerning the market news service was intended to permit the trans¬ 
mission of weather data along with market reports and routine ad¬ 
ministrative instructions. 

Amendment No. 25—Special milk program: Provides $103,000,000, 
one-half by appropriation and one-half by transfer from section 32 
funds. The House bill provided $99,831,000 by transfer from section 
32 and the Senate bill provided $106,000,000 by direct appropriation. 

Amendment No. 26—Special milk program: Reported in disagree¬ 
ment. The managers on the part of the House will offer a motion to 
provide $51,500,000 of the total funds by transfer from section 32. 

Amendment No. 27—Section 32: Provides $35,000,000 for the food 
stamp plan as proposed by the Senate instead of $45,000,000 as pro¬ 
posed by the House. 

Amendments Nos. 28 and 29—Section 32: Provide $12,175,500 
instead of $25,000,000 as proposed by the House and $11,000,000 as 
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following purposes: 

Cost of production research as provided in Senate bill__,_$5, 000, 000 
Utilization research as provided in Senate bill__ 5, 000, 000 
Research on health-related problems of tobacco in Kentucky_ 1, 500, 000 
Research on health-related problems of tobacco in flue-cured area-- 175, 000 
Construction and alteration of research facilities in flue-cured area.- 50Q, 000 

Total_-..___ 12, 175,000 

Foreign Agricultural Service 

Amendment No. 30—Salaries and expenses: Appropriates 
$20,488,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of $18,790,000 as 
proposed by the House. The Department should give attention to 
having the sales manager report directly to the Secretary of Agri¬ 
culture in order to give increased attention to sales of commodities 
for dollars. 

Commodity Exchange Authority 

Amendment No. 31— Salaries and expenses: Appropriates $1,119,000 
as proposed by the Senate instead of $1,100,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service 

Amendment No. 32-—Expenses, ASCS: Inserts Senate language 
dealing with activities of employees and ASCS committeemen. 

Amendment No. 33—Sugar Act program: Appropriates $90,000,000 
instead of $86,400,000 as proposed by the House and $92,300,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 34—■Cropland conversion program: Appropriates 
$15,000,000 instead of $7,200,000 as proposed by the House and 
$20,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. The amount provided is to 
cover frill financing for both the 1964 and 1965 programs. 

Amendment No. 35 —Emergency conservation measures: Reported 
in disagreement. The managers on the part of the House will offer a 
motion to appropriate $4,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

) Office of General Counsel 

Amendment No. 36—Salaries and expenses: Appropriates $3,853,000 
as proposed by the Senate, instead of $3,784,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

National Agricultural Library 

Amendment No. 37—Salaries and expenses: Appropriates $1,547,000 
as proposed by the Senate instead of $1,347,000 as proposed by the 
House. The additional amount is to establish and maintain a Pesti¬ 
cides Information Center. 

General Administration 

Amendment, No. 38—Salaries and expenses: Appropriates $3,314,000 
as proposed by the Senate instead of $3,530,000 as proposed by the 
House. 
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Rural Electrification Service 

Amendment No. 39—Salaries and expenses: Appropriates $11,578,- 
000 instead of $11,641,000 as proposed by the House and $11,428,000 
as proposed by the Senate. The amount agreed to includes $150,000 
to meet additional responsibilities required by last year’s directive of 
the committees and to process loan applications without delay. 

Farmers Home Administration 

Amendment No. 40.—Rural housing for the elderly revolving fund: 
Appropriates $5,000,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of $3,500,- 
000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendments Nos. 41 and 42—Salaries and expenses: Appropriates 
$39,544,000 as proposed by the House instead of $39,794,000 as 
proposed by the Senate, and provides $2,250,000 transfer from the 
agricultural credit insurance fund as proposed by the Senate instead 
of $2,000,000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 43—Salaries and expenses: Reported in disagree-1 
ment. The managers will offer a motion to restore House language 
which provides $500,000 for temporary field employment and to 
restrict the use of funds under this head for rural housing grants. 

Commodity Credit Corporation 

Amendment No. 44—Reimbursement for net realized losses: Appro¬ 
priates $1,574,000,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of $1,724,- 
000,000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 45-—-Limitation on administrative expenses: The 
managers on the part of the House have receded to Senate amendment 
No. 45, which prohibits mandatory micronaire readings on cotton for 
fiscal year 1965. 

The managers have taken this action because the Department, in 
setting up mandatory micronaire readings, did not follow provisions of 
law requiring 1 year’s waiting period after notice as required by the 
Cotton Standards Act. 

In taking this action, the managers on the part of the House do 
not take any position against voluntary micronaire reading. 

I 
Foreign Assistance Programs 

Amendments Nos. 46 and 47—Public Law 4-80: Appropriate 
$1,612,000,000 for title I sales as proposed by the House instead of 
$1,737,000,000 as proposed by the Senate, and appropriate $35,000,000 
for title IV contracts as proposed by the Senate instead of $55,000,000 
as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 48—Bartered materials for supplemental stockpile: 
Appropriates $92,860,000 instead of $82,860,000 as proposed by the 
House and $102,860,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
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TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS 

11 

Amendment No. 49—Section 501: Permits the purchase of 474 
automobiles as proposed by the Senate instead of 472 as proposed by 
the House. 

Amendment No. 50—Section 507: Deletes language of the Senate 
related to use of increases provided in the bill. It is expected that the 
Department will follow the procedures outlined in its explanatory 
outlines as submitted to the conferees on this amendment. 

Jamie L. Whitten, 

William H. Natcher, 

George Mahon, 

Walt Horan, 

Robert H. Michel, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

o 
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matter with dispatch and make the en¬ 
actment of the mutuality provision 
its first order of business at the next 
Session. 

>Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
thesprevious question on the conference 
report. 

TheSnrevious question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the conference report. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker announced that the ayes had 
it. \ 

Mr. HALL. rtfr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum is 
not present and make the point of order 
that a quorum is no*t present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. \ 

The Doorkeeper will ciose the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms willSnotify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the 
roll. \ 

The question was taken; ai\d there 
were—yeas 310, nays 70, not vopuig 50, 
as follows: \ 

(Roll No. 240] \ 

YEAS—310 

Addabbo Denton Jennings 
Albert Diggs Johnson, Calif. 
Andrews. Dingell Johnson, Pa. 

N. Dak. Donohue Johnson, Wis. 
Arends Downing Jonas 
Ashley Duncan Karsten 
Aspinall Dwyer Karth 
Auchincloss Edmondson Kastenmeier 
Avery Edwards Keith 
Ayres Elliott KeUy 
Baker Ellsworth , Kilgore 
Baldwin Everett King, Calif. 
Barrett Fallon Ehng, N.Y. 
Barry Farbsteln Kirwan 
Bass Fascell Kluczynski 
Bates Feighan Knox 
Battin Finnegan Kornegay 
Beckworth Fino Kunkel 
Bell Flood Landrum 
Bennett, Fla. Fogarty Langen 
Berry Fountain Latta 
Betts Fraser Leggett 
Blatnik Frelinghuysen Lennon 
Boggs Friedel Lesinski 
Boland Fulton, Pa. Libonati 
Bolling Fulton, Tenn. Lindsay 
Bolton, Fuqua Lipscomb 

Oliver P. Gallagher Lloyd 
Bonner Garmatz Long, La. 
Bow Gary Long, Md. 
Brademas Giaimo McDade 
Bromwell Gibbons McFall 
Brooks Gilbert McLoskey j 
Broomfield Gill McMillan / 
Brotzman Glenn Macdonald / 
Brown, Calif. Gonzalez MacGregon^ 
Broyhill, N.C. Goodell Madden / 
Broyhill, Va. Grabowski Mailliaiyr 
Burke Green, Oreg. Martin/Calif. 
Burkhalter Green, Pa. Martin, Mass. 
Burton, Calif. Griffin Matnias 
Burton, Utah Griffiths M/sunaga 
Byrne, Pa. Grover Matthews 
Cahill Gubser /leader 
Cameron Gurney / Michel 
Carey Hagan, Ga. / Miller, Calif. 
Cederberg Hagen, CaUr. Milliken 
Celler Halleck / Mills 
Chelf Halper^r Minish 
Chenoweth Hann^ Monagan 
Clancy Hansfti Montoya 
Clark Handing Moore 
Clausen, Hsirdy Moorhead 

Don H. j/irris Morgan 
Cleveland /Hawkins Morris 
Cohelan / Hays Morrison 
Collier / Healey Morse 
Conte / Hechler Morton 
Cooley / Henderson Mosher 
Cormay Herlong Moss 
Cramer Hoi (field Multer 
Cunnnngham HoUand Murphy, HI. 
CuBtin Horan Murphy, N.Y. 
Daniels Horton Murray 
IJavis, Ga. Hosmer Natcher 
TJavis, Tenn. Hull Nelsen 
Delaney Jarman Nix 

O’Brien, N.Y. Rogers, Colo. Sullivan 
O’Hara, HI. Rooney, N.Y. Taft 
O’Hara, Mich. Rooney, Pa. Talcott 
O’Konski Roosevelt Taylor 
Olsen, Mont. Rosenthal Teague, Calif. 
Olson, Minn. Rostenkowskl Thomas 
O’NeUl Roush Thompson, N.J. 
Osmers Roybal Thompson, Tex. 
Ostertag Rumsfeld Thomson, Wis. 
Patman Ryan, Mich. Trimble 
Patten Ryan, N.Y. Tupper 
Pelly St Germain Tuten 
Pepper St. Onge Udall 
Perkins Saylor Ullman 
Philbin Schenck Van Deerlin 
Pickle Schneebeli Vanik 
Pike Schweiker Van Pelt 
Poage Scott Vinson 
Powell Secrest Waggonner 
Price Senner Wallhauser 
Pucinskl Sheppard Watts 
Purcell Shriver Weaver 
Quie Sibal Weltner 
Rains Sickles Westland 
Randall Sikes Wharton 
Reid, HI. Siler White 
Reid, N.Y. Sisk Whitener 
Reifel Slack Wickersham 
Reuss Smith, Iowa Widnall 
Rhodes, Pa. Springer Wilson, Bob 
Rich Staebler Wilson, 
Riehlman Stafford Charles H. 
Rivers, Alaska Staggers Wright 
Rivers, S.C. Steed Wydler 
Roberts, Ala. Stephens Wyman / 
Roberts, Tex. Stinson Young / 
Robison Stratton Zablockl / 
Rodino Stubblefield 

NAYS—70 

Abbitt Findley Pilliory' 
AOele Fisher Poff / 
Abeimethy Flynt Poor 
Andwgon Ford Qinllen 
Andrews, Ala. Gathings Hnodes, Ariz. 
AshbrooC Goodling /togers, Fla. 
Ashmore\ Grant / Rogers, Tex. 
Becker \ Gross / Roudebush 
Beermann \ Haley / Schadeberg 
Belcher \ Hall / Selden 
Bray garrison/ Short 
Brown, Ohio XarshM^ Skubltz 
Bruce HVvay, Ind. Smith, Va. 
Burleson Huapleston Snyder 
Casey Huitcbl?13011 Teague, Tex. 
Chamberlain JenseX Tuck 
Clawson, Del /OohansXj Utt 
Colmer / ̂ KilburnX Watson 
Curtis / McCulloclX Whitten 
Dague / Mahon \ Williams 
Devine / Marsh \ Wilson, Ind. 
Dole / Martin, Nebr. ' ̂ Vinstead 
Dorn / Minshall 
Dowdy Passman 

/ NOT VOTING—50 \ 

Adair Forrester McIntUe 
/lger Gray May \ 
Baring Harvey, Mich. Miller, nV< 
Bolton, Hebert Nedzi \ 

Frances P. Hoeven Norblad \ 
Brock Hoffman Pilcher \ 
Buckley Ichord Plrnie \ 
Byrnes, Wis. Joelson St. George \ 
Corbett Jones, Ala. Schwengel 
Daddario Jones, Mo. Shipley 
Dawson Kee Smith, Calif. 
Dent Keogh Thompson, La. 
Derounian Kyi Toll 
Derwinski Laird Tollefson 
Dulski Lankford Whalley 
Evins McClory Willis 
Foreman McDowell Younger 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Keogh for, with Mr. Hoffman against. 

Mr. Byrnes of Wisconsin for, with Mr. 

Adair against. , 

Mr. Hebert for, with Mr. Smith of Cali¬ 

fornia against. 

Mr. Daddario for, with Mr. McClory against. 

Mr. Laird for, with Mr. Alger against. 

Mrs. May for, with Mr. Foreman against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Toll with Mr. Talcott. 

Mr. Gray with Mrs. St. George. 

Mr. Thompson of Louisiana with Mr. M6- 
Intire. / 

.. Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Hoevenf 

Mr. Baring with Mr. Harvey of Michi/lm. 

Mr. Nedzi with Mrs. Frances P. Boltin. 

Mr. McDowell with Mr. Derounianf 

Mr. Dent with Mr. Corbett. / 
Mr. Willis with Mr. Younger. / 
Mr. Evins with Mr. Tollefson/ 

Mr. Shipley with Mr. Derwinski. 

Mr. Joelson with Mr. PirryC 

Mr. Ichord with Mr. Kyi/ 

Mr. Pilcher with Mr. N/rblad. 

Mr. Dulski with Mr. Srchwengel. 

Mr. Buckley with Mr! Whalley. 

Mr. Lankford witlr Mrs. Kee. 

Mr. Forrester wi/h Mr. Brock. 

Mr. ASHMORE and Mr. MAHON 
changed their votes from “yea” to “nay.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above/recorded. 

The doors were opened. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

tablaf 

/ GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
extend their remarks on the conference 
report just agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

ETHEL R. LOOP 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani¬ 
mous consent for the immediate consid¬ 
eration of the bill (S. 284) for the relief 
of Ethel R. Loop, the widow of Carl R. 
Loop. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled. That, in the 

administration of section 5 of the Act en¬ 

titled "An Act to make certain increases in 

the annuities of annuitants under the For¬ 

eign Service retirement and disability sys¬ 

tem”, approved May 1, 1956, as amended (22 

U.S.C. 1079d), Carl R. Loop, who died in 1923, 

/while serving as consular officer at Catania, 

>taly, shall be held and considered to have 

bVen a participant under the Foreign Service 

retirement and disability system at the time 
of his death. 

Sec\2. No annuity shall be payable as a 

result o£ the enactment of this Act for any 

period pnor to the date of such enactment. 

Mr. GRtoSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYsX I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. \ 

Mr. GROSS. Jtfr. Speaker, I am aware 
of the nature of this bill. I believe it will 
meet a humanitarian need. I trust that 
it will not be considered a precedent for 
further legislation in this direction. 

Mr. HAYS. I would say to the gentle¬ 
man, as I did in our conversation yester¬ 
day, that as far as I am concerned, any 
further bills of this nature will have to 
be considered on their merifcsX 

The bill was ordered to be reacka third 
time, was read the third time and passed, 

No. 163-2 
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an\a motion to reconsider was laid on 
theieble. 

DEPARTMENT OP AGRICULTURE 
APPROPRIATION BILL, 1965 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the managers 
on the part of the House have until mid¬ 
night tonight to file a conference report 
on H.R. 11202. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 
The conference report and statement 

follow: 

Conference Report (H. Rept. No. 1832) 

The committee df conference on the dis¬ 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the hill (H.R. 
11202) making appropriations for the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture and related agencies 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, and 
for other purposes, having met, after full 
and free conference, have agreed to recom¬ 
mend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend¬ 
ments numbered 3, 10, 11, 16, 19, 41, 46, and 

50. 
That the House recede from its disagree¬ 

ment to the amendments of the Senate num¬ 
bered 1, 5, 8, 9, 11a, 13, 14, 15, 17, 20, 22, 27, 30, 
31, 32, 36, 37, 38, 40, 42, 44, 45, 47, and 49, 
and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 4: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend¬ 
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend¬ 
ment insert “$68,793,200”; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 12: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend¬ 
ment of the Senate numbered 12, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend¬ 
ment insert “$49,932,000”; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 18: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend¬ 
ment of the Senate numbered 18, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter stricken and proposed 
by said amendment, insert the following: 

“WATERSHED PLANNING 

“For necessary expenses for small water¬ 
shed investigations and planning, $5,524,000. 

“watershed protection 

“For necessary expenses to conduct river 
basin surveys and investigations, and re¬ 
search and to carry out preventive measures, 
including, but not limited to, engineering 
operations, methods of cultivation, the grow¬ 
ing of vegetation, and changes in use of land, 
in accordance with the Watershed Protec¬ 
tion and Flood Prevention Act, approved 
August 4, 1954, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1001- 
1008), and the provisions of the Act of April 
27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-f), to remain avail¬ 
able until expended, $60,324,000, with which 
shall be merged the unexpended balances of 
funds heretofore appropriated or transferred 
to the Department for watershed protection 
purposes; Provided, That this appropriation 
shall be available for field employment pur¬ 
suant to the second sentence of section 
706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 
574), and not to exceed $100,000 shall be 
available for employment under section 15 
of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a): 
Provided further, That not to exceed $4,000,- 
000, together with the unobligated balance 
of funds previously appropriated for loans 
and related expense, shall be available for 
such purposes.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 21: That the House the two Houses on the amendments of the 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- Senate to the bill (H.R. 11202) making ap- 
ment of the Senate numbered 21, and agree propriations for the Department of Agricul- 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: ture and related agencies for the fiscal year 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- ending June 30, 1965, and for other purposes, 
ment insert “$1,770,000”; and the Senate submit the following statement in explana- 
agree to the same. tlon of the effect of the action agreed upon 

Amendment numbered 23: That the House and recommended in the accompanying con- 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- ference report as to each of such amend¬ 
ment of the Senate numbered 23, and agree ments, namely: 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: The managers, in consideration of this bill 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- in conference, had budget estimates of $29,- 
ment insert “$11,481,000”; and the Senate 000,000 for pesticides research (S. Doc. No. 
agree to the same. 85); $1,000,000 for bollweevil eradication and 

Amendment numbered 24: That the House $4,000,000 for emergency conservation meas- 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- ures (S. Doc. No. 82); $10,000,000 for the 
ment of the Senate numbered 24, and agree Cropland Conversion program (S. Doc. No. 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 83); plus $2,000,000 for Cost-of-production 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- research on cotton authorized by the wheat- 
ment insert “$39,566,000”; and the Senate cotton bill recently adopted by Congress, 
agree to the same. This is a total of $46,000,000, of which $44,- 

Amendment numbered 25: That the House 000,000 was not submitted by the Budget 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- Bureau in time to be considered in the bill 
ment of the Senate numbered 25, and agree by the House. A substantial portion of 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: these items was agreed to in conference in 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- view of their importance to agricultural pro- 
ment insert “$103,000,000”; and the Senate grams in the coming year, 
agree to the same. V The conferees, at the instance of the exec- 

Amendment numbered 28: That the House \ utive branch, have unanimously supported 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- funds in this bill to increase research atten- 
ment of the Senate numbered 28, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend¬ 
ment insert “$12,175,000”; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 29: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend¬ 
ment of the Senate numbered 29, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
•Restore the matter stricken by said amend¬ 
ment, amended to read as follows: ", of which 
amount $500,000 shall remain available un¬ 
til expended for construction, alteration and 
modification of research facilities.”; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 33: That the House - 
recede from its disagreement to the amend¬ 
ment of the Senate numbered 33, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend¬ 
ment insert “$90,000,000”; and the Senate 
agree to the same. , 

Amendment numbered 34: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend¬ 
ment of the Senate numbered 34, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend¬ 
ment insert “$15,000,000”; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 39: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend¬ 
ment of the Senate numbered 39, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend¬ 
ment insert “$11,578,000”; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 48: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend¬ 
ment of the Senate numbered 48, and agree to 
the same with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment 
insert “$92,860,000”; and the Senate ^agree 
to the same. 

The committee of conference report in dis¬ 
agreement amendments numbered 2, 6, 7, 
26, 35, and 43. 

Jamie L. Whitten, 
William H. Natcher, 
George Mahon, 
Walt Horan, 
Robert H. Michel, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

Spessard L. Holland, 
Richard B. Russell, 
Allen J. Ellender, 
Milton R. Young, 
Karl E. Mundt, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

tion to pests and pesticides in the continu¬ 
ing fight between man, pests and disease, so 
as to maintain our fine food supply and high 
standard of living. In addition, the con¬ 
ferees have provided the Secretary with 
$250,000 for the purpose of coordinating the 
work of the Department in this area, and 
for the determination and agreement on 
standard tests and the determination of safe 
and practical tolerances in cooperation with 
other departments and agencies of Govern¬ 
ment. 

It is to be noted that it is in these areas 
where there must be agreement if our food 

^supply is not to be needlessly jeopardized. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Agricultural Research Service 

Amendment No. 1—Salaries and expenses: 
Authorizes the construction or improvement 
of six buildings at a cost of not to exceed 
$45,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of 
five buildings as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 2—Research: Reported in 
disagreement. The managers on the part 
of the House will offer a motion to appro¬ 
priate $119,639,000 instead of $97,656,000 as 
proposed by the House and $120,564,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. The appropriation 
agreed to provides the following amounts 
for items provided under Section 32 funds 
in the House bill: 

Staffing and operating new fa¬ 
culties_$1,350,000 

Research on pesticide residues 
including expansion of plans 
for weed control laboratory as 
provided by House_ 1, 500, 000 

Foot-and-mouth disease labora¬ 
tory, including $250,000 for 
renovation of facilities_ 375, 000 

Construction of facilities. Fort 
Oollins, Colo_ 1,000,000 

Renovation of facilities, Belts- 
ville, Md_ 850,000 

Peanut Research Laboratory, 
Dawson, Ga_ 1, 000, 000 

Statement 

The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 

In addition the following Senate increases 
are agreed to: 

Food science research_ $250, 000 
Stored products insect research_ 200, 000 
Funds to be distributed to 11 re¬ 

search locations_ 100, 000 
Wholesaling and retailing re¬ 
search_ 200,000 

Pesticide research (S. Doc. 85), 
including $250,000 for the use 
of the Secretary in coordinat¬ 
ing pesticide activities_ 13, 758, 000 

Cost of production research on 
cotton_ 1, 400, 000 
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In connection with the peanut research 
laboratory, it is agreed that quality research 
on Virginia and Spanish type peanuts shall 
continue at the Southern Regional Utiliza¬ 
tion Laboratory at New Orleans, Louisiana. 
Also, it is agreed that the new Southeastern 
Regional Laboratory, provided last year is an 
addition to the national utilization research 
laboratories and is not intended to displace 
such existing utilization laboratories but 
primarily to meet the research problems of 
the Southeast area. 

The planning and construction funds in¬ 
cluded in the bill are provided with the firm 
understanding that total construction costs 
of facilities as set forth in the Senate report 
are the full amounts to be used for con¬ 
struction, including plans and specifications. 
The total cost of the new insect laboratory 
at the Beltsville Research Center shall be 
limited to $3,225,000. 

Amendment No. 3—Research: Eliminates 
language inserted by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 4—Plant and animal dis¬ 
ease and pest control: Appropriates $68,- 
793,200 instead of $65,255,000 as proposed by 
the House and $69,036,400 as proposed by 
the Senate. The increases include the fol¬ 
lowing items: 

Plant quarantine inspection_$105, 000 
Animal inspection and quarantine. 100, 000 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 

Rodenticide Act_ 300, 000 
Fire ant eradication_ 750, 000 
Sheep scabies eradication_ 783, 200 
Pesticide research (S. Doc. 85)_ 700,000 
Boll weevil eradication (S. Doc. 
82).___— 800,000 

The conferees are in accord with Senate 
report language concerning reprogramming 
of funds. 

Amendment No. 5—Meat inspection: Ap¬ 
propriates $30,837,000 as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $30,454,000 as proposed by 
the House. 

Amendment No. 6—Special foreign cur¬ 
rency program: Reported in disagreement. 
The managers on the part of the House will 
offer an amendment to appropriate $2,000,000 
instead of $4,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

The conferees are not fully satisfied that 
all projects proposed under this program 
are essential and productive. All projects 
must be reviewed more critically to make 
certain that they are of real benefit to Amer¬ 
ican agriculture and will produce worthwhile 
results. 

Forest Service 

Amendment No. 7—Forest protection and 
utilization: Reported in disagreement. The 
managers on the part of the House will offer 
a motion to appropriate $1,900,000 instead of 
$2,750,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Cooperative State Research Service 

Amendments No. 8 through 12—Payments 
and expenses: Appropriate $49,932,000 in¬ 
stead of $42,440,000 as proposed by the House 
and $52,482,000 as proposed by the Senate, 
and insert language relative to basic research 
and grants for facilities as proposed by the 
Senate. The increase agreed to includes: 

Pesticide research (S. Doc. 85)- $3,000,000 
Grants for facilities (S.f Doc. 
85)_ 3,242,000 

Salary adjustments_ 1, 250, 000 

Funds for grants for support of basic sci¬ 
entific research have not been included. The 
Committees expect future requests for such 
grant funds to be supported by details on 
each such grant proposed. 

Extension Service 

Amendments No. 13 and 14—Cooperative 
extension work, payments and expenses: Ap¬ 
propriate $72,100,000 as proposed by the Sen¬ 
ate instead of $67,295,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

Amendment No. 15—Retirement and em¬ 
ployee’s compensation costs for extension 
agents: Appropriates $7,510,000 as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $7,410,000 as pro¬ 
posed by the House. 

Amendment No. 16—Federal Extension 
Service: Appropriates $2,451,000 as proposed 
by House instead of $2,551,000 as proposed by 
Senate. 

/ Farmer Cooperative Service 

/ Amendment No. 17—Salaries and expenses: 
Appropriates $1,102,000 as proposed by Senate 
instead of $1,082,000 as proposed by House. 

Soil Conservation Service 

Conservation Operations 

The conferees have agreed to the use of 
funds provided under this head for moderni¬ 
zation and construction of plant materials 
centers as follows: 

To modernize equipment and facili¬ 
ties-$53,000 

To rehabilitate center, Pullman, 
Wash- 70, 000 

To establish center in New Jer¬ 
sey--- 102,000 

Amendment No. 18—Watershed planning 
and protection: Appropriates $5,524,000 for 
small watershed planning as a separate item 
as proposed by the House and restores para¬ 
graph for watershed protection as proposed 
by the House. 

Amendment No. 19—Flood prevention: Ap¬ 
propriates $25,423,000 as proposed by the 
House instead of $22,656,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

Amendment No. 20—Great Plains conserva¬ 
tion program: Appropriates $14,744,000 as 
proposed by the Senate instead of $14,176,- 
000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 21—Resource conservation 
and development: Appropriates $1,770,000 in¬ 
stead of $1,496,000 as proposed by the House 
and $2,044,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
The use of this appropriation shall be limited 
to those pilot projects already approved and 
underway. 

Economic Research Service 

Amendment No. 22—Salaries and expenses: 
Appropriates $10,576,000 a3 proposed by the 
Senate instead of $9,476,000 as proposed by 
the House. 

Statistical Reporting Service 

Amendment No. 23—Salaries and expenses: 
Appropriates $11,481,000 instead of $11,431,- 
000 as proposed by the House an<^ $11,892,- 
000 as proposed by the Senate. The amount 
agreed to includes an additional $50,000 to 
extend the pilot flower estimates program. 
The conferees request the Forest Service to 
explore the possibilities of using existing co¬ 
operative forestry services to provide timber 
pricing information. 

Agricultural Marketing Service 

Amendment No. 24—Marketing services: 
Appropriates $39,566,000 instead of $39,389,- 
000 as proposed by the House and $39,590,125 
as proposed by the Senate. The additional 
amounts included are: 

Poultry inspection_$152, 000 
Market news service_ 25, 000 

The conferees do not concur in the lan¬ 
guage in the Senate report which might 
appear to concur in the closing of certain 
market news offices after the current fiscal 
year. These offices have been rendering a 
valuable service for many years and should be 
continued in operation permanently. 

It is further agreed that the language in 
the Senate report concerning the Market 
news service was intended to permit the 
transmission of weather data along with mar¬ 
ket reports and routine administrative in¬ 
structions. 

Amendment No. 25—Special milk pro¬ 
gram: Provides $103,000,000, one-half by ap¬ 
propriation and one-half by transfer from 

section 32 funds. The House bill provided 
$99,831,000 by transfer from section 32 and 
the Senate bill provided $106,000,000 by 
direct appropriation. 

Amendment No. 26—Special milk pro¬ 
gram: Reported in disagreement. The man¬ 
agers on the part of the House will offer a 
motion to provide $51,500,000 of the total 
funds by transfer from section 32. 

Amendment No. 27—Section 32: Provides 
$35,000,000 for the Food Stamp Plan as pro¬ 
posed by the Senate instead of $45,000,000 
as proposed by the House. 

Amendments No. 28 and 29—Section 32: 
Provide $12,175,500 instead of $25,000,000 as 
proposed by the House and $11,000,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. The amount agreed 
to includes funds for the following purposes: 

Cost of production research as 
provided in Senate bill_$5, 000, 000 

Utilization research as provided 
in Senate bill_ 5, 000, 000 

Research on health-related 
problems of tobacco in Ken¬ 
tucky- 1, 500, 000 

Research on health-related 
problems of tobacco in Flue- 
cured area_ 176,000 

Construction and alteration of 
research facilities in Flue- 
cured area_ 600, 000 

Total_ 12, 175, 000 

Foreign Agricultural Service 

Amendment No. 30—Salaries and ex¬ 
penses: Appropriates $20,488,000 as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $18,790,000 as pro¬ 
posed by the House. The Department 
should give attention to having the sales 
manager report directly to the Secretary of 
Agriculture in order to give increased atten¬ 
tion to sales of commodities for dollars. 

Commodity Exchange Authority 

Amendment No. 31—Salaries and ex¬ 
penses: Appropriates $1,119,000 as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $1,100,000 as pro¬ 
posed by the House. 

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation 
Service 

Amendment No. 32—Expenses, ASCS: In¬ 
serts Senate language dealing with activi¬ 
ties of employees and ASCS Committeemen. 

Amendment No. 33—Sugar Act program: 
Appropriates $90,000,000 instead of $86,400,- 
000 as proposed by the House and $92,300,- 
000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 34—Cropland conversion 
program: Appropriates $15,000,000 instead of 
$7,200,000 as proposed by the House and 
$20,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
amount provided is to cover full financing 
for both the 1964 and 1965 programs. 

Amendment No. 35—Emergency conserva¬ 
tion measures: Reported in disagreement. 
The managers on the part of the House will 
offer a motion to appropriate $4,000,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Office of General Counsel 

Amendment No. 36—Salaries and ex¬ 
penses: Appropriates $3,853,000 as proposed 
by the Senate, instead of $3,784,000 as pro¬ 
posed by the House. 

National Agricultural Library 

Amendment No. 37—Salaries and expenses: 
Appropriates $1,547,000 as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $1,347,000 as proposed by 
the House. The additional amount is to 
establish and maintain a Pesticides Informa¬ 
tion Center. 

General administration 

Amendment No. 38—Salaries and expenses: 
Appropriates $3,314,000 as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $3,530,000 as proposed by 
the House. 

Rural Electrification Service 

Amendment No. 39—Salaries and expenses: 
Appropriates $11,578,000 instead of $11,- 
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641,000 as proposed by the House and $11,- 
428,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
amount agreed to Includes $150,000 to meet 
additional responsibilities required by last 
years directive of the Committees and to 
process loan applications without delay. 

Farmers Home Administration 

Amendment No. 40—Rural Housing for the 
Elderly Revolving Fund: Appropriates $5,- 
000,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$3,500,000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendments No. 41 and 42—Salaries and 
expenses: Appropriates $39,544,000 as pro¬ 
posed by the House instead of $39,794,000 as 
proposed by the Senate, and provides $2,- 
250,000 transfer from the Agricultural Credit 
Insurance fund as proposed by the Senate 
instead of $2,000,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

Amendment No. 43—Salaries and expenses: 
Reported in disagreement. The managers 
will oifer a motion to restore House language 
which provides $500,000 for temporary field 
employment and to restrict the use of funds 
under this head for rural housing grants. 

Commodity Credit Corporation 

Amendment No. 44—Reimbursement for 
net realized losses: Appropriates $1,574,- 
000,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$1,724,000,000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 45—Limitation on admin¬ 
istrative expenses: The managers on the 
part of the House have receded to Senate 
amendment No. 45, which prohibits manda¬ 
tory micronaire readings on cotton for fiscal 
year 1965. 

The managers have taken this action be¬ 
cause the Department, in setting p manda¬ 
tory micronaire readings, did not follow 
provisions of law requiring 1 year’s waiting 
period after notice as required by the Cot¬ 
ton Standards Act. 

In taking this action, the managers on 
the part of the House do not take any posi¬ 
tion against voluntary micronaire reading. 

Foreign assistance programs 

Amendments Nos. 46 and 47—Public Law 
480: Appropriate $1,612,000,000 for title I 
s.ales as proposed by the House instead of 
$1,737,000,000 as proposed by the Senate, and 
appropriate $35,000,000 for title IV contracts 
as proposed by the Senate instead of $55,000,- 
000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 48—Bartered materials for 
supplemental stockpile: Appropriates $92,- 
860,000 instead of $82,860,000 as proposed by 
the House and $102,860,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

TITLE V-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Amendment No. 49—-Section 501: Permits 
the purchase of 474 automobiles as proposed 
by the Senate instead of 472 as proposed by 
the House. 

Amendment No. 50—Section 507: Deletes 
language of the Senate related to use of 
increases provided in the bill. It is expected 
that the Department will follow the proce¬ 
dures outlined in its explanatory outlines as 
submitted to the conferees on this amend¬ 
ment. 

Jamie L. Whitten, 

William H. Natcher, 

George Mahon, 

Walt Horan, 

Robert H. Michel, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

GREATER SOUTHEAST COMMUNITY 
HOSPITAL INUNDATION, INC. 

Mr. McMIL^MST. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
considerations of the bill (S. 2944) for the 
relief of the Greater Southeast Commu¬ 
nity Hospital Foundation, Inc. 

The Gfierk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That par¬ 
cel 230/55, assessed to the Greater South¬ 
east Community Hospital Foundation, In¬ 
corporated, which has been held by the Com¬ 
missioners of the District of Columbia to be 
real property exempt from taxation in the 
District of Columbia, effective July 1, 1964, 
under the provisions of the Act entitled 
“An Act to define the real property exempt 
from taxation in the District of Columbia”, 
approved December 24, 1942 (56 Stat. 1089; 
47 D.C. Code 47-801a et seq.), shall be held 
and considered • to have been real property 
exempt from taxation in the District of 
Columbia under the provisions of such Act 
for the period beginning on October 14, 1958, 
and ending on June 30, 1964. The Commis¬ 
sioners of the District of Columbia are au¬ 
thorized and directed to allow refund to the 
Greater Southeast Community Hospital 
Foundation, Incorporated, of any amounts 
paid as real estate taxation on such parcel 

Wor such period. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the taisje. / 

AMEND ^DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
POLICE iAND FIREMEN’S SALARY 
ACT OF 1958. / 

Mr. McMILlJ\N. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to taka' from the 
Speaker’s table thk bill (ILR. 12196) to 
amend the DistrictN?f Columbia Police 
and Firemen’s SalaukVet of 1958, as 
amended, to increase (Salaries, to adjust 
pay alinement, and #6r\ther purposes, 
with Senate amendmentsV-hereto, dis¬ 
agree to the Semite amehSments, and 
request a conference with the Senate. 

The SPEAKHR. Is there objection to 
the request ofahe gentleman from. South 
Carolina? / \ 

The Chan- hears none and appointVthe 
following' conferees: Messrs. McMillan, 
DowbiyWhitener, Horton, and HarshV 

JURISDICTION OF THE FEDERAL 
/COURTS IN REAPPORTIONMENT 
/ CASES 

Mr. SMITH of Virgina. Mr. Speaker, 
I call up House Resolution 845 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I make a point of order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I make a point of order against 
the consideration of House Resolution 
845 on the grounds that the Committee 
on Rules is without jurisdiction to bring 
such resolution to the floor of the House 
under the provisions of rule 16 of the 
Rules of the House of Representatives, 
and I ask permission to be heard on the 
point of order. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear 
the gentleman. 

Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, a review of the precedents of 

this House reveals occasions on which 
the House has permitted the Committee 
on Rules to bring before it resolutions 
making in order the consideration opt 
bills that have been improperly referred 
to legislative committees, bills that hud 
not yet been referred to the Committee 
on Rules, and possibly even a bill riot yet 
introduced. In addition, a decision of 
the Speaker of the House pernfitted the 
consideration of resolution ofthe Com¬ 
mittee on Rules of a bill that had not 
been placed on the calendar at the time 
the resolution was reported by the Com¬ 
mittee on Rules. However, Mr. Speaker, 
I can find no occasions on which the 
House has clearly Permitted the Com¬ 
mittee on Rules Wreport to it a resolu¬ 
tion making in order the consideration 
of a bill that Jnad been introduced in 
the House of/Representatives and re¬ 
ferred by improperly referred by it—to 
one of its legislative committees and not 
yet reported out or acted upon by that 
legislative committee to which the bill 
had bafen referred. 

Mur Speaker, I move to make this point 
of order after noting the gentleman from 
Virginia, the chairman of the Committee 
Rn Rules, which reported out House Res¬ 
olution 845, is on record strongly oppos¬ 
ing such action by the Committee on 
Rules as unprecedented and unwarrant¬ 
ed. The Congressional Record of June 
29, 1953, reports the gentleman’s oppo¬ 
sition to a resolution reported from the 
Committee on Rules which would have 
brought to the floor a bill pending be¬ 
fore the Committee on Ways and Means 
and not-yet reported by that committee. 

The gentleman from Virginia did not 
follow up the point of order in that mat¬ 
ter, but he was persuasive in effecting a 
recommittal of the resolution and a re¬ 
turn to the regular order of business. 

The only comparable incident I can 
find which might provide a precedent 
for this, Mr. Speaker, was the action 
taken by this Congress on the price con¬ 
trol legislation in the 79th Congress, 2d 
session, found at page 8059 of the Con¬ 
gressional Record. This, however, it 
might be pointed out, was emergency 

.legislation and a similar version had 
\arlier been reported by a legislative 
commitee, acted upon by the House and 
vetoed by the President. 

I point out that in that instance the 
request for the rule was based on the 
fact that the legislation was about to 
expire ami it was impossible to get action 
through tnfe ordinary channels. The re¬ 
quest for tpe rule was made by the 
chairman of she commitee having leg¬ 
islative jurisdiction over the Price Con¬ 
trol Act, a situa\on distinctly different 
from the one in vwuch we find ourselves 
today, where we areSasked to consider a 
rule making in orderUhe consideration 
of a bill which was referred to a legisla¬ 
tive commitee, not yet ported by that 
commitee and with no request made for 
its consideration by the chairman of the 
committee to which it was rererred. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. Smith] desire to be 
heard on the point of order? \ 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Just b^efly, 
Mr. Speaker. The rules are perfectly 
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visit to Texas, to learn from him whether 
any such protest had been made or was con- 
emplated. The Ambassador of Costa Rica, 

rer to this inquiry, informed officials 
the Department of State that no such 

protest had been made and that a letter had 
been Sent us expressing apprecitaion for the 
visit. 'The Ambassador further stated that 
since being informed of the publication of 
the column he would write me a letter for 
publication\denying categorically the state¬ 
ments of the\olumnist. 

We, at King'Ranch, have a long history of 
association, affection and friendship with 
Latin Americans, !uid are naturally disturbed 
by this false ano\, irresponsible charge of 
discourtesy to the head of a Latin American 
government while ourS 

Mr. TOWER. I thank the Senator 
from Florida for yielding 

SENATE 19959 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am' 
yielded to the Senator fr 

H.R. 9425. An act to amend title 13, United 
States Code, to authorize reimbursement of 
census enumerators for certain telephone 
tolls and charges; 

H.R. 9560. An act for the relief of Lim Sam 
Soon; 

H.R. 10410. An act to amend further the 
Farm Credit Act of 1933, as amended, to pro¬ 
vide that part of the patronage refunds paid 
by a bank for cooperatives shall be in money 
instead of class C stock after the bank be¬ 
comes subject to Federal income tax, and for 
other purposes; and 

H.R. 11134. An act making appropriations 
for the Departments of State, Justice, and 
Commerce, the Judiciary, and related agen¬ 
cies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965 
and for other purposes. 

iappy to have 
Texas. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HO 

A message from the House of'Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one\f its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
had agreed to the report of the 
mittee of conference on the disagreeirf _ 
votes of the two Houses on the amend¬ 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
11202) making appropriations for the 
Department of Agriculture and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1965, and for other purposes; 
that the House receded from its disagree¬ 
ment to the amendments of the Senate 
numbered 2, 6, 7, 26, and 43, to the bill, 
and concurred therein severally with an 
amendment, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree¬ 
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 
4) to establish a National Wilderness 
Preservation System for the permanent 
good of the whole people, and for other 
purposes. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The message further announced th 
the Speaker had affixed his signature 
the following enrolled bills, and they \y4re 
signed by the Acting President pro, 
pore: 
^ H.R. 1213. An act for the relief J5i World 
Games, Inc.; 

H.R. 2215. An act for the rel/^f of E. A. 
Rolfe, Jr.; 

H.R. 3071. An act to provid^for the estab¬ 
lishment of Fort Larned a;/a national his¬ 
toric site, and for other puj 

H.R. 4018. An act to Authorize establish¬ 
ment of the Saint-G^ndens National His¬ 
toric Site, N.H., and farother purposes; 

H.R. 4149. An act /o provide for the satis¬ 
faction of claims iirising out of scrip, lieu 
selection, and similar rights; 

H.R. 4818. Ai^ict to amend section 25 of 
title 13, Unitep States Code, relating to the 
duties of emmierators of the Bureau of the" 
Census, Deoartment of Commerce; 

H.R. 5706. An act to bring certain U.S. com¬ 
missioners within the purview of the Federal 
Employes’ Health Benefits Act of 1959 and 
the ^deral Employees’ Group Life Insur- 

Act of 1954; 
. 5941. An act for the relief of Mrs. 

lian A. Erskine; 

H.R. 7088. An act for the relief of Joseph 
Di Ciccio; 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
APPROPRIATION BILL, 1965—CON¬ 
FERENCE REPORT 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I sub¬ 
mit a report of the committee of confer¬ 
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Senate 
to the bill (H.R. 11202) making appro¬ 
priations for the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture and related agencies for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1965, and for other 
purposes. I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Salinger in the chair). The report will 
be read for the information of the Sen¬ 
ate. 

The legislative clerk read the report. 
(For conference report, see House pro¬ 

ceedings of Aug. 19, 1964, p. 19578, 
Congressional Record.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I shall 
not quote from the report in detail. It 
has already been placed in the Congres¬ 
sional Record of yesterday’s proceedings 
of the House of Representatives and ap¬ 
pears on pages 19578 through 19580. 

The report was agreed to unanimously 
and was signed by the conferees of both 
Houses. 

I pay my compliments and respects to 
the other nine members of the confer¬ 
ence committee. Present in the Cham¬ 
ber is the ranking minority member of 
the Senate conferees, the distinguished 
senior Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
Young!, who with the distinguished 
senior Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
Mundt] represented the minority for the 
conferees of the Senate. The distin¬ 
guished senior Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. Russell], the distinguished senior 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Ellender], 
and I, as chairman of the agriculture 
subcommittee, represented the majority 
for the Senate conferees. 

The Members of the House who served 
so cooperatively and cordially in the 
conference were the chairman of the 
House conferees, Representative Whit¬ 

ten, Representatives Natcher, Mahon, 
Horan, and Michel. 

The conference was long, extending 
through almost all of 2 days; but it was 
most pleasant, and I am deeply obligated 
to all of the nine other conferees. 

The conference bill totals $5,137,162,- 
000, a reduction of $546,294,400 under 

the estimates—and $1,109,135,015 under 
the 1964 appropriations. 

The total is under the House bill by 
$145,333,800, and is under the Senate bill 
by $201,510,325. 

These reductions come from the fact 
that in several instances we took the low¬ 
er figure of each of the two Houses. 

Mr. President, I wish to make a state¬ 
ment in regard to certain items in the 
conference report. The conference com¬ 
mittee met for several hours on each of 
2 days to work out the several differences 
between the House version and the Sen¬ 
ate version of the agricultural appropria¬ 
tion bill. There were many individual 
items within the amendments of the Sen¬ 
ate to the original House bill. 

PESTICIDES PROGRAM 

The Senate had included $29 million 
in the bill for the accelerated pesticides 
program. This resulted from an amend¬ 
ment to the budget submitted directly to 
the Senate in Senate Document No. 85 
after the House had acted upon the origi¬ 
nal budget estimates. Almost all of this 
program was adopted by the conference 
committee, with two exceptions. 

The construction of a forestry research 
laboratory was deleted pending the com¬ 
pletion of plans and specifications for the 
rebuilding of this laboratory in the 
Northeast. The former laboratory, which 
conducted insect research on forestry 
products, had been destroyed by fire early 
this year. We were advised that con¬ 
struction would not begin until the latter 
part of next year. 

The conference committee did not 
agree to the use of $2 million for re¬ 
search by grants, but did agree to the full 
increase over 1964 approved by the Sen¬ 
ate for payment to the State experiment 
stations under the formula of $8,504,000. 
This amounted to $5,262,000 under the 
Hatch Act formula, and $3,242,000 for 
distribution under the formula for re¬ 
search facilities. 

CONSTRUCTION OP LABORATORY FACILITIES 

All of the laboratory facilities together 
with funds for plans and specifications 
for additional laboratory facilities which 
were carried in the bill as it passed the 
Senate have been retained by the con¬ 
ferees, including $1 million for the con¬ 
struction of a peanut quality laboratory 
at Dawson, Ga. The disposition of the 
Dawson laboratory was passed over last 
year without prejudice and has been 
agreed to, as I have just indicated, and 
will be used to conduct the program of 
research originally recommended by the 
Department. 

USE OF SECTION 32 FUNDS FOR RESEARCH 

The Senate will recall that in the 
House version of the agricultural appro¬ 
priation bill full use was made of the 
provision agreed to last year to utilize 
up to $25 million of section 32 funds for 
research purposes. The House-passed 
bill included the full use of this author¬ 
ization and the Senate reduced it from 
$25 million to $11 million by restoring to 
direct appropriation several research 
items for long-term investigations total¬ 
ing $6,150,000. The conference commit¬ 
tee agreed to the Senate action in regard 
to these several items, and in most in¬ 
stances to the amount carried in the 
Senate bill. 
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I believe that the conferees in both the 
House and Senate are in general agree¬ 
ment that the use of section 32 funds 
should be limited to emergency unfore¬ 
seen research needs, and that long-term 
research investigations should be moved 
as rapidly as possible from financing un¬ 
der this provision to the regular appro¬ 
priation process from general revenue 
funds. The conference agreement on 
the use of section 32 funds for research 
totals $12,175,000 instead of $11 million 
as recommended by the Senate and $25 
million as originally recommended by 
the House. 

The conference report on page 9 sets 
forth the amounts agreed to as follows: 

COST OF PRODUCTION AND UTILIZATION 

RESEARCH 

For cost-of-production research—$5 
million—as provided in the Senate ver¬ 
sion of the bill. The items involved in 
the $5 million are listed on pages 12 
through 14 of the Senate committee re¬ 
port, and the amounts in the Senate re¬ 
port are the amounts agreed to in the 
conference. 

For industrial and utilization research, 
the conferees agreed to the $5 million 
amount recommended by the Senate and 
the general research objectives as de¬ 
scribed by the Senate which appear on 
pages 14 and 15 of the Senate committee 
report. 

RESEARCH ON HEALTH-RELATED PROBLEMS OF 

TOBACCO 

The House bill provided $1,500,000 to 
accelerate tobacco research on the 
health-related problems of tobacco and 
directed that the full amount of increase 
from section 32 funds be used at the 
University of Kentucky. In the Senate 
version of the bill only $1 million was 
provided for this unbudgeted program to 
accelerate tobacco research on the health 
aspects, and with directions that it be 
divided among major types of tobacco, 
including work at the University of Ken¬ 
tucky and the acceleration of the work 
at the Federal station at Oxford, N.C. 
After careful and thorough considera¬ 
tion of this matter in conference, a total 
of $2,175,000 has been agreed to and is 
recommended in the conference report 
for tobacco research. The amount agreed 
to will provide $1,500,000 on. health- 
related problems of tobacco in Kentucky, 
and a minimum of $675,000 for the 
health-related problems of tobacco in 
the flue-cured area. 

In connection with the Oxford, N.C., 
station the conference committee be¬ 
lieved it feasible to modernize the re¬ 
search facilities at that location prior to 
greatly expanding the expenditures for 
research, and $500,000 of the amount 
agreed to is for the purpose of construc¬ 
tion and alteration of research facilities 
at the Oxford, N.C., Federal research 
station. 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MORTON. On behalf of myself 
and the senior Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. Cooper] who cannot be here, I wish 
to thank the distinguished Senator from 
Florida and the members of the con¬ 

ference for handling this item. I re¬ 
member that there was a colloquy about 
it, and I had planned to offer an amend¬ 
ment when the bill was on the floor; 
but the Senator generously agreed to take 
it to conference. He has done every¬ 
thing he said he would do, and we are 
deeply grateful. 

I wish to point out that the research 
work to be carried on at the University 
of Kentucky will be in the nature of a 
national program insofar as all types of 
tobacco are concerned. Speaking for the 
people of Kentucky, we are indeed grate¬ 
ful. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am certain that the 
strong urgings and importunings of the' 
two Senators from Kentucky had much 
to do with this result, as well as the 
equally strong urgings of the two distin¬ 
guished Senators from North Carolina. 
The conference committee as a whole felt 
that this was one of the most serious 
problems confronting any basic com¬ 
modity in agriculture. We believe that 
we have started the research program as 
well as it can be started in 1 year. 

Mr. MORTON. I agree with the gen¬ 
eral philosophy of the Senator from 
Florida as to section 32 funds, that it 
should be used for emergency research 
rather than long-range research. In 
view of the recent developments at the 
Public Health Service and elsewhere, this 
is an emergency. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The conference com¬ 
mittee so regarded it, or it would not have 
treated the matter—I will not say so 
generously, but so fully and so much in 
accord with the request of both major 
factors of industry—that is, the burley 
tobacco industry, which is so greatly cen¬ 
tered in Kentucky and the flue-cured 
tobacco which is centered along the At¬ 
lantic seaboard, but which I believe the 
State of North Carolina is the largest 
producer. 

TOBACCO RESEARCH 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, on be¬ 
half of my colleague [Mr. Cooper] I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Record a statement prepared by him 
on the subject of tobacco research. 

There being no objection, the state¬ 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Record, as follows: 

Statement by Senator Cooper 

Kentucky is an agricultural State, and the 
leading producer of burley tobacco. I am 
also interested in the farm programs as a 
member of the Senate legislative Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry, and each year 
I have supported, before the Committee on 
Appropriations and on the Senate floor, pro¬ 
grams which are important to thousands 
of small farmers in Kentucky and through¬ 
out the Nation. The ^Committee has done 
good work in providing for these programs, 
and at this time I wish only to call atten¬ 
tion to an item which is discussed in the 
conference report now before the Senate. 

The House bill provided $1,500,000 for to¬ 
bacco research, and the report of the House 
Committee directed that the funds were to 
be used at the National Tobacco Research 
Laboratory established, largely with State 
funds, at the University of Kentucky, ad¬ 
jacent to the new medical school and Spin- 
dletop Research Center. 

The Senate Committee reduced the 
amount provided by the House to $1 million, 
and directed that the funds should be 

equally divided between Kentucky and 
North Carolina, the leading producers of 
burley and flue-cured tobaccos, respectively. 
When the bill was before the Senate, I pre¬ 
pared an amendment for myself and Senator 
Morton to restore the House amount. The 
Record contains our rather full discussion, 
together with the statements of the Senators 
from North Carolina [Mr. Ervin and Mr. 
Jordan] and the responses of the chairman 
of the Subcommittee [Mr. Holland] and 
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Young] 

giving assurance that the Senate conferees 
would keep an open mind on this subject 
and consider in conference the special need 
for additional and expanded research at this 
time. 

I am very glad that the conference agreed 
to provide the full amount of $1,500,000 for 
tobacco research at the University of Ken¬ 
tucky, as adopted by the House. In addi¬ 
tion, the conference report provides $175,000 
for tobacco research in the flue-cured area, 
together with $500,000 for the renovation or 
construction of research facilities at the Ox¬ 
ford station—which I am sure is agreeable 
to the Senators from North Carolina. 

This marks the serious beginning of work 
which can make an important contribution 
to the questions which have been raised 
about smoking and health, which I do not 
derrogate and which are of concern to to¬ 
bacco growers and to the Nation. 

I commend and express my appreciation to 
the members of. the conference for their 
recognition of the need for research, and 
their action to provide funds promptly to 
the Department of Agriculture for this 
purpose. 

Mr. HOLLAND. At this point, I wish 
to pay tribute to the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Young], for his great effec¬ 
tiveness throughout the consideration of 
the bill. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, this was one of the most diffi¬ 
cult appropriation bills to work on. I 
do not know of any appropriation bill 
which has been given greater scrutiny 
in conference by Members of the House 
as well as the Senate than this one. It 
was gone over carefully, and the small¬ 
est item was studied. We had some 
tough problems to deal with. Tobacco 
research was badly needed. Probably 
one of the most pressing problems was 
that of pesticides, and the appropriation 
was increased by some $29 million. 

This amount is needed to get 
started and to take care of this pressing 
problem that has concerned all the peo¬ 
ple of the United States. I believe that, 
all in all, the conference committee did 
a very good job in handling the bill. 
The distinguished Senator did a very 
commendable job. He is a very able 
leader and a good friend of agriculture. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the dis¬ 
tinguished Senator who was certainly 
most effective in his cooperation with us 
in this work. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. CASE. I ask the Senator from 

Florida to yield now because unfor¬ 
tunately I have to leave the Chamber, but 
before I do so I wish to—as the most 
junior member of the subcommittee, as 
well as the Committee on Appropriations 
on our side of the aisle—to express to him 
my appreciation of his general service 
as a member of the Committee on Ap¬ 
propriations, and chairman of the Sub- 
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committee on Agricultural Appropria¬ 
tions, and more particularly, this time, 
my appreciation of his understanding of 
the needs of our State which is not now 
regarded as a big agricultural State, 
although it still is an important pro¬ 
ducer of many things which people con¬ 
sume—livestock included. Particularly 
his understanding of the needs of New 
Jersey seashore, which of course is very 
much the same as the seashore all along 
the coasts of our counrty, and for his 
support in the establishment there of 
a material center at a cost of $102,000 
to the Federal Government and $250,000 
in the site donated by the State—a coop¬ 
erative feature which will be vastly use¬ 
ful, and which he supported last year, 
which we lost in conference, which he 
again supported this year, and was able to 
recommit in conference. This was done 
not only to our very great satisfaction 
but also to the very great good of the 
people of New Jersey and the entire 
country. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin¬ 
guished Senator. I should like to say 
that I believe all members of the com¬ 
mittee would say inclusion of this item 
was due to the persistence of the distin¬ 
guished Senator from New Jersey. I am - 
glad that this center had to come, to be 
established because the sandy dune types 
of soils along the Atlantic coast in that 
area will benefit from the operation of 
this new plant materials center. 

Mr. CASE. I thank the Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Only two new fa¬ 
cilities outside of this year’s budget 
request were authorized this year. One 
is for the State of New Jersey, which 
has been mentioned, and the other one 
is for a peanut research laboratory in 
Dawson, Ga. New research laboratories 
have been ardently sought by various 
Senators. They were not included this 
year until they could be studied by the 
Department of Agriculture, but their 
omission was without prejudice as to 
their merit, because each one was meri¬ 
torious. 

Mr. CASE. I have one further com¬ 
ment unrelated to the State of New 
Jersey. The solution brought about in 
the long-standing peanut controversy 
is one of the major and signal contribu¬ 
tions of the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin¬ 
guished Senator. I happen to like pea¬ 
nuts. I hope we will achieve some new 
results from the new laboratory. 

SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM 

Mr. President, in regard to the special 
milk program, the Senate had recom¬ 
mended a direct appropriation of $106 
million in lieu of the budget estimate of 
$99,831,000 to be derived from section 32 
funds. The conferees finally reached a 
figure of $103 million, of which one-half, 
or $51,500,000 is to be derived from sec¬ 
tion 32. 

This committee, has previously ex¬ 
pressed its opposition to the increasing 
tendency to utilize the section 32 perma¬ 
nent authorization for paying the ex¬ 
penses of authorized programs, for which 
direct appropriations are authorized out 
of general funds. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Florida yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I am grateful to the 

Senator from Florida, the Senator in 
charge of the bill, and the chairman of 
the Agricultural Subcommittee, for the 
excellent fight he made for this provi¬ 
sion. I know that he wished very much 
to win full conference approval of the 
$106 million for the school milk pro¬ 
gram. He and I agreed that it would 
have been done at no cost to the tax¬ 
payers but would have meant more milk 
for schoolchildren. I know that under 
the circumstances it was impossible to 
get the $106 million. I also recognize 
that the Senator feels as deeply as any 
man in the Senate about the integrity of 
section 32 funds. 

So I am grateful that he made this 
fight. Certainly, it is in the interest of 
the dairy farmer and the schoolchildren 
of America, and I believe in the long run 
to the real interest of the taxpayers. 
This was a fine achievement on his part. 
I am grateful to him for it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin¬ 
guished Senator. Let me say again that 
his perseverance in this matter has paid 
off. I am only sorry that we could not 
get the entire $106 million recommended 
by the Senate and which would have 
meant more in meeting the demands for 
milk resulting from the growth in the 
number of children who are eligible to 
receive value from the special milk pro¬ 
gram. As much as I regretted to do so, 
I was willing to yield on the point of half 
that sum coming out of section 32 funds. 
However, I wish to say that we included 
words in the amendment which will 
shortly be considered which will prevent 
a recurrence in the use of section 32 
funds for this purpose in the future. 

The conference action in dealing with 
this item also provides that there will be 
no recurrence of financing the special 
milk program—which I strongly sup¬ 
port—from section 32 because a provi¬ 
sion has been inserted in the amendment 
which is reported in technical disagree¬ 
ment to preclude further use of section 
32 funds for financing the special milk 
program. It is our belief that the abuse 
of section 32 funds should be stopped, 
and I hope that the action taken by the 
conference committee will serve as a 
strong reminder to the executive branch 
of the Government not to further at¬ 
tempt to dip into section 32 funds for the 
financing of programs which have their 
separate legislative authorization and for 
which appropriations are authorized to 
be made. 

Mr. President, I am happy to say that 
for the first time all conferees in the 
conference were in accord on the proposal 
that section 32 funds should not be used 
hereafter to fund activities which are 
covered by regular authorizations and 
are supposed to be handled out of gen¬ 
eral revenue funds. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I con¬ 

cur in the statement the Senator just 
made. All members of the conference 

were of the general feeling, both on the 
Committee on Appropriations and on the 
standing Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, that section 32 funds should 
not be used in a very large measure for 
purposes such as this. They should be 
used to help the perishable commodities 
industry when they are in trouble. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 
Coming from a State which is not so 
much interested as some of the other 
States in perishable commodities, such 
as vegetables, fruits, and the like, I think 
the attitude of the Senator is to be 
greatly appreciated and commended. 
However, his State does raise a great 
deal of mutton and lamb, and is inter¬ 
ested in the same problem to that extent. 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

The Senate bill had included funds to 
modernize the plant materials station 
operated by the Soil Conservation Serv¬ 
ice at Pullman, Wash., and funds to pro¬ 
vide for a plant materials station on the 
eastern Coastal Plains to be located in 
New Jersey. Neither of the actions 
taken in this regard involve the changing 
of the amount as between the House and 
Senate version of the appropriation for 
the Soil Conservation Service, 

I am pleased to report to the Senate 
that the conferees have agreed to the 
actions taken by the Senate in regard to 
these two plant materials stations. 

Mr. President, I have no further state¬ 
ment to make in regard to the action of 
the conference on the agricultural appro¬ 
priation bill. Unless there are questions 
I move that the conference report be 
agreed to. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. ALLOTT. First of all, I realize, 

as do my colleagues, what a difficult task 
has been accomplished. There are many 
items in the bill. I would indeed be 
remiss if I did not express my apprecia¬ 
tion to the distinguished chairman [Mr. 
Holland] and to the distinguished Sen¬ 
ator from North Dakota [Mr. Young] 

both of whom have been quite under¬ 
standing. I should like to comment 
about two or three items. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin¬ 
guished Senator from Colorado, not only 
for myself, but for the Senator from 
North Dakota. We appreciate his kind 
comment. 

Mr. ALLOTT. It comes from the 
heart. I know how much devotion 
Senators have poured into their work on 
the bill. 

I am particularly appreciative of the 
fact that the conferees were able to re¬ 
tain the full amount for the construc¬ 
tion of the sugarbeet, forage, and range 
research facilities at Fort Collins, Colo., 
in the amount of $1 million. This 
is a facility that is very greatly needed. 
It will serve a great portion of the Mid¬ 
west and the Great Plains States, as well 
as other parts of the country. It is not 
only a very badly needed facility, but 
also it is a facility that will be put to 
good use, particularly in these days. As 
the Senator so well knows, the sugar 
question is quite important. 
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There was an item in the bill, of $250,- 
000 that was included, I believe, under 
the heading of “General research,” for 
wheat research. It is my understand¬ 
ing that that is included in the total 
amount. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is cor¬ 
rect. 

The conferees were all agreed that the 
beet sugar industry was a very large and 
developing industry under the present 
circumstances, and that it has not been 
sufficiently recognized heretofore. We 
wei-e glad to put in the full amount. 

Mr. ALLOTT. This is one area in 
which all portions of the sugarbeet in¬ 
dustry were interested—not only the 
producers themselves, but also the proc¬ 
essors and everyone else concerned. 

I should also like to express my appre¬ 
ciation for the retention in conference 
of the $568,000 which was added by the 
Senate in its bill to the Great Plains 
conservation program. 

This has saved millions of dollars 
worth of land, grass, and other natural 
resources over a period of years. Be¬ 
cause of the great drought that seems to 
be afflicting a large portion of the West, 
Midwest, and Southwest at the present 
time, we can very well utilize this money. 

We appreciate this action by the com¬ 
mittee, and the fact that they were able 
to convince the House conferees that 
this item was needed. It is something 
that I am sure the people of Colorado 
and the West would wish me to com¬ 
ment on and thank the committee for. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 
We were advised by the staff of the com¬ 
mittee—and I may say that on both sides 
of the aisle, we have very able staff mem¬ 
bers—that this is the first t'me that the 
full budgeted amount has ever been al¬ 
lowed by Congress for the Great Plains 
program, which indicates, I think—con¬ 
sidering the economy trend that is shown 
in the bill itself generally, since we are 
well under all figures—that the program 
has been showing fine results. There 
was no strong opposition to granting the 
full amount. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 

President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I was 

very much pleased to hear the com¬ 
ment of the Senator from Colorado. He 
comes from a great wheat State, too. 
He is interested in research for wheat. 

The Senator from Florida knows that 
we tided to get additional funds on the 
Senate side for more nutrition research. 
The sum of $2 million was proposed to 
start nutrition laboratories in the Great 
Plains country and begin planning on 
a laboratory at Beltsville. On the Sen¬ 
ate side, we decided not to provide for 
any new laboratories this year. 

I hope that next year we shall get 
started in that direction. The work on 
nutrition is very important. It could 
have a widespread effect in the future. 

I join the Senator from Colorado in 
expressing appreciation for the fact that 
we are finally getting a good start in the 
field of wheat nutrition. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Sena¬ 
tor. I hope that the $250,000 shows 

such good results that we may get more 
for research in the field. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. May I ask the Sen¬ 

ator just what happened to the timber 
price reporting feature of the Senate 
bill? 

Mr. HOLLAND. That was one of the 
items which we were not able to retain, 
I regret to say. I also regret to say that 
we were unable to retain the full amount 
on the flower reporting program. This 
is an industry of $1.2 billion, a goodly 
portion of which is centered in my own 
State. We were not able to get the 
consent of the House conferees to retain 
but half of that amount, and we were 
not able to get their consent to retain 
any of the item on the timber report. 

The conferees, however, request, on 
page 8 of the conference report: 

The conferees request the Forest Service 
to explore the possibility of using existing 
cooperative forest services to provide timber 
price information. 

I do not know whether that means 
much or not. But the timber experts on 
the conference committee seemed to 
think they might get the wheels started 
toward the direction in which the Sena¬ 
tor from Minnesota has been interested 
for so long—I think for 3 or 4 years— 
and has ardently desired them to start. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena¬ 
tor. It is my hope that the Department 
of Agriculture, in its next budget, will 
include that item, because the tim¬ 
ber price reporting service is of great im¬ 
portance to our timber farmers. Tim¬ 
ber production is like any other crop, 
such as cotton, rice, wheat, or feed 
grains. The farmers need timber pric¬ 
ing information for commodity price 
marketing purposes, as in the case of any 
other product. I regret we were not 
able in the conference, to succeed in ob¬ 
taining those surveys. I thank the Sen¬ 
ator from Florida for his helpfulness in 
the Senate committee.. 

I am hopeful, too, that the flower re¬ 
porting service might also be included 
next year, because that is a very import¬ 
ant area of agricultural production. It 
ought to be given the same consideration 
as we give to other commodities. I hesi¬ 
tate to call flowers a commodity because 
they have a character of their own, but 
I surely concur with the Senator’s hope 
in that matter. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin¬ 
guished Senator. Commenting briefly 
on that point, the flower industry is now 
an industry which produces $1,200 mil¬ 
lion a year. It has asked for very little. 
It has no price support. The industry 
is found in many States. Pilot report¬ 
ing programs are now operating in six 
States at a very modest cost of $37,600. 
My own State of Florida is one of the six 
major producing States, and therefore 
has the advantage of that operation. 
For that reason I was particularly sorry 
that we could not expand the service to 
the other 11 States, making 17 in all. 
They are the major producing States and 
they were included in the request of the 
national flower industry. This year the 
service was requested to be extended to 
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those 11 additional States. However, I 
am happy to say to the distinguished 
Senator that we did increase slightly 
both production and marketing research, 
by $150,000. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do indeed. If 
the Senator will pennit me to do so, I 
should like to add my voice to that of 
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
Young] and the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. Allott] in reference to these new 
laboratories, particularly insofar as 
the wheat laboratory is concerned. I be¬ 
lieved that those are wise investments. 
I never have seen a research laboratory 
yet which could really be called an ex¬ 
penditure. In terms of spending, ulti¬ 
mately more comes back in return than 
the amount spent. If it were not for 
research in American agriculture, our 
whole agricultural structure today would 
be in shambles. 

I commend the committees of Congress 
and the Senators and Representatives 
who serve on those committees for tak¬ 
ing the initiative on these questions. 
Actually, for many years the executive 
branch has been less forward in the sub¬ 
ject of research than the Congress. I 
believe the record thus far shows that 
the initiative taken by the Congress in 
research facilities has been wise and 
prudent and naturally has saved money 
for the taxpayers. It has improved 
farm income and actually has benefited 
the entire economy; 

I know that the chairman of the sub¬ 
committee, the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. Holland], now handling the bill, 
had to take the position that no new lab¬ 
oratories would be included in the ap¬ 
propriation. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Except the budgeted 
ones. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Except the budg¬ 
eted ones. That is correct. Many of us 
came in with other suggestions. I came 
in with some proposals that I thought 
would be very beneficial not only for the 
area of the Nation that I am privileged 
to represent in part, but for the whole 
Nation. I am hopeful that the record of 
the hearings before the Subcommittee on 
Agricultural Appropriations of the Sen¬ 
ate Committee on Appropriations will be 
studied by the executive branch so that 
when the new budget is presented, the 
case that was made for some of these lab¬ 
oratories can be budgeted, because I 
know how important it is that we adhere 
as much as possible to budgeted items, 
even though I must say, with all due re¬ 
spect to the Bureau of the Budget and 
the executive department, there are 
times when we are wise in making our 
own decision and using the Budget Bu¬ 
reau figures only for guidance. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I believe the distin¬ 
guished Senator from Minnesota is cor¬ 
rect. The conference report covers an 
appropriation for research into pesticides 
under the recommendations of the Budg¬ 
et Bureau. Everyone is familiar with 
what is happening in connection with the 
pressing question of the effect of pesti¬ 
cides. Also, there is a pressing need in 
the tobacco industry for research, and 
there is a sizable program in that field. 
We will not hesitate to do what the 
Senator has suggested when there is a 
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pressing need that has not been recom¬ 
mended by the Budget Bureau. 

As a member of the committee and as 
a Senator for his State and the Nation, 
the Senator from Minnesota has been 
very diligent. I am only sorry that the 
committee—and in fact the country—is 
not able to move along quite so fast as 
the Senator sometimes would like to see 
us move. But I think we have moved 
rather constructively this time, and I 
hope that the results accomplished will 
so indicate. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena¬ 
tor. I wish to add one word. As the 
Senator will recall, I was deeply interest¬ 
ed in the expansion of the rust laboratory 
facilities, which are studying rust affect¬ 
ing our wheat production. I have both 
a sentimental interest and an economic 
interest. My late uncle, Dr. Harry B. 
Humphrey, was the chief plant patholo¬ 
gist for the. Department of Agriculture 
for many years. He was the head of 
the USDA graduate school at the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture. He was one of 
the pioneers in this whole field of rust 
control. As a young man and boy, I used 
to travel with him through the wheat 
fields of the Midwestern States. I can 
remember many times looking across 
those fields. He would spot a place 
where we could see the wheat sort of dip, 
and we would know that in that area 
there was rust or some affliction of the 
crop. 

Our University of Minnesota at St. 
Paul, on its agriculture campus, has a 
laboratory facility at the present time 
exploring into ways and means of con¬ 
trolling this rust infection, because it is 
an infection, on the wheat stem and 
finally on the wheat kernel itself. 

I am hopeful that next year the De¬ 
partment of Agriculture will see the im¬ 
portance of waging a continuing battle 
against rust, because there are many 
variations of it. We correct one only to 
find another. It is like trying to find the 
proper type of mycin drug to control a 
virus in the human body. As a pharma¬ 
cist of sorts, though no longer really up 
to date, I know that the mycin family 
of drugs must be constantly updated. 

1 New compounds have to be perfected to 
combat infection. 

So let us hope that the Department of 
Agriculture will give us a break on the 
rust laboratory in the appropriation for 
the next fiscal year. I know that my 
friend from Florida will be the first to 
embrace that recommendation. He has 
been simply magnificent. 

The Senator from Florida has been 
magnificent in terms of our agricultural 
economy and our agricultural appropria¬ 
tions. I would not wish to sit down with¬ 
out paying my respects to him for his 
diligence, his care, his generosity, and yet 
for his prudence in the appropriation. 

' Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I cer¬ 
tainly appreciate that statement for my¬ 
self and all members of our subcommit¬ 
tee on both sides of the aisle and all 
members of the committee, of which the 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota is 
one of the more diligent members. 

I must say that we had our attention 
called very fully to this dear desire of 

the Senator from Minnesota in connec¬ 
tion with the experimentation and re¬ 
search for wheat rust. I should like the 
Record to show why the request was not 
granted. There were either eight or 
nine—I have forgotten which—ardent 
requests by various Senators, all of which 
had merit. We put them all back in the 
Department and said, “Go over all these 
things and look at them in connection 
with your other establishments. Come 
back with some strong specific recom¬ 
mendations to us.” 

We think that that is the orderly way. 
COFFEE RESEARCH FUNDS AGREED UPON 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I want to 
express my deepest appreciation for the 
action of the conferees on the Agricul¬ 
ture Department appropriation bill (H.R. 
11202) in retaining the Senate increases 
for coffee research. 

On August 8, the Senate approved 
$37,500 for research on a mechanical 
harvester for coffee cherries and ear¬ 
marked $25,000 more than the budget 
provided for research on the market po¬ 
tential of Kona coffee. Both of these 
amounts were added by the Senate to the 
bill as it was passed by the House of Rep¬ 
resentatives. 

While these amounts are small com¬ 
pared with the billions of dollars pro¬ 
vided in this bill for the Department of 
Agriculture and related agencies, they 
are very important to the future of the 
coffee industry in Hawaii. 

Through research we hope to reduce 
production costs and increase the mar¬ 
ket for Hawaii’s coffee. 

The State of Hawaii is the only one 
of our 50 States that grows and exports 
coffee—a very fine, high-grade coffee 
grown, principally in the Kona district 
of our largest island, Hawaii. 
. In volume, Hawaii’s Kona coffee repre¬ 
sents much less than 1 percent of world 
production. It has little, if any, impact 
on world coffee prices. 

But world coffee prices have a tremen¬ 
dous impact on Kona coffee prices. His¬ 
tory shows that as world coffee prices go, 
so goes the price of Hawaii’s Kona coffee. 

During the drastic coffee price decline 
of 1959-63, Kona coffee farmers suf¬ 
fered real hardship. From a high of 
$6.5 million for the 1958 crop, the Kona 
coffee industry fell to a low of $1.8 mil¬ 
lion in 1962. The number of coffeegrow- 
ers in Hawaii also declined. 

As long as Kona coffee is sold as green 
coffee, as is most of the world’s coffee, 
Kona coffee prices will fluctuate with 
the world coffee price. 

For some time, Kona coffee farmers, 
their organizations, and other compo¬ 
nents of the coffee industry in Hawaii 
have been striving to strengthen the in¬ 
dustry in both domestic and world mar¬ 
kets with the help of our State Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture, the University of 
Hawaii, the Extension Service, and other 
agencies of the U.S. Department of Agri¬ 
culture. 

Since coming to the Senate, I have 
sought assistance in Congress and in the 
executive branch for this important seg¬ 
ment of Hawaii’s economy. Some prog¬ 
ress has already been made. 

Last year, in response to my request, 

the Senate Agriculture Appropriations 
Subcommittee recommended $25,000 for 
research on a mechanical harvester for 
coffee. As one-half of the 1964 fiscal 
year had elapsed when this bill went to 
conference, the final amount allowed was 
$12,500. This was a good beginning. 

This year I requested $40,000 to pro¬ 
vide for a full year’s research for this 
important research project, through 
which a less costly method than the 
present hand harvesting of Kona coffee 
will some day be developed. 

In addition, I requested $25,000 more 
than the $13,000 contained in the 1965 
budget for an expanded research pro¬ 
gram in the market potentials of Kona 
coffee. 

I was delighted that the Senate Agri¬ 
culture Appropriations Subcommittee 
once more supported these requests for 
research assistance for Kona coffee. 
Later, the full appropriations and the 
Senate itself concurred in these in¬ 
creases. 

In closing, I want to say “mahalo”— 
thank you—to my good friends, the dis¬ 
tinguished senior Senator from Florida 
[Mr. Holland] chairman of the subcom¬ 
mittee, the distinguished senior Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. Young] rank¬ 
ing minority member, and all the other 
members of the Senate Agriculture Ap¬ 
propriations Subcommittee for their sup¬ 
port of these vital funds for Hawaii’s 
coffee industry In them, the farmers 
of Hawaii and of all America have stanch 
friends and champions. 

I want to express my gratitude also to 
the Members of the Senate Appropria¬ 
tions Committee, who sustained their 
subcommittee’s recommendations on cof¬ 
fee research and to the House conferees 
for their support of these items. 

I know all the people of Hawaii en¬ 
gaged in production and marketing of 
coffee join me in expressing appreciation. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, unless 
there are some additional questions, I 
move that the conference report be 
a.gr66d to 

*The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion of the Sena¬ 
tor from Florida. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. 'HOLLAND. Mr. President, I move 

that the vote by which the conference 
report was agreed to be reconsidered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate a message from the House of 
Representatives announcing its action on 
certain amendments of the Senate to 
House bill 11202, which was read as 
follows: 

Resolved, That the House recede from Its 
disagreement to the amendment of the 
Senate numbered 35 to the bill (H.R. 11202) 
entitled “An Act making appropriations for 
the Department of Agriculture and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1965, and for other purposes”, and concur 
therein. 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen¬ 
ate numbered 2, and concur therein with an 
amendment, as follows: 

No. 164- 15 
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In lieu of the matter proposed by said 

amendment, insert the following: “$114,- 
991,000, plus not to exceed the following 
amounts, to remain available until expended, 
for the planning, construction, alteration, 
and equipping of research facilities: $1,000,- 
000 for crops research facilities at Fort Col¬ 
lins, Colorado: $850,000 for facilities at the 
Agricultural Research Center, Beltsville, 
Maryland: $800,000 for a stored product in¬ 
sects laboratory, Savannah, Georgia; $260,- 
000 for plans for a livestock insects and toxi¬ 
cology laboratory, College Station, Texas: 
$338,000 for plans for a plant disease, 
nematode, and insect laboratory, Beltsville, 
Maryland: $160,000 for plans for an insect 
attractants and stored product insects lab¬ 
oratory, Gainesville, Florida; $1,000,000 for a 
peanut quality research laboratory, at Daw¬ 
son, Georgia, on a site acquired by donation; 
and $240,000 for plans for a western cotton 
insects and physiology laboratory, Tempe, 
Arizona; a cotton disease laboratory, College 
Station, Texas; a cotton physiology labora¬ 
tory, Stoneville, Mississippi; pilot cotton 
ginning facilities at Stoneville, Mississippi, 
and Mesilla Park, New Mexico; and facilities 
in the high plains region in Texas for cotton 
ginning and storage research; in all, $119,- 
639,000”. 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen¬ 
ate numbered 6, and concur therein with an 

amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum of 
$4,000,000, insert “$2,000,000.” 

After the sum of $25,000, change the word 
“for” to “Of.” 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen¬ 
ate numbered 7, and concur therein with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum of $2,750,000, insert 
“$1,900,000”. 

In lieu of the sum of $900,000, insert 
“$50,000”. 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the 
Senate numbered 26, and concur therein with 
an amendment, as follows: 

Restore the matter stricken, amended to 
read as follows: ", of which $51,500,000 shall 
be derived by transfer from funds available 
under section 32 of the Act of August 24, 
1935 (7 U.S.C. 612) : Provided, That hereafter 
appropriations under this head shall be 
made in accordance with the provisions of 
Public Law 87-128”. 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the 
Senate numbered 43, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: Restore the 
matter stricken, and add at the end thereof 
the following: “: Provided further, That no 
part of any funds in this paragraph may be 
used to administer a program which makes 
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rural housing grants pursuant to section 504 
of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended”. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, unless 
there are questions about any of the 
amendments, I move that they be con¬ 
sidered and agreed to en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Florida. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote by which the 
Senate has concurred in the House 
amendments to the Senate amendments. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Record at this point a comparative 
table showing the budget estimate, the 
House, the Senate, and the conference 
allowances on the various appropriation 
items in the agricultural appropriation 
bill for 1965. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the Record, as 
follows; 

Comparative statement of appropriations for 1964 and estimates and amounts recommended in bill for 1965 

S 85 
II. Doc.’ No. 240," 8.' 82, 

S. 83, S. 85. 

H. Doc. No. 284 

S. 82. 

S. 85. 

S. 85 

S. 85 
S. 85 

S. 85 

S. 85 

H. Doc. No. 203. 

H. Doc. No. 240. 

Item Appropriations, 
1964 (adjusted) 

Budget esti¬ 
mates, 1965 1 

House bill, 
1965 

Senate hill, 
1965 

Conference 
allowance 

TITLE I—GENERAL ACTIVITIES 

Agricultural Research Service: 
Salaries and expenses: 

Research.... .. _ . 
Plant and animal disease and pest control.. . 

Meat inspection_r.. 
1964 supplemental... ... . 

*$96, 433,075 
64,318, 000 

27, 896,000 

» $116, 832, 875 
69,605,000 

30,837,000 
90,000 

$97,656,000 
65,255,000 

30,454,000 

$120, 664,000 
69,036,400 

30,837,000 

$119,639,000 
68, 793,200 

30,837, 000 

Total, salaries and expenses... . .. 
Salaries and expenses (special foreign currency program)_ 

Total, Agricultural Research Service... 

Forest Service: 
Research (1965 supplemental).. ... . 

188,647, 076 
1,250, 000 

217,364, 875 
4, 000,000 

193,365,000 220,437,400 
4,000,000 

219,269,200 
2, 000,000 

189,897,075 221,364,875 193, 365,000 224, 437,400 221,269,200 

2,750,000 

51,232,000 

2,750,000 

52, 482, 000 

1,900, 000 

49,932, 000 
Cooperative State Research Service: 

Payments and expenses__ ... . .. 

Extension Service: 
Payments to States and Puerto Rico. ....-. 
Retirement costs for extension agents. ... 
Penalty mail.. . .. ...... 
Federal Extension Service____ 

Total, Extension Service... 
Farmer Cooperative Service.. . ... ... 

Soil Conservation Service: 
Conservation operations__ . .. 
Watershed planning_______ 

41, 428,000 42,440, 000 

67,295,000 
7,272,500 
3,113, 000 
2,401, 000 

66, 805, 000 
7, 510, 000 
3,113,000 
2,551, 000 

67, 295,000 
7, 410,000 
3,113,000 

'2,451,000 

72,100,000 
7,510,000 
3,113,000 
2,551,000 

72,100,000 
7, 510,000 
3,113, 000 
2, 451,000 

80, 081, 500 
1,059,200 

79,979,000 
1,102,200 

80,269,000 
1,082, 000 

85,274,000 
1,102,000 

85,174,000 
1,102, 000 

97,926,000 98,750,000 100, 511,000 
5, 524,000 

60,324,000 
25,423,000 
14,176, 000 

1, 496,000 

100, 611,000 100,511,000 
5, 524, 000 

60, 324,000 
25, 423,000 

■ 14,744,000 
1,770,000 

Watershed protection_____ 
Flood prevention__ 
Great Plains conservation program.... 
Resource conservation and development__... 

Total, Soil Conservation Service.... 
Economic Research Service: 

Salaries and expenses .... 
Statistical Reporting Service: 

Salaries and expenses.. ... 

Agricultural Marketing Service: 
Marketing services..... 
1964 supplemental-__ ____ 

63, 447,000 
25, 423, 000 
13,612, 000 
1,496,000 

65, 848,000 
22, 656,000 
14, 744,000 
2,044,000 

65, 848,000 
22,656, 000 
14, 744, 000 
2, 044,000 

201,904,000 

9,246, 800' 

10, 590,900 

204,042,000 

9,976,000 

11,431,400 

207,454,000 

9,476,000 

11,431,000 

205,803,000 

10,576,000 

11,892,000 

208,296,000 

10, 576, 000 

11,481,000 

* 37,192, 600 « 39,516,125 
173, 000 

1,425, 000 

39,389,000 39,590,125 39,566,000 

Payments to States and possessions_____ 
Special milk program...... 

1,500,000 
99, 834, 000 

136, 616,000 
(45, 000, 000) 

1,500,000 1,500,000 
106,000, 000 

146, 400, 000 
(45, 000, 000) 

1, 500, 000 
51, 500,000 

(51,500,000) 
146, 400, 000 
(45, 000, 000) 

Transfer from sec. 32 funds (special receipts)__ 
School lunch program_____ 

Transfer from sec. 32 funds_ .. ._ ... . . 

Total, Agricultural Marketing Service _ . 

Foreign Agricultural Service: 
Salaries and expenses ..... 

Transfer from sec. 32 funds.__ 

Commodity Exchange Authority..___ _ 

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service: 
Expenses, Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation 

Service.. .. .... . 

(99,831,000) 
147, 610, 000 
(45, 000, 000) 

(99,831,000) 
146,400,000 
(45, 000, 000) 

275,142,600 188, 723,125 187, 289, 000 293,490,125 238, 966, 000 

18,587, 500 
(3,117,000) 

20, 524, 000 
(3,117,000) 

18, 790, 000 
(3,117, 000) 

20,488, 000 
(3,117,000) 

20, 488, 000 
(3,117,000) 

1,053,000 1,119, 000 1,100, 000 1,119, 000 1,119,000 

« 117, 970, 500 
(91, 720,000) 
78,000,000 

114,562,000 
(87,508, 000) 
87,500,000 

105, 602,000 
(87, 508,000) 
86,400, 000 

105, 602, 000 
(87, 508, 000) 
87, 500, 000 

105, 602, 000 
(87,508,000) 
87, 500, 000 

Transfer from Commodity Credit funds__ 
* Sugar Act program___ 

Footnotes at end of table. 
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Comparative statement of appropriations for 1964 and estimates and amounts recommended in bill for 1965—Cont inued 

Item Appropriations, 
1964 (adjusted) 

Budget esti¬ 
mates, 1965 i 

House bill, 
1965 

Senate bill, 
1965 

Conference 
allowanco 

\ 

H. Doc. No. 203.— 

title i—general activities—continued 

1964 supplemental_ $6,400,000 
225, 000,000 
194,000, 000 

10, 000, 000 
10,000,000 
4, 000,000 

$4, 800, 000 
225,000,000 
194,000,000 

10, 000,000 
10, 000, 000 
4,000,000 

$2,500,000 
225,000,000 
194,000,000 

7, 500, 000 
7,500,000 
4, 000, 000 

S. 85...— 

S. 83... 

Agricultural’conser vation program. .... 
Conservation reserve program..... 
Cropland conversion program_ _ 

1964 supplemental___ 

$215,000,000 
294,000,000 
11,350,000 

$225, 000,000 
194, 000,000 

7,200,000 

S. 82__- Emergency conservation measures_ 4, 000,000 

i 

S. 85 .... 

Total, Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation 
Service. .....:_ 

Office of Rural Areas Development... 
Office of Inspector General. _ 
Office of the General Counsel_ ___ 
Office of Information___ ___ 
National Agricultural Library: 

720,320,500 651,462, 000 618,202,000 640,902, 000 633,602, 000 

120,000 
9,712,400 
3,698,500 
1,634,000 

1,326,140 
450,000 

2,541,200 
3, 223, 000 

124,000 
9,874, 000 
3, 853, 000 
1,648, 000 

1,547,000 
7,000, 000 
2,482,000 
3,357, 000 

124,000 
9,874, 000 
3, 784,000 
1, 648,000 

1,347,000 

124, 000 
9,874, 000 
3,853, 000 
1, 648,000 

1,547, 000 

124,000 
9,874, 000 
3,853, 000 
1,648, 000 

1,547, 000 

H. Doc. No. 240_ 
Library facilities_ ___ ... _ 

Office of Management Services... 2,482,000 
3,530, 000 

2,482, 000 
3,314,000 

2,482,000 
3,3l4,000 

Total, title I, general activities..___ 

TITLE H—CREDIT AGENCIES 

Rural Electrification Administration: 
Loan authorizations: 

Electrification____— 
Telephone_____ 

Total, loan authorizations_ 
Salaries and expenses—REA.... 

Farmers Home Administration: 

1,572,016,315 1, 473,590, 600 1,393, 687, 000 1,573,157,525 1,506,747,200 

/ 

’ (425,000, 000) 
(70,000, 000) 

3 (365, 000, 000) 
(63,000, 000) 

» (365, 000, 000) 
>« (70, 000,000) 

(365,000,000) 
(70,000,000) 

(365,000,000) 
(70, 000,000) 

(495, 000,000) 
11,149,000 

(428, 000,000) 
11,428, 000 

(435, 000, 000) 
11, 641, 000 

(435,000,000 
11,428, 000 

(435,000,000) 
11, 578, 000 

25, 000, 000 

(60, 000, 000) 
n(300,000,000) 

Direct loan account: 
Real estate loans_ 
Operating loans_ 

Total, direct loan account.__ 

Rural renewal-.... 
Rural housing for the elderly revolving fund_ 

(25, 000, 000) 
(300, 000, 000) 

(60,000,000) 
>1(300,000,000) 

(60,000, 000) 
(300, 000, 000) 

(60,000, 000) 
(300, 000, 000) 

(360, 000, 000) (325,000, 000) (360, 000, 000) (360, 000, 000) (360, 000, 000) 

1,200, 000 
3, 500, 000 

38; 043,900 

2,190, 000 
5, 000, 000 

40,184, 000 

1, 200, 000 
3,500, 000 

39,544,000 

1,200, 000 
5, 000, 000 

39, 794, 000 

1,200, 000 
5, 000, 000 

39, 544, 000 

S. 85.. 
S. 85.. 

Total, Farmers Home Administration ... .. 67,743,900 47,374,000 44,244,000 45,994, 000 57,322,000 

Total, title H, credit agencies: 
> Loan authorizations_ _ 

Direct appropriation.____ 
(855,000,000) 

78,892, 900 
(753, 000, 000) 

58,802, 000 
(795, 000, 000) 

55,885,000 
(795, 000, 000) 

57,422,000 
(795, 000, 000) 

57,322, 000 

TITLE HI—CORPORATIONS 

(Including Public Law 480 and other assistance programs) 

Federal Crop Insurance Corporation: 
Administrative and operating expenses: 

Appropriations_ __ 
Premium income______ 

6, 944, 000 
(3, 505, 000) 

6,942, 000 
(3, 649,000) 

6,942, 000 
(3, 638, 000) 

6,942, 000 
(3, 638, 000) 

6,942, 000 
(3, 638, 000) 

Commodity Credit Corporation: 
Reimbursement for net realized losses.. 
Limitation on administrative expenses_ 

Public Law 480: 
Sales for foreign currencies--- 
Emergency famine relief..__ _ 
Long-term supply contracts... _ 

2,699, 400,000 
(41, 650, 000) 

1,724, 000,000 
(37,351,000) 

1,724, 000, 000 
(37,351, 000) 

1, 574, 000, 000 
(37, 351, 000) 

1, 574, 000, 000 
(37, 351,000) 

1, 452,000, 000 
215, 451, 000 

52, 515, 000 

1,893,000,000 
220, 453, 000 

55, 000, 000 

1, 612,000, 000 
220, 453, 000 

55, 000, 000 

1, 737, 000, 000 
220, 453, 000 
35, 000, 000 

1,612,000, 000 
220, 453, 000 

35, 000, 000 

Total, Public Law 480. .. 1, 719, 966, 000 2,168, 453, 000 1, 887,453, 000 1,992,453,000 1,867, 453, 000 

International Wheat Agreement__—. .. 
Bartered materials for supplemental stockpile..... 

Total, title III, corporations___ 

TITLE IV—RELATED AGENCIES 

Farm Credit Administration: 
Limitation on administrative expenses... 

86,218, 000 
82,860, 000 

31,838, 000 
120,000,000 

31,838,000 
82,860,000 

31,838, 000 
102. 860,000 

31,838,000 
92,860, 000 

4,695,388,000 

(2, 785, 000)' 

4,051,233,000 

(2,876, 000) 

3,733,093,000 

(2,876, 000) 

3, 078, 093, 000 

(2, 876, 000) 

3, 573,093, 000 

(2,876, 000) 

Total appropriations: 
Title I—General activities_ 
Title II—Credit agencies_ —.—.. 
Title HI—Corporations (including Public Law 480 and 

other assistance programs)-- 
Title IV—Related agencies_ 

Grand total__—.--- 

1,572,016,315 
78, 892, 900 

4,595,388,000 
(2, 785,000) 

1, 473,590,600 
58,802,000 

4,051,233,000 
(2,876,000) 

1,393,687,000 
55,885,000 

3,733,093,000 
(2,876,000) 

1,573,157,525 
67,422,000 

3,708,093,000 
(2,876,000) 

-1,506,747,200 
<57,322,000 

>3,573,093,000 
(2, 876,000) 

6, 246,297, 215 5, 583, 625, 600 5,182, 665,000 5, 338, 672,525 >5,137,162,200 

1965 appropriations- -- 
1965 supplemental_ 

6,246,297,215 .5, 564,212, 600 
2, 750,000 

16, 663,000 

6,182, 665,000 5,321,122,525 
2, 750, 000 

14,800, 000 

5,125,262,200 
1,900, 000 

10,000,000 

1 H. Doc. 266, dated Jan. 21, 1964, unless otherwise Indicated. 
2 Includes $5,041,375 for marketing research which is merged with this appropriation. 
3 Includes $4,459,875 for marketing research which Js merged with this estimate. 
* Excludes $5,041,375 for marketing research which is merged with “Salaries and ex¬ 

penses, Agricultural Research Service.” 
1 Excludes $4,459,875 for marketing research which is merged with “Salaries and ex¬ 

penses, Agricultural Research Service." 

t Includes $13,600,000 deficiency for fiscal year 1964 submitted in II. Doc. 203 of Jan. 21, 

>64. „ . .. 
7 Includes $150,000,000 contingency authorization. 
* Includes $65,000,000 contingency authorization. 
• Includes $90,000,000 contingency authorization, 
m Includes $7,000,000 contingency authorization. 
11 Includes $50,000,000 contingency authorization. 
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FROM THE HOUSE- 
INROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

A message from the House of Repre¬ 
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they wei’e 
signed by the president pro tempore: 

S. 26. An act t\ authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to\construct, operate, and 
maintain the Dixie'project, Utah, and for 
other purposes; 

S. 1169. An act to authorize a per capita 
distribution of $350 fromVunds arising from 
judgments in favor of an\ of the Confed¬ 
erated Tribes of the Colvitle Reservation; 

and \ 
S. 2961. An act to provide for\the disposi¬ 

tion of the judgment funds ontdeposit to 
the credit of the Northern Cheyetane Tribe 
of the Tongue River Indian Reservation, 
Montana. 

NATIONAL WILDERNESS PRESER’i 
TION SYSTEM—CONFERENCE RI 
PORT 

MT. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
submit a report of the committee of con¬ 
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the 
House to the bill (S. 4) to establish a 
national wilderness preservation system 
for the permanent good of the whole 
people, and for other purposes. I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con¬ 
sideration of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re¬ 
port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the report. 
(For conference report, see House pro¬ 

ceedings of Aug. 19, 1964, pp. 19571- 
19573, Congressional Record) . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, this 
Congress has responded in clear terms 
to a broad band of social and economic 
problems. What we have done we have 
done not only to meet the urgency of 
the moment, but for the future. In no 
area has this Congress more decisively 
served the future well-being of the Na¬ 
tion than in passing legislation to con¬ 
serve natural resources and to provii 
the means by which our people could 
joy them. 

One of the brightest stars in tha^on- 
stellation of conservation mea^nes is 
the wilderness bill. This bill, vfliich we 
are about to send to the President of 
the United States, will create a system 
to protect over 9 million acoes of the pub¬ 
lic lands and forests inr their natural 
majesty. And this bill provides that ad¬ 
ditional wilderness ^mas can be pre¬ 
served. 

The path of voider ness legislation 
through Congresa/has sometimes been as 
rugged as the forests and mountains em¬ 
braced by theA’ilderness system. Many 
Americans, both in and out of Congress, 
have pioneered and blazed the trail that 
led to the establishment of the wilder¬ 
ness system. Among those who have 
been in the vanguard is the senior Sen¬ 
ators from Minnesota. Senator Hum¬ 

phrey introduced the first wilderness bill 
in the Senate in 1956. And while that 
original proposal has undergone major 
revision, the concept proposed by that 
bill was carried through to reality in the 
conference report now before us. There 
were many others who labored diligently 
to shape into substance what had long 
been a dream. 

While we stretch out the highways to 
carry ever-expanding traffic, while we 
build whole new communities to house 
a growing population, and while we con¬ 
sume more acreage for a burgeoning in¬ 
dustry, we have set aside part of our 
land as it was when human eye first saw 
it—unscarred by man, primeval, a me- 
moral to the Creator who molded it. 

I was asked by one of the Members 
of the Senate about the destruction of 
wilderness areas during the 19 years 
that mining laws are to be applicable, 
and about the language in the House 
amendment in that respect. I assure 
that Senator that I Shared his concern, 

yl feared that the language of the amend¬ 
ment might be misinterpreted to mean 

that mechanized equipment could be 
used, in prospecting—that bulldozers 
might be used to prospect or even cut 
long roads to the prospect areas. 

We wto-e assured by the House con^ 
ferees that the House language hasyno 
such meaning. 

We were Kid that the Forest Service 
has managedNio avoid seriousyaamage 
to the primitive, wild and Wilderness 
areas for 25 yeans or more; *nat Forest 
Service regulations governing mining 
activities in the are^> caur be continued 
and, indeed, that the\egulations can be 
strengthened. The WU provides that 
activities in the areals s^all be in har¬ 
mony with the wiiflerneN. concept un¬ 
der reasonable reflations. 

This was a cijf ial questio\in regard 
to the bill. 

I have a yfreat personal interest in 
the Gila wfemess in New MeAco. I 
do- not want to see the beauty anosthe 
primithyr grandeur of that area Qis- 
turbe^T I would be much happier if 
knewthat all new mining activity ii 
thef rea was being stopped. 

there were to be a relaxation of 
lining regulations which would permit 

Serious depreciation of wilderness values, 
I would have sought to still be in con¬ 
ference. It is true that the Forest Serv¬ 
ice has managed to protect most of the 
primitive and wilderness areas from dep¬ 
redations in the past. With the as¬ 
surance that the regulations governing 
mining can be strengthened, I feel we 
have a meritorious bill. 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
Allott] asked me a question a while 
ago. I hope he will ask it again. We 
are anxious to clear up any questions. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. ALLOTT. I would like to make 

some legislative history on an item which 
appears in the statement of managers on 
the part of the House on page 9 of the 
conference report, which deals with the 
7,000 acres in the Gore Range-Eagles 
Nest Primitive Area, which may be de¬ 
leted from that area and make available 

for Interstate Highway 70. I should 
have said, “not to exceed 7,000 acres.” 
With respect to this area of 7,000 acres 
which may be utilized for a highway1 
tunnel for Interstate Highway 70, as we 
as a water tunnel to supply the Denver 
area with water, I want to be sure/fhat 
in authorizing the deletion oy this 
amount of land it was the clear inten¬ 
tion of the conferees that it coulfi be used 
for those purposes, and that: the con¬ 
ferees considered the uses/xo which it 
might otherwise be put. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yp6. I want to 
assure the Senator that: the matter was 
carefully considered. /All the conferees 
agreed that the use m the 7,000 acres for 
this purpose woultj/oe in the public inter¬ 
est. 

The languag^ in section 3 (c) is: 
Notwithstanding any of provisions of 

this act, Seci^tary of Agriculture may com¬ 
plete his neview and delete such area as 
may be npessary. 

And^o forth. 
refore, we had to get in that lan¬ 

guage. It actually says the Secretary 
shall complete his review and shall de- 
(te. We had to give it the language of 

''the act, but we all intended that it shall 
come out for that purpose. 

Mr. ALLOTT. The report uses the 
words “in the public interest.” The con¬ 
ferees were all of one mind that it was 
in the public interest to take out that 
land from the southern tip of the primi¬ 
tive area. It that correct? 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator is cor¬ 
rect. All the conferees agreed that it 
was in the public interest to take out the 
area of 7,000 acres. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed at 
this point in the Record paragraph 3 of 
the statement contained in the report. 

There being no objection, the extract 
was ordered to be printed in the Record, 
as follows: 

3. The conferees understand that Forest 
Service officials tentatively have decided that 
an undetermined amount of land, but not ex¬ 
ceeding 7,000 acres, in the Gore Range-Eagles 
Nest Primitive Area, Colo., should be deleted 
ind made available for Interstate Highway 

in addition, the Denver Water Board has 
a Jdan for a tunnel in the general area. Un- 
der^xisting regulations the Chief of the 
ForeK Service has been delegated authority 
to moody primitive areas and eliminate por¬ 
tions. Inasmuch as S. 4 as passed by the 
House w<Kld withdraw this authority from 
the Department of Agriculture, the conferees 
have provide*! that the Secretary of Agricul¬ 
ture may comWete his review of the suitabil¬ 
ity or nonsuiim>ility of the Gore Range- 
Eagles Nest Prirnffive Area for preservation as 
wilderness and deroe up to 7,000 acres from 
its southern tip if V determines that such 
action is in the publiVinterest. In this con¬ 
nection tlie conference\ommittee noted that, 
if the President recommends that the Gore 
Range-Eagles Nest Primim^e Area be desig¬ 
nated as a wilderness are^^or inclusion in 
the wilderness system, he nniy recommend 
the addition of other lands, ajt now within 
the primitive area, to replace 7,000 acres 
that may be deleted. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. PresicKnt, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; I am hai^y to 
yield. I said he was the author of\he 
original bill in 1956. I am happy to 

/ 
/ 



19 6 If CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 19979 
A motion to reconsider the votes by 

which action was taken on the several 
'motions was laid on the table. 
\Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my Vraarks on the conference report 
and nmlude a tabulation showing the 
details\f the action taken in the con¬ 
ference. \ 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request orf the gentleman from Cali¬ 
fornia? \ 

There was nonobjection. 

CORRECTION OF RECORD 

Mr. SHEPPARD. >Mr. Speaker, on 
page 19570 of the Record of August 19, 
1964, the amount showNfor NAF, Na¬ 
ples, Italy, is $432,000.\The correct 
amount is $423,000. This was a trans¬ 
position of figures made in the printing 
of the Record. The listing shoWi in the 
conference report—House reporNl831— 
is correct. I ask unanimous consent that 
the permanent Record be correcteasac- 
cordingly. \ 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 
.The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 

is not present. 
Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I move a 

call of the House. 
A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol¬ 

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Adair 

[Roll No. 243] 

Hoffman Purcell 
Albert Jones, Ala. Rains 
Alger Jones, Mo. Reuss 
Ashley Kee Roberts, Ala. 
Barry Kilburn Roosevelt 
Blatnik Landrum Rostenkowski 
Bolton, Lipscomb St. George 

Frances P. McClory St Germain 
Buckley Madden Shipley 
Burton, Utah Martin, Mass. Short 
Daddarlo May Siler j 
Dawson Miller, N.Y. Smith, Calif/ 
Dingell Morrison ThompsonyCa. 
Dulski Moss Toll / 
Flynt Nedzi Tollefsoif 
Hanna Patten Van P^ft 
Harsha Pilcher WhaUcy 
Harvey, Mich. Pillion WilUS 
Healey Pirnie Y^fnger 
Ho even Powell 

The SPEAKER. On tbfls rollcall 373 
Members have answere<mo their names, 
a quorum. / 

By unanimous consent, further pro¬ 
ceedings under thrall were dispensed 
with. / 

COMMITTEE ON RULES 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Com¬ 
mittee oaGtules may have until midnight 
tomorrow night to file certain privileged 
reports. 

Tpe SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

/ No. 164-17 

the request of the gentleman from Vir¬ 
ginia? 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, reserv¬ 
ing the right to object, may I ask the 
gentleman from Virginia if one of the 
privileged resolutions he mentions would 
be the Appalachia bill? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. It is. 
Mr. BALDWIN. I would have to ob¬ 

ject to that unanimous consent request. 
Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Then I will 

file it today. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

Virginia will file it today. Does the gen¬ 
tleman insist on his objection? 

Mr. BALDWIN. Yes, I will have to 
insist on my objection. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 

RECOMMENDATION FOR THE NEXT 
INAUGURATION 

(Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania asked 
and was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I take the time this morning tc/ 
make a recommendation to the inaugural 
committee next year for the inaugura¬ 
tion. I strongly recommend thajr the 
east front of the Capitol inaugural plat- 
fonto be changed and put on Jme west 
fronu\of the Capitol where thure will be 
adequate room. / 

I further recommend /hat enough 
grandstand seats be made available to 
take care of every Member, their wives 
or their frientis in theJCongress, and also 
the people in Nigh-lpvel agencies, which 
can be done adetm^ely on the other side 
of the Capitol, 

The inaugural deremonies have far 
outgrown the^ast side of the Capitol. 
First, there / no rooV secondly, there 
is traffic. / \ 

I likewise recommend shat the inau¬ 
gural parade proceed from che Capitol in 
two parts, going down eithersside of the 
Malbnvhich will shorten the parade by 
50ypercent, then proceed to thX Wash¬ 
ington Monument and come ovenio the 
/Vhite House doubled. Then the Presi¬ 
dent will be watching one-half of\he 
time, because the parade will be in dou&te 
line. This will permit everybody to seX 
the parade, because there will be four 
sides to the parade instead of two sides 
to the parade, and it will permit every¬ 
body to see the inaugural ceremonies who 
want to. 

I strongly recommend that the inaugu¬ 
ration, whether it be a Republican or 
Democratic President, be changed from 
the east side of the Capitol to the west 
side of the Capitol. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. I yield 
to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I suspect it will be 
rather cold on west front of the Capitol, 
colder than on the east front where it is 
usually held. I suggest we move next 
January’s inaugural to the home State 
of the next President, down at Phoenix, 
Ariz., where it will be warm. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO¬ 
PRIATION BILL, 1965 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I call 
up the conference report on the bill 
(H.R. 11202) making appropriations for 
the Department of Agriculture and re¬ 
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1965, and for other purposes, 
and ask unanimous consent that the 
statement of the managers on the part of 
the House be read in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
(For conference report and statement, 

see proceedings of the House of August 
19, 1964.) 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the appropriation 
bill for the Department of Agriculture 
for the coming fiscal year. The House 
conferees are in agreement substantially 
on the various items. As conference re¬ 
ports go, this represents a compromise in 
some instances on the part of all of us 
to see that the basic problems of agricul¬ 
ture are met. The special problems our 
colleagues in the House have called to 
our attention have had adequate atten¬ 
tion in this bill. 

The bill before us is substantially be¬ 
low the budget. It is under the House 
amount that we passed in May. It is 
also under the Senate bill. However, I 
think I should say in candor that this is 
largely because of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation restoration of capital im¬ 
pairment. 

I have said before that the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture this year had a 
larger reduction in the Budget than all 
the rest of the Government put together. 
But we will have to meet the problems 
that will arise, and I anticipate that in 
the coming year there may be a supple¬ 
mental bill to take care of the needs of 
the Department of Agriculture. 

Your managers on the part of the 
House had a special situation which we 
faced in conference. A total of $42 mil¬ 
lion in extra requests were sent to the 
Senate after the House had already acted 
on the bill. This is largely in the area 
of pesticides, disease, and pest control, 
and emergency conservation measures. 
■* In addition, this bill provides funds for 
the special milk program. The House 
provided this by section 32 funds. The 
other body appropriated fully for that 
from the Treasury, and in the confer¬ 
ence this was split 50-50. To the extent 
that section 32 funds are not used, they 
revert to the Treasury. 

Agriculture continues to be the very 
base of our standard of living and our 
welfare, and the biggest market for busi¬ 
ness and industry, where only 8 percent 
of our people are engaged in agricul¬ 
ture to support the other 92 percent, 
thereby making it possible to have our 
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high standard of living. The managers 
on the part of the House have made it 
possible in this bill for Agriculture to do 
a good job. 

I very much enjoyed working with my 
colleagues on the Democratic side, and 
on the Republican side, all of whom 
have been most cooperative. This con¬ 
ference report does not represent the 
views of all of us individually, but it does 
represent the composite viewpoint of 
the House and the Senate. 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
woman from Missouri. 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. I should like very 
much for the chairman of the subcom¬ 
mittee to answer some questions. Does 
not this bill cut back funds for the food 
stamp program from the current level 
of $45,million a year as voted by the 
House to only $35 million, the amount 
voted by the Senate? 

Mr. WHITTEN. On this item I com¬ 
mend the gentlewoman on her deep in¬ 
terest in this program. It is due largely 
to her efforts that the House passed the 
legislation. 

The House in this instance did recede 
and agree with the Senate. The fact 
is that this is largely because of, and in 
knowledge of, the fact that there will 
soon be a request in the amount of $60 
million, both in appropriated funds and 
section 32 funds. The House and Senate 
took this action knowing in the bill now 
under consideration, and mention was 
made in the conference, that the supple¬ 
mental was pending and would have the 
attention of the Congress. 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. This would not al¬ 
low any additional projects to be estab¬ 
lished and would also mean a 25-percent 
cutback in the operation of every food 
stamp program throughout the country, 
in Detroit, Pittsburgh, St. Louis, and 40 
counties throughout the country. How 
can the committee justify cutting back 
the existing programs 25 percent when 
Congress has just passed a bill to ex¬ 
pand the program nationally? 

Mr. WHITTEN. These projects often 
are better when you do not move too fast. 
It was anticipated by the managers on 
the part of the House that our action 
would not result the cutback which the 
gentlewoman has mentioned. This pro¬ 
gram will be going ahead but it will to 
some degree be slower than the expan¬ 
sion called for in the supplemental es¬ 
timate. 

Again as I recall, the most recent bill 
does provide that certain steps be taken 
as to what communities and what areas 
qualify. 

So we do not feel, and certainly there 
is no intent here to cut down on existing 
programs. But it would have the effect, 
perhaps, of making the increased expan¬ 
sion less rapid than was thought might 
be the case. 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. I would like to ask 
the gentleman this question. Is he going 
to support the President when the sup¬ 
plemental bill comes before him? 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the 
gentlewoman I had some reservations in 
in the past about many phases of the 

bill, but I voted for the bill. Certainly, 
I have supported funds for-items even 
when I was opposed to them. I think 
I have the responsibility of implement¬ 
ing the programs that are sent to our 
committee. As the gentlewoman knows, 
in this instance, I voted for the program 
to begin with. 

Also, may I say, in asking the depart¬ 
ment witnesses as to the effectiveness of 
this program, it has proved much more 
satisfactory than many folks in the de¬ 
partment thought it would in these 
pilot counties where they have been 
operating. 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. I thank the gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr. Speaker, I think every Member 
who has a food stamp project operating 
in his district will be terribly concerned 
over the action of the conferees on this 
bill in agreeing to a figure of only $35 
million for the food stamp program. We 
are now operating that program on a 
pilot basis in 43 areas of the country at 
an annual rate of about $45 million a 
year. That is the amount we provided 
last year. It is the amount the House 
voted earlier this year just for the pres¬ 
ent program, before passage of my bill 
to make it into a national program. We 
can send this bill back to conference or 
we can correct this mistake by passing 
the amount requested by the President 
in a supplemental. That would give us 
$60 million for the rest of this year—for 
an orderly expansion of the program. 

Mr. Speaker, the Senate cut back the 
food stamp program by 25 percent from 
the level now in effect in the 43 pilot 
projects. The conferees went along with 
that. The House had voted enough 
money for a continuation of all of the 
existing projects and for some slight ex¬ 
pansion of the program. Since then, 
Congress has passed the bill for a nation¬ 
wide program. Under the food stamp 
bill as sent to the White House, we may 
spend up to $75 million this fiscal year 
and $100 million next year with a maxi¬ 
mum of $200 million the third year. Part 
of the 1965 fiscal year has already gone 
by. In order to reach the level of oper¬ 
ations authorized for this year in H.R. 
10222, the food stamp bill, we now need 
only about $60 million for this year. 
This will permit an operating rate for 
the remainder of this fiscal year of about 
$75 million a year, rising to a rate of $100 
million by next July. So we need $60 
million to expand the program; we need 
at least $45 million to continue the pres¬ 
ent level of operations. This bill per¬ 
mits and allows only $35 million to be 
used this year for the food stamp pro¬ 
gram. That would mean a substantial 
cutback in all of the operating projects. 
Every one of them Would have to be cut 
back about 22 percent. 
FRESH FOODS INSTEAD OF POWDERED SURPLUSES 

I am not going to ask that this bill be 
sent back to conference to restore the 
$10 million the Senate cut from it. In¬ 
stead, I am asking that the Committee 
on Appropriations assure us it will act 
on a supplemental and that it will pro¬ 
vide enough money in that supplemental 
to undo the mischief perpetrated on the 
food stamp program by this Senate 
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amendment. The President, in House 
Document No. 344, asked for $15 million 
in direct appropriations and $45 million 
in section 32 money for the food stamp 
plan this year. This money is absolutely 
essential. 

Mr. Speaker, section 32 is and can be a 
legitimate source of financing for any 
program which helps to eliminate agri¬ 
cultural surpluses. Nothing does that 
more intelligently than the food stamp 
program. It uses up surpluses by mak¬ 
ing millions of new customers in the 
grocery stores for fresh meat, milk, fresh 
eggs, fresh vegetables—all of the com¬ 
modities section 32 money is supposed to 
be used for. So please do not tell us sec¬ 
tion 32 money should not go into the food 
stamp plan. The $45 million of section 
32 money which is supposed to be ear¬ 
marked for the food stamp plan would 
do the farmers of this country far more 
good than the millions upon millions of 
dollars of section 32 money we have spent 
supporting cattle prices. The food stamp 
plan creates new customers for beef and 
veal and dairy products—regular cus¬ 
tomers who will buy these products week 
in and week out under the food stamp 
program. In many areas of the country, 
the needy never get any of these fresh 
meats or fresh dairy products. They 
have to live on the powdered, canned or 
dehydrated varieties which they receive 
as handouts from the Government. 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to support the observations of the 
gentlewoman from Missouri. I am very 
hopeful action will be taken under the 
forthcoming supplemental appropriation 
bill to expand the excellent food stamp 
program which has meant so much to the 
State of West Virginia and other States 
as well. 

I commend the gentleman from Mis¬ 
sissippi and hope that we may obtain his 
support for a further extension of the 
food stamp program. 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the 
gentleman from West Virginia, the rea¬ 
son that the supplemental estimates were 
sent to the Senate is because it came 
down too late to have the attention of our 
subcommittee. It was not sent to the 
Senate because of any disposition on the 
part of the subcommittee of the House. 

Mr. HECHLER. I thank the gentle¬ 
man from Mississippi. I would like to 
stress that the food stamp plan has been 
so successful in the pilot counties in 
which it has been in effect, that I trust 
that sufficient funds will be made avail¬ 
able to extend the food stamp plan to all 
counties in West Virginia. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to my chairman, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Mahon], who in addition to 
being chairman of our Committee on 
Appropriations was also one of the man¬ 
agers on the part of the House. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
commend the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. Whitten] and his subcommittee on 
what I consider to be an excellent bill. 
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Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

to revise and extend my remarks at this 
point in the Record. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, with the 

adoption of the two appropriation con¬ 
ference reports today, the status of the 
appropriations business of the session 
moved substantially closer to completion. 

Only two regular bills plus the cus¬ 
tomary closing supplemental remain and 
all three are in advanced stages. The 
Labor-HEW bill is pending in confer¬ 
ence, having just passed the other body 
on yesterday. 

The foreign aid appropriation bill is 
still pending in the Senate committee 
but I understand is in position to be 
moved promptly following the disposi¬ 
tion of the authorization bill. 

And the usual session-end supple¬ 
mental, while still in our Committee on 
Appropriations, is ready to be reported. 

So, I would say we apprehend no insur¬ 
mountable difficulties in bringing the 
appropriations business to a close al¬ 
together compatible with the timing of 
the sine die adjournment. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I heard the food 
stamp program mentioned a moment ago. 
There was some question when the 
appropriation bill was before the House 
as to whether the pilot food stamp pro¬ 
gram for which some $45 million was 
provided would run concurrently when, 
and if, the national food stamp program 
began. 

Now that the national food stamp pro¬ 
gram is underway, can the gentleman ad¬ 
vise me if the pilot food stamp program 
will operate concurrently with the na¬ 
tional food stamp program? 

Mr. WHITTEN. In this bill there is 
$35 million which is the Senate figure in¬ 
stead of $45 million which is the amount 
that went through the House. 

It is my understanding that the sup¬ 
plemental food stamp program would be 
available for the overall program, in¬ 
cluding the present pilot program as well 
as the enlarged program. 

As I stated earlier, my recollection of 
the legislation is that certain steps must 
be made prior to the expansion of the 
program. Doubtless it will take some 
time for them to set in motion the food 
stamp program in new areas. 

Mr. FINDLEY. The gentleman indi¬ 
cated earlier that some restoration of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation funds 
might be necessary on a supplemental 
basis. I have heard a rumor that the 
capital fund may be in such a critical 
position, perhaps even by the first of the 
year, that restoration may be needed as 
one of the first items of business in 
January. Can the gentleman provide us 
information as to that? 

Mn WHITTEN. It is my individual 
judgment, I say in perfect candor, that 
it probably may occur early in the new 
year. 

I point out, as Members will see in the 
report, that once again we have tried to 

strengthen the hand of the sales man¬ 
ager of the Commodity Credit Corpo¬ 
ration. 

That Corporation has three sources of 
funds. The first is to increase the capi¬ 
tal stock, which would have to come 
from another committee. Another is a 
restoration of capital impairment 
through appropriations. The third— 
which should be used first, always—is 
to provide funds from the sale of com¬ 
modities. 

It is my information that the sales 
manager in the Department is about the 
third assistant to an assistant to an 
assistant. In our report we ask that at¬ 
tention be given to permitting the sales 
manager to report directly to the Secre¬ 
tary of Agriculture. It is my judgment 
that if such were done, and if he were 
turned loose to sell commodities for dol¬ 
lars, it might be a long time in the new 
year before we would find it necessary 
to appropriate additional funds. If that 
is not done, it could happen fairly early 
in the year. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I thank the gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from Florida. 

(Mr. MATTHEWS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, I 
first of all want to congratulate the Sub¬ 
committee on Agricultural Appropria¬ 
tions, its chairman, the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. Whitten], and all of 
the members. As usual, they have given 
us, I think, an excellent bill based on a 
most intensive study of the great needs 
of American agriculture. 

I am particularly pleased with the 
money they have provided to give us an 
opportunity to accelerate work on pesti¬ 
cide residues. One of the biggest needs 
in America today is to continue to de¬ 
velop pesticides which will enable the 
American farmer to produce his crops 
and yet will not be harmful to the con¬ 
sumer. Many of us on the Committee 
on Agriculture have felt that we need to 
evaluate more carefully the effects of 
pesticides in order to assure that pesti¬ 
cides that are not harmful may be used 
by those engaged in American agri¬ 
culture. 

Recognizing the tremendous problem 
of adequate pesticide research, the Pres¬ 
ident submitted to the other body Senate 
Document No. 85 after the House Ap¬ 
propriations Committee had made their 
report to the House, and in this particu¬ 
lar Senate document an amount of $29 
million was requested to accelerate work 
on pesticide residues. 

It is my understanding that in this 
total amount, there is an item of $160,000 
for planning the Laboratory for Insects 
Attractants to be located in the imme¬ 
diate vicinity of the Federal Entomology 
Laboratory in Gainesville, Fla., which is 
in my home district. 

With the action that we are taking in 
the House today, it is my further under¬ 
standing that this amount of money will 
now be available to begin immediate 
planning for this Laboratory, which will 

eventually cost in the neighborhood of 
$2 million, and I welcome this action. 
Let me emphasize that the dedicated 
scientists now working in the Entomology 
Laboratory will be able to cooperate bet¬ 
ter with the Laboratory for Insects At¬ 
tractants because of its location. I am 
sure that other dedicated scientists will 
come here to add to the amount of 
knowledge that we desperately need for 
the adequate use and control of pesti¬ 
cides. 

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gen- 
•' tleman from Texas. 

Mr. BURLESON. May I direct the 
gentleman’s attention to page 6 of the 
conference report, having to do with the 
Peanut Research Laboratory at Dawson, 
Ga. As everyone will remember, this is 
an item on which we have had debate for 
several years. Twice the House has 
turned down the proposition of creating 
a new laboratory in Dawson, Ga., for 
reasons well defined in the Record. 

May I ask the gentleman if this Lab¬ 
oratory, costing $1 million, is for only 
quality research on peanuts? • 

Mr. WHITTEN. I will say that we 
have designated it a quality research 
laboratory, but I do think if other prob¬ 
lems arise which it could handle, cer¬ 
tainly the committee would not be in a 
position of trying to restrict the best use 
of the facilities which may be built there. 

I wish to say at this time that I do not 
know of anyone who has spent more time 
trying to resolve the difference of view¬ 
point among my colleagues than I have 
in this instance. As the gentleman 
knows, our committee in several cases 
has brought out funds for this Labora¬ 
tory, and the difference has been with 
respect to the amount and certain per¬ 
mission to operate. This year, the House 
stood by our suggestion on this by a very 
close vote. 

When this bill went to the Senate, the 
Senate was unanimous in favor of the 
Laboratory at Dawson, Ga. There was 
not a single exception taken by any Sen¬ 
ator from any State to it. That left the 
House conferees in the position of having 
had a close vote in the House as against 
the unanimous position of the Senate. 

We all have the highest regard for 
our colleague, the gentleman from Geor¬ 
gia [Mr. Forrester], as we do for our 
other colleagues who have a somewhat 
competitive problem. 

In the bill before us we direct that the 
research being done at New Orleans on 
Spanish peanuts and Virginia peanuts 
be continued. If in the future the peanut 
industry should feel that these things 
can be done better somewhere else, we 
can meet that problem at that time. 

Mr. BURLESON. I appreciate what 
the gentleman says, and I know he speaks 
the truth. I am aware that not one voice 
in the other body was raised against this 
item and I realize House conferees find 
themselves in a handicapped position. 

Be this as it may, I insist that the 
report before us is fundamentally differ¬ 
ent and weaker than that previously 
adopted by this House. 

Heretofore the contention has been 
and successfully so, that this Laboratory 
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was specifically and exclusively identi¬ 
fied for quality research and was in¬ 
tended to serve all major peanut-produc¬ 
ing areas of the country. 

In the last sentence of the paragraph 
following the itemization of the various 
activities it states: 

It is not intended to displace such existing 
utilization laboratories but primarily to meet 
the research problems of the Southeast area. 

And that is the very thing we have 
been arguing against and fighting here 
for all of these years. It is dedicated to 
the Southeast. It now seems that the 
other areas are not to benefit at all which 
has been a strong suspicion all along. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen¬ 
tleman from Mississippi has again ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. BURLESON. Will the gentleman 
yield further so I may finish? 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I correct the 
gentleman? He is now discussing the 
Southeastern Laboratory at Athens, Ga., 
which is altogether different from the 
Peanut Laboratory. 

Mr. BURLESON. There is nothing in 
here which limits the Dawson laboratory 
to quality research. That is the thing 
with which we have been concerned for 
so long. In the hearings before the gen¬ 
tleman’s Subcommittee on Appropria¬ 
tions, I recall there was a witness inter¬ 
ested in this research question who sug¬ 
gested 'that if this research laboratory 
was located in the Southeast, dedicated 
to the development of a commodity in 
the Southeast, exclusive to these other 
major areas, such as Virginia and Caro¬ 
lina and the southwestern area, a labora¬ 
tory of the same nature and for the same 
purpose, should be located in each of 
the other areas. I doubted the wisdom 
of such an arrangement at the time but 
now we are being forced into such a 
position. I see the handwriting on the 
wall here today. As I understand the 
parliamentary situation we are unable 
to offer a motion to remove this provi¬ 
sion from the bill. It becomes a matter, 
as I understand it, of accepting this item 
or voting down the entire conference re¬ 
port. Certainly I am not one who likes 
to relax and enjoy it, because I do not 
think it is right. We will come back be¬ 
fore the gentleman’s committee and aslk, 
if this thing goes on in this way, to have 
a laboratory placed in the Virginia-Caro- 
lina area and in the Southwest that we 
may have a chance to compete in this 
tremendously important industry. 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say again to 
the gentleman he is discussing the 
wrong laboratory. The laboratory he 
is describing was approved last year. 
It is already in existence, and it is not 
in this bill at all. It is a utilization 
laboratory comparable to the ones in 
New Orleans, Illinois, and California. 
That is the Athens Southeastern Utili¬ 
zation Laboratory, which the Congress 
approved last year. 

Mr. BURLESON. No. I am talking 
about the Peanut Research Laboratory 
at Dawson, Ga., costing $1 million. 

Mr. WHITTEN. The language the 
gentleman referred to does not apply 
to that Laboratory. 

Mr. BURLESON. It is not what it 
says but what it does not say which 
creates the issue. It should say that 
this Laboratory be limited to quality re¬ 
search; it should say it does not serve all 
areas impartially; it should say that rep¬ 
resentatives of the industry in other 
areas should have some voice in what 
is done at the Laboratory and how these 
large sums of money are spent. It does 
not; and what is being done here is to 
the disadvantage of the other areas. 

Originally there was supposed to be 
one laboratory put in a central area 
where it would serve all types of pea¬ 
nuts. Representatives of the other areas 
were ignored—were frozen out and the 
location at Dawson, Ga. was arbitrarily 
decided on. This accrues to the disad¬ 
vantage of the other areas. I appreciate 
the gentleman’s fight in this matter and 
am well aware of it. He got no support 
in the Senate from anyone, but Mr. 
Speaker, we say that appropriations 
originate in the House of Representa¬ 
tives, but they go over to the other side 
and they drop everything in the basket 
in an appropriation bill. I am not too 
sure that the Committee on Appropria¬ 
tions of the House of Representatives 
does originate appropriations when they 
can come over here and drop in all of 
this sort of stuff we have turned down 
time and again. I say that with all 
deference to the Committee on Appro¬ 
priations. It seems to me, if we are 
going to uphold the principle of appro¬ 
priations originating in the House of 
Representatives, the Committee on Ap¬ 
propriations put up some fight with the 
other body on things such as this. 
There should also be an authorization for 
projects of this kind by a legislative com¬ 
mittee but there is none. 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the 
gentleman I think I have shown good 
stamina. I stood up to this until very 
recently, and so has the gentleman, but 
we have not had any help on the other 
side. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. I will agree with the 
remarks just made by my colleague from 
Texas, and I also wish to compliment 
the gentleman from Mississippi for the 
manner in which he has conducted him¬ 
self in regard to this particular Labora¬ 
tory. It is my recollection of it that 
everybody in the industry wanted the 
Research Laboratory. We are only 
fussing about where it should be located. 
We want it located in our area, and my 
dear friend from Georgia wanted it in his 
area. Now we ended up and we thought 
we would have three, one in all three 
areas. However, he has been a little bit 
more lucky than we have been in this 
go-around. I do want to say, though, 
I do not think the people in our area 
have changed their views on this particu¬ 
lar Laboratory at all. 

Mr. WHITTEN. We have tried to 
keep the quality work where it is now 
to the degree that other sections, in¬ 
cluding that of the gentleman from 
North Carolina, desire. The other body 
said that this was a national laboratory 

and you could not have peanut quality 
research anywhere else. We have no 
such broad coverage for this Laboratory 
in this bill. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am 
sorry that the gentleman from Georgia 
will not be back here next year to help 
us out on this Laboratory. 

Mr. WHITTEN. The gentleman from 
Georgia has staying power, too. I think 
we would have to agree to that. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to associate myself with the views and 
comments just expressed by the distin¬ 
guished gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Burleson]. 

On at least two occasions before today, 
this House has gone on record against 
funds for a proposed Peanut Laboratory 
at Dawson, Ga. This record of debate in 
the past will show that the House 
thought this new program unnecessary— 
certainly for a Peanut Laboratory at 
Dawson. I am opposed to this Labora¬ 
tory as proposed. 

At one time my peanut people favored 
such a laboratory at any neutral loca¬ 
tion for utilization and quality research 
in connection with all types of peanuts, 
without favoritism to any peanut-grow¬ 
ing area. However, they were not con¬ 
sulted when the time came for action, 
and the purpose and direction of the 
proposal had been so substantially 
changed, that, to us it became an un¬ 
necessary expense which is not in the best 
interest of the total peanut growing in¬ 
dustry. 

However, if I read the conference re¬ 
port correctly, the proposal is far worse 
than it was before. Now, it appears that 
the laboratory, while not displacing ex¬ 
isting utilization laboratories is primar¬ 
ily to meet the research problems of the 
Southeast area. 

I am mindful of the cooperation we 
have heretofore had from the House con¬ 
ferees, for which I thank them. I realize 
the problems you have faced in the past, 
and the problem you obviously faced this 
time in your deliberations with the Sen¬ 
ate conferees. I regret you did not stand 
your ground because I know of no facts 
or circumstances, and none have yet been 
presented, which justify a change in our 
position. 

At the same time, I must thank the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Whit¬ 

ten] and the other able House conferees 
for their help in the past. I realize you 
could not hold up an entire conference 
report involving over $5 billion because 
of a million-dollar item. 

As was suggested by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Burleson], in connec¬ 
tion with the observation made by the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
Cooley], we in the North Carolina and 
Virginia area at no time have insisted 
upon such a research laboratory for our 
particular area. It was our thinking that 
we already had adequate research labora¬ 
tories in neutral areas which could be 
expanded to carry on the work requested 
through this particular laboratory. 
However, the executive secretaries of the 
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North Carolina-Virginia Peanut Grow¬ 
ers Associations, and, I believe, some 
others had suggested a compromise of 
three less expensive laboratories, one for 
each of the great peanut areas, and that 
peanut growers themselves would assess 
themselves so much a bag as a means of 
matching Federal funds granted. If 
these funds are approved, as it now ap¬ 
pears they will be, since parliamentary 
procedures will not permit us to amend 
this report, I want to serve notice on the 
committee that in all probability the pea¬ 
nut picture will have become so competi¬ 
tive that the other great peanut-growing 
areas, North Carolina-Virginia and 
southwestern, will appear before you 
seeking the other two laboratories at 
one time suggested. We want fairness. 
We want equity. If additional labora¬ 
tories appear to us necessary, we will ask 
for them, and we hope our requests will 
be granted. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Certainly the com¬ 
mittee will be glad to consider your re¬ 
quests. We cannot commit ourselves in 
advance, as the gentleman knows—but 
we always try to be courteous and fair. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. While on my feet, 
Mr. Speaker, I want to comment upon 
one other item in this report. I note that 
you have brought to an end a practice or 
authority which I did not know existed 
in connection with rural housing. You 
have prohibited the Farmers Home Ad¬ 
ministration from making outright 
grants—gifts—for house repairs. I un¬ 
derstand the Housing Act has some such 
provision. I doubt that 25 Members of 
the House know of the authority. 

The FHA has been doing a good job. 
It administers many vital programs ex¬ 
tremely helpful to Agriculture and our 
rural people. It should not be saddled 
with any such authority or responsibility. 
Yesterday, in advising a representative 
of the press in my congressional district 
that a land reform program with out¬ 
right grants to individuals was knocked 
from the so-called poverty bill, he told 
me of a release he had received from the 
Farmers Home Administration advising 
that such grants were available for home 
repairs, modernization, and so forth. 
While they were available to very low 
income homeowners who cannot borrow 
or otherwise get the necessary funds, I 
fear such an open-door opportunity 
could lead to the termination of pro¬ 
grams that are otherwise good and 
helpful. 

I want to commend the conferees for 
offering amendment No. 43 which 
should end such grants. However, since 
the grants were authorized under section 
504 of the Housing Act of 1949, as 
amended, that section would have to be 
amended or repealed as may be neces¬ 
sary, to put an end to any such author¬ 
ity. 

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield. 
Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Speaker, I notice 

an item in the conference report on page 
6 that the Peanut Research Laboratory 
at Dawson, Ga., is to receive $1 million. 
That, of course, is the same item that 
we have been discussing here. Am I 
correct that it is not possible under the 

parliamentary procedure for a Member 
to present an amendment which would 
strike that one item out of the confer¬ 
ence repoi*t, or does the conference re¬ 
port have to be voted up or down? In 
other words, can we get a separate vote 
on this item? » *- 

Mr. WHITTEN. The entire report has 
to be voted up or down. May I say, for 
what it may be worth, that I think the 
overwhelming majority of the Members 
want to see some solution of this matter. 

It is my understanding that it would 
be impossible to reach this one item 
under the existing parliamentary situa¬ 
tion. 

Mr. ABBITT. If the gentleman will 
yield further, may I say one further 
thing? It is my understanding based 
upon a reading of the language as used 
in the report that we can expect further 
quality research work being carried out 
at New Orleans to continue until some 
other steps have been taken either by 
this matter or some other laboratory 
facility. 

Mr. Speaker, under the parliamentary 
situation now existing it is impossible as 
I understand it for those of us who op¬ 
pose the item of $1 million for the Pea¬ 
nut Laboratory at Dawson, Ga., to get 
a separate vote on this particular ex¬ 
penditure. It is either vote for the entire 
conference report or against the entire 
report because the conferee from the 
House and the conference for the Senate 
have agreed on this item and there is 
nothing in dispute as far as this amount 
is concerned. I am very much opposed 
to this Laboratory and in view of the 
fact that this House has on two occas- 
sions, by a rollcall, voted down this item 
I had hoped that we would at least be 
given the right to have the Members 
express themselves on this particular ap¬ 
propriation before the conferees of the 
House yielded to the other body. 

I also wish to set the record straight 
as to the position of the senior Senator 
from Virginia. I received a letter from 
him dated August 14, 1964, which is as 
follows: 

U.S. Senate. 

Committee on Finance. 

Washington, D.C., August 14, 1964. ^ 
Hon. Watkins M. Abbot, / 

House of Representatives, 
' Washington, D.C. 

Dear Watt: As you know, the Association 
of Virginia Peanut and Hog Growers, Inc., 
is opposed to the inclusion of an appropria¬ 
tion of $1,600,000 in the agriculture appro¬ 
priation bill for a peanut laboratory at Daw¬ 
son, Ga. I am advised that a majority of 
the peanut industry in Virginia and the 
Virginia shellers and growers also oppose 
this item. 

I regret that it was included in the bill 
as it passed the Senate. I should be pleased 
if it were deleted in the House-Senate con¬ 
ference on the bill, and you are at liberty 
to use this expression of my opposition to 
the item if it would be helpful toward this 
end. 

You have my very best wishes. 
Faithfully yours, 

Harry F. Byrd. 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the 
gentleman that these laboratories are 
not built overnight. It will be some little 
time before this is in full operation. 

Mr. HALL. Speaker, will the gentle¬ 
man yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle¬ 
man from Missouri. 

Mr. HALL. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the gentle¬ 

man yielding and I do not want to dis¬ 
cuss peanuts, either the quantity or the 
quality. I want to discuss something 
that I think is rapidly growing into an¬ 
other “sacred cow” of the Congress, a 
“fairhaired boy” so to speak, and that is 
excessive research on pesticides. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to hear what 
the gentleman from Mississippi has to 
say—and I see one, two, three, four, five, 
six, seven different items including a 
special appropriation for the Secretary 
of the Department of Agriculture to co¬ 
ordinate all research on pesticides. 

Being a man of science, I appreciate 
research. But I do not want to go over¬ 
board. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen¬ 
tleman from Mississippi has again 
expired. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 3 additional minutes. 

Mr, HALL. Mr. Speaker, if the gen¬ 
tleman will yield further, and if I may 
continue for 1 minute to complete my 
point, I understand that this is research 
reported in disagreement. But there are 
over $120 million involved here. We have 
pesticide research in one item amount¬ 
ing to $85 million. We are setting up a 
new $14 million Pesticide Research Lab¬ 
oratory, a program of research on pesti¬ 
cide residues under the control labora¬ 
tory. 

I happen to know, Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further, from a 
chance remark that I made on the air- 
and water-pollution bill here a while 
back, that every chemist in the country 
is nervous about this “sacred cow” devel¬ 
oping with reference to the question of 
Endrin and pesticides used in our food 
and fiber production which is certainly 
intimately tied up in this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe I can name 20 
additional agencies of the U.S. Govern¬ 
ment that are now interested in pesti¬ 
cide research. 

I just wonder if it all should not be 
under the U.S. Public Health Service, at 
least as a coordinating agency, since this 
is a matter of health? 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the dis¬ 
tinguished gentleman that I am bound 
to agree with him to a great degree with 
reference to this being an “open sesame.” 
However, I believe this is brought about 
because of some rather irresponsible 
news releases and other publications 
which have excited the American people. 

We have had an investigation going 
on with regard to this question and I 
am convinced that there is no evidence 
thus far that human health has been 
endangered in the least. There is ab¬ 
solutely no evidence of that. But such 
releases have excited about 92 percent of 
the American people who do not live on 
farms. 

May I say that the best we can do in 
regard to this problem is to enable Agri¬ 
culture to continue to use these essential 
tools where 8 percent of the people of 
the country can free the other 92 per¬ 
cent to supply a high standard of living. 
Otherwise, somebody might have to go 
back to the farm. But, Mr. Speaker, if 
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we give some other Department the right 
to veto the essential tools of Agriculture, 
we might all go hungry. 

Mr. Speaker, in this conference report 
on appropriations for the Department of 
Agriculture, we have provided $25% mil¬ 
lion in extra funds for additional re¬ 
search and other work on pesticides and 
residues, including biological and other 
approaches to the insect anti disease 
problems of American farm products. 
But perhaps more important than that, 
we have provided for the Office of the 
Secretary of Agriculture an additional 
$250,000 for the purpose of “coordinating 
the work of the Department in this area; 
to insist upon determination and agree¬ 
ment on standard tests; and the deter¬ 
mination of safe and practical tolerances, 
in cooperation with other departments 
and agencies of Government.” 

Mr. Speaker, on my desk now is a state¬ 
ment from the Department that they are 
required to pay an estimated $8,800,000, 
under section 331 of the Economic Op¬ 
portunity Act, for damages to dairy 
farmers in this area by action of local 
boards of health. According to my in¬ 
formation, this payment is required, re¬ 
gardless of whether the chemicals were 
properly used and despite the fact that 
there has not been in the past and there 
is no evidence now that chemicals when 
properly used have endangered the pub¬ 
lic health. 

It is imperative that the President, the 
Congress, or someone, stop this witch 
hunt now in progress on the use of essen¬ 
tial tools of Agriculture, else some will 
have to go back to the farm and others 
will likely go hungry. Our subcommit¬ 
tee has had an investigation going in 
this area for sometime, and at this point 
it is clearly apparent that the two things 
essential for all our people, for our food 
supply and high standard of living, are 
agreement on standard tests and upon 
safe and practical tolerances as called 
for in our conference report. 

We expect to continue our investiga¬ 
tion of this subject and our insistence 
upon agreement and full cooperation 
among all departments and agencies in 
these essential areas. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen¬ 
tleman from Mississippi has again ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 1 additional minute. 

(Mr. HALL asked and was given per¬ 
mission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, if the gen¬ 
tleman will yield further, I would like to 
say to the gentleman that I appreciate 
his statement. I tried to stipulate in the 
beginning that I was not against re¬ 
search. I appreciate the importance of 
food and fiber materials, but I hope I 
have made it clear that in addition to the 
research provided for herein, many other 
branches of Government in the Cabinet 
are doing the same thing, and that some 
source should be appointed which will 
coordinate all of this as well as the 
spending of money so that we do not 
develop another sacred cow. 

Mr. WHITTEN. It is to be hoped that 
the President’s Science Advisory Com¬ 
mittee will come up with some coordina¬ 
tion of these activities. The gentleman 

is right that we need coordination and 
the elimination of duplication wherever 
it exists. 

I am absolutely in accord with the gen¬ 
tleman’s viewpoint. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
Horan]. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Speaker, as has 
been pointed out by the able chairman 
of this Subcommittee on Agriculture 
Appropriations, the Honorable Jamie 

Whitten, of Mississippi, we bring you a 
conference report on agriculture appro¬ 
priations. None of us, perhaps, is com¬ 
pletely satisfied with this report; yet it 
reflects the actions of the many seg¬ 
ments of the Congress and a deepseated 
desire on the part of agriculture inter¬ 
ests everywhere for the steppingup of 
research. We on the subcommittee feel 
that we have met the requests of our 
colleagues; that the research items con¬ 
tained in this conference report truly 
represent a meeting of minds of the 
members of our subcommittee and those 
of the Senate subcommittee, and that 
they will prove of benefit in the future 
to agriculture. 

There are two phases of the action on 
the USDA appropriation bill this year 
that I would like to mention. I do this 
because so many of our problems arise 
not from the actions of one department, 
but quite often from the conflicts, mis¬ 
understanding, and lack of unanimity 
of purpose of one or more departments. 
The result of all of this is often action 
by the Congress calling for further ap¬ 
propriations and, as in this bill, crash 
programs. 

We have, in the legislation before us, 
stepped up tobacco research consid¬ 
erably. This action, of course, was 
triggered by the Surgeon General, who 
is one of the main spokesmen for HEW— 
almost equal, I feel, to the Secretary of 
our Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare—on the effects of ciga¬ 
rettes on human health. Tobacco is an 
important source of revenue for this 
Nation of ours, and it is but natural that 
we should be called upon to apply more 
money in a search for more knowledge 
and basic cures for the complaints car¬ 
ried in the Surgeon General’s report. 
At this point, I want to convey my re¬ 
spect of one member of my subcommit¬ 
tee, the Honorable William H. Natcher, 
of Kentucky, and his activities in this 
field. He represents one of the great 
tobacco States. Kentucky, on her own, 
and with her own money, has placed 
herself almost miraculously in a position 
to be of maximum assistance to a Fed¬ 
eral effort in this regard, and our sub¬ 
committee has taken full advantage of 
this. 

There is one more item that falls into 
this general category of lack of Federal 
purpose, misunderstandings, and some¬ 
times hasty action between various de¬ 
partments. You will recall the cranberry 
episode of some years ago, where one 
department, HEW, virtually libelled the 
entire cranberry industry of the United 
States. Subsequent knowledge proves 
to us that if there was any excuse for ac¬ 
tion on the part of HEW, it should have 
been action on the local level, and should 
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not have been accorded the national 
publicity that it was given just prior to 
Thanksgiving, one of the best cranberry 
market periods of the year. 

I might add here that we have paid 
in indemnities from the Federal Treasury 
a considerable amount of money to the 
cranberry industry, and we have still to 
repay the damage that was done. We 
face today the dilemma growing out of 
the condemnations of milk supplies in 
the Washington area milkshed, where 
so far as I can ascertain, the producers 
were living up to the regulations laid 
down by the Department of Agriculture. 
Indemnities here are in the offing. I un¬ 
derstand this amounts to an additional 
$8,800,000. 

And now we have in this bill many 
new appropriations in many categories 
that have been triggered by the publica¬ 
tion recently of the book “Silent Spring,” 
by the late Rachel Carson. 

It is not my purpose here to debate the 
rightness or wrongness of the charges 
that have caused these substantial items 
of increase to appear in the conference 
report here before us. But rather my 
purpose is to point up some of the diffi¬ 
culties that arise when some seven agen¬ 
cies within the Department of Agricul¬ 
ture, some five agencies in the Depart¬ 
ment of the Interior, some eight agencies 
in the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare as well as the Army Engin¬ 
eers embark upon phases of a crash pro¬ 
gram designed to assist in all of the 
problems that are involved in the protec¬ 
tion of our growing crops, whether they 
be land crops, or from the sea or air. 

A perusal of the hearings will disclose 
that there is no real coordinating influ¬ 
ence in this crash program to solve our 
pesticidal problems. I feel that there 
should be. The hearings will show that 
a certain National Academy of Sciences 
and National Research is recognized as a 
coordinating influence but is certainly 
not designated as such. Nor does this 
council appear before any of the sub¬ 
committees handling these appropria¬ 
tions to relate their progress, their 
achievements, to admit their mistakes, 
to justify the size of these appropriations 
we consider today and those that we can 
be sure we will have next year. 

I feel that this is a matter that some¬ 
one in the President’s office—and, I am 
certainly not advocating any additional 
personnel down at the White House— 
should take cognizance of and be in a 
position to insist on coordination to the 
end that we may have results, and that 
we may have them with the least wastage 
of the public money. Such teamwork 
before the fact could avoid hasty action 
and save money. Had there been better 
coordination between HEW and Agri¬ 
culture, many expensive mistakes could 
have been avoided, such as in the case of 
cranberries and others. This is definitely 
within the hopes we hold for the new 
Select Committee on Federal Research. 

You can rest assured as we review 
these matters next year that I shall re¬ 
main quizzical in this matter in the name 
of fiscal integrity and the fiscal well¬ 
being of our Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to include additional information for in¬ 
clusion in the Record at this point. 
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Funds being spent for pesticide activities 

DEPARTMENT OP AGRICULTURE 

1964 1965 

Agricultural Research Service... ... _. $16,437,000 

3,079,000 

4,561,000 

2,000,000 

$32,395,000 

4,979, 000 

10,803,000 

4,200,000 

500,000 

200,000 

367,000 

Research to avoid or minimize pesticides residue hazards associated with the control of agricultural pests, including research on biologi¬ 
cal controls, methods for improving conventional pesticides and other approaches to pest control. 

Forest Service___ _ 
Research to develop biological or safe chemicals for the prevention and control of damage to forests from insect, disease, and animal’ nests 

Experiment stations.______ . ' ^ 
For grants to State agricultural expeiiment stations and other nonprofit institutions of higher education to perform basic and applied 

research on pesticides. 11 
Extension Service.. . ... __ .. .. ... 

Education program on use of pesticides and residue problems for dissemination to producers of agricultural commodities and the genera] 
public. 

Economic Research Service__ _ _ _ _ 
Economic research on comparative farm costs and returns and collection of basic data on current practices, costs, and methods of con¬ 

trolling insects, involving use of toxic chemicals in major agricultural areas of the Nation; and effects of restrictions on the use of toxic 
chemicals in agricultural production. 

National Agricultural Library_ ... .. .. ... . 
Specialized library services to scientists primarily to establish an information center on current and past pesticides research 

Agricultural Marketing Service 1 2___ ... ........ 367,000 
Research to control insects in marketing channels without harmful residues. 

Total, Department of Agriculture. .. 26,444,000 53, 444,000 

DEPARTMENT OP HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE * 

Food and Drug Administration___ 
Establishment and review of tolerances for pesticides; field inspections; sample collection and analysis; research toestablish methods of 

detection and analysis and incidence of pesticide residues in individual foods. 
Public Health Service; 

Community health: 
Communicable disease activities_______ 

Diagnostic and chemical analysis of samples submitted by State health departments in cases of suspected pestidde poisoning- 
physiological and pathological studies of tissue changes, studies of changes in pesticides after absorption in animal tissue, and ex¬ 
ploration of mechanisms by which pesticides are stored in the bodies of animals. 

Environmental health: 
Environmental health sciences___________ 

Community pesticide studies to determine level of pesticides in the environment, how they enter man’s body, effects on human 
health; research on modes of action and specific effects of long-term, low-dose exposure in animals and humans; and establishment 
of pesticide intelligence system. 

Air pollution_____ 
Collects data on high concentrations of known toxicants, including pesticide saturations in the atmosphere. 

Environmental engineering and sanitation______________ 
Studies to detect presence and amount of pesticides in milk, shellfish, and drinking water. 

Occupational health_ 
Studies on effects of selected pesticides on leukocytes from animals with cutaneous hypersensitivity to chemical agents. 

Water supply and water pollution control_____ 
Investigations on pesticide pollution in waters of the lower Mississippi; research at Southeastern Water Pollution Laboratory 

on why and under what natural circumstances pesticides enter the aquatic environment. 
National Institutes of Health___ 

Principally through research grants and contracts, studies are made of toxicological effects on animals and humans; pesticides in¬ 
cluded in searches for carcinogenic agents; pesticides tested for effectiveness in attack on specific disease vectors and as a causative 
agent in specific disease conditions. 

Total, Public Health Service____■_.......... 

Grand total, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare____________ 

$4,630,000 

460,500 

630,000 

20,000 

1,018,000 

43,000 

613,000 

3,846,000 

6,630,500 

Tlksmoo 

$4,920,000 

467,000 

3,877,000 

25,000 

1,031,000 

45,000 

1,427,000 

4,345,000 

11,217,000 

16,137,000 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY » 

Corps of Engineers: Research on control of aquatic plants. $137,000 $172, 000 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 3 

Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife: 
$1,334,500 $1,396,000 

To determine impact of chemical pesticides on sport fish and wildlife and their environments; also possible methods of lessening harm- 
934,000 2,063, 000 

Bureau of Commercial Fisheries: 
160,000 160, 000 
190,000 500,000 

Bureau of Reclamation: 
149, 500 109,000 
94,600 92,150 
67,600 84,600 
76,500 114,000 

3,006, 600 4, 518, 760 

SUMMARY 

Total of 22 Federal Government agencies listed above $40,748,100 $74,271,760 

1 The work of the Agricultural Marketing Service in this area is being shifted to the 
Agricultural Research Service in 1965. 

2 Except for NIII research grants and contracts, the Department’s studies are coordi¬ 
nated with those of the Departments of Agriculture and Interior through the Federal 
Committee on Pest Control, chaired by Dr. Robert J. Anderson, Chief, Bureau of 
State Services, Public Health Service. 

* Above includes research on methods using mechanical and biological controls as 
well as chemicals. 

* Includes construction of test facilities. 

■>. 
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Mi'. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to include additional information in the 
Record at this point. I will place in the 
Record the 22 agencies in 4 departments 
now embarking upon a crash program 
that grew out of the publication of the 
book “Silent Spring.” 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle¬ 

man from Illinois [Mr. Michel], 
(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given 

permission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, when 
this bill was considered on the floor of 
the House on May 19, I pointed out the 
phoniness of our total figure of $5,642,- 
058,000 simply because we failed to ap¬ 
propriate the full amount required to re¬ 
store the capital impairment of the Com¬ 
modity Credit Corporation. At the time, 
this figure amounted to $975,400,000, and 
we were not kidding anybody by making 
it appear that we were “saving” nearly a 
billion dollars. The Senate did even 
worse than the House in this item, and 
so now we have a situation where we are 
better than a billion dollars in arrears so 
far as restoring the capital impairment 
of Commodity Credit. 

Now what does this mean? Well, of 
course, it means as soon as the election 
is over there will be a monumental sup¬ 
plemental request for this amount; for if 
Public Law 480 sales and the like con¬ 
tinue, there will be serious jeopardy to 
the whole price support structure be¬ 
cause of a lack of funds. 

Now I want to review, if I might, very 
briefly, the total dollar expenditures for 
the Department of Agriculture for the 
past few years: 

Billion 
Fiscal year 1960__ $5. 4 
Fiscal year 1961_ 5. 9 
Fiscal year 1962_ 6. 6 
Fiscal year 1963_ 7. 7 
Fiscal year 1964_ 7. 9 

Now in this conference report we have 
a figure of $5,137,162,200 which on paper 
will appear to reflect a fabulous reduc¬ 
tion in the cost of running the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture. I say again that we 
should be appropriating at least a billion 
dollars more to be honest with ourselves. 

This ever-continuing rise in the cost of 
the Department is due to a number of 
factors, not the least of which are the 
two commodity programs for feed grains 
and cotton. The official records show 
that the feed grain program has cost 
approximately $2M> billion for the first 3 
years of its operation—1961, 1962, 1963. 
Current estimates now show that the 
feed grain program for 1964 will cost in 
excess of $1.2 billion, and the new cotton 
program will cost a total in excess of $750 
million for the 1964 crop. In other 
words, these two programs will cost the 
taxpayers nearly $2 billion in 1964. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Speaking of restora¬ 
tion of the capital fund of the Commod¬ 
ity Credit Corporation, aside from that 
item, would the spending by the Depart¬ 
ment of Agriculture be up under this ap¬ 
propriation bill, or down? 

Mr. MICHEL. Well, there is no ques¬ 
tion but aside from that, there are in¬ 
creases in practically every category. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Would the gentleman 
agree then that the billion-dollar cut 
in spending for the Department of Agri¬ 
culture about which the administration 
has done some bragging is based entirely 
upon the unlikely assumption that the 
capital needs of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation will be down to the extent 
indicated by this bill? If further resto¬ 
ration is needed, as many of us expect, 
quite early in the year, the total spend¬ 
ing by the Department of Agriculture 
may well exceed the previous fiscal year 
rather than be less? 

Mr. MICHEL. I think what the gen¬ 
tleman says is true. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I am surprised that 
the conference report provides even less 
money for the restoration of Commodity 
Credit Corporation funds than the House 
provided. Can the gentleman give any 
explanation of why the figure is down? 

Mr. MICHEL. The other body appar¬ 
ently was not willing to go even to the 
extent of what this body did in facing 
up to our obligation and in a matter of 
compromising, give and take, this is the 
figure that we arrived at. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Could this possibly 
have been done to keep the total figure 
the same despite the fact that a few 
additional items were included by the 
conference? 

Mr. MICHEL. I think the gentleman 
is correct. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Am I correct that the 
restoration of funds for the Commodity 
Credit Corporation partly reflects the 
need created by the tremendous export 
subsidies provided by the taxpayers by 
means of CCC early this year on transac¬ 
tions benefiting certain Communist coun¬ 
tries, for example, the immense sales of 
wheat to Russia. As I recall, during the 
consideration of the appropriation bill 
earlier this year the gentleman reported 
the outlay for export subsidies on the 
Russian wheat sale was in excess of $42 
million. Am I correct there? 

Mr. MICHEL. Yes, I believe that is 
correct and it would have been higher 
had the commitment for the entire sale 
gone through. 

The gentleman made an estimate 
along with the gentleman from Illinois, 
that it would be in the neighborhood of 
$100 million, but the fact that they did 
not follow through on the total sales 
they anticipated reflects itself in the fig¬ 
ure of $42 million. 

Mr. FINDLEY. During the same pe¬ 
riod when the East German Communists 
were shooting down American airmen, 
the administration paid out $1.7 million 
in export subsidies to make possible some 
wheat sales to that same Communist 
government. I presume this additional 
subsidy benefiting the Communists also 
cut into CCC capital funds? 

Mr. MICHEL. Yes, it would be. 
The SPEAKER. The time of the gen¬ 

tleman from Illinois has expired. 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

the gentleman an additional 5 minutes. 
Mr. MICHEL. I believe, in proper re¬ 

sponse to the gentleman’s question, the 
gentleman understands that what we get 
from the department is a request in total 
for what impairment there is in the Com¬ 
modity Credit Corporation structure. 
The specific items do not come to us. 
What the gentleman talks about does 
take place in the machinations of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Many wheat farmers 
are disturbed over the administration’s 
dumping of Government wheat, at about 
$1.40 a bushel, in order to drive down 
the market price of wheat this year. Is 
there any limitation on spending pro¬ 
vided in this legislation which would 
prohibit or restrain the Secretary of Agri¬ 
culture from further dumping of this 
sort? 

Mr. MICHEL. No. The gentleman 
recognizes that in an appropriation bill 
all we can do is write in limitations, 
rather than to legislate on the bill. We 
do not have any kind of specific limita¬ 
tion which would go as far as the gentle¬ 
man has in mind. That is the prerog¬ 
ative of the Secretary. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Can the gentleman 
give us any information as to how the 
research on soybeans program is pro¬ 
vided for in this legislation? 

Mr. MICHEL. That item is covered 
in the amendment in which we receded 
to the Senate point of view, which is out¬ 
lined in the Senate bill. There is ear¬ 
marked there for soybeans an amount 
of $465,000, which is certainly ample and 
in good measure to handle the problem 
confronting those folks in the soybean 
area, and I personally will continue to 
exert my influence to see that this kind 
of research is pursued vigorously. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I was pleased to see 
in the committee report on the appro¬ 
priation bill, H.R. 11202, the statement 
on page 16 which declared that one of 
the problems facing American agricul¬ 
ture in maintaining its purchasing pow¬ 
er has been the failure of the Federal 
Government to use the provisions of 
section 22 to limit imports of com¬ 
petitive products where necessary to pre¬ 
vent undue competition from abroad. 

Has there heen any action since that 
time on the part of the President to 
utilize section 22 funds to relieve the 
hardship brought upon the cattlemen in 
the United States by beef imports? 

Mr. MICHEL. Of course, the gentle¬ 
man knows so far as section 22 is con¬ 
cerned, we as a committee have nothing 
to do with the operation of this provi¬ 
sion except to provide the money for 
those people who might be called upon 
to come up with the information the 
President may need with respect to 
imports. 

Mr. FINDLEY. So far as the gentle¬ 
man knows, the President has taken no 
action to use section 22 funds for the 
purpose of relieving hardship on cattle¬ 
men caused by beef imports. 

Mr. MICHEL. So far as I know, none. 
That is one of the reasons why we had 
before us a couple of days ago the bill 
from the Ways and Means Committee to 
do something in this area. Not that I 
would concede very much will be done 
by that action. 



1964 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 19987 
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentle¬ 

man from Michigan. 
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I thank the 

gentleman for yielding. 
As the gentleman from Illinois will 

recall, during the House consideration of 
this bill, I expressed my concern over 
funds made available in this bill for 
beetle eradication. I hasten to add 
cereal leaf beetle, for the benefit of the 
teenagers. 

In the conference report I do not note 
any reference to this cereal leaf beetle 
research. 

Mr. MICHEL. Yes. If the gentleman 
will turn to page 9 of the conference re¬ 
port, he will see an item in there of 
cost of production research as provided 
in the Senate bill, a total of $5 million. 
Then, if the gentleman will refer to the 
Senate bill, he will note there is a break¬ 
down where he will see for the cereal 
leaf beetle an amount of $200,000 in com¬ 
pliance with the full amount of the re¬ 
quest. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Specifically 
designated for this research. 

Mr. MICHEL. And the gentleman 
from Michigan is quite well aware that 
the big problem is in the State of Michi¬ 
gan and south in Indiana to some degree. 

Mr. ■ CHAMBERLAIN. I thank the 
gentleman, and I assure him this is ap- 
predated 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that I, as well as the 
other members of the subcommittee 
speaking on this bill, may have permis¬ 
sion to revise and extend our remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 
(Mr. ABBOT asked and was given 

permission to revise and extend his re¬ 
marks and include a letter from the sen¬ 
ior Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrd].) 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the conference 
report. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the first amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment number 2: Page 3, line 

12, insert: “(2) $115,316,000, plus the follow¬ 
ing amounts, to remain available until ex¬ 
pended, for the planning, construction, al¬ 
teration, and equipping of research facili¬ 
ties: $1,000,000 for crops research facilities at 
Fort Collins, Colorado; $850,000 for facilities 
at the Agricultural Research Center, Belts- 
ville, Maryland; $800,000 for a stored-product 
insects laboratory, Savannah, Georgia; $260,- 
000 for plans for a livestock insects and toxi¬ 
cology laboratory. College Station, Texas; 
$338,000 for plans for a plant disease, nema¬ 
tode, and insect laboratory, Beltsville, Mary¬ 
land; $160,000 for plans for an insect attract- 
ants and stored-product insects laboratory, 

Gainesville, Florida; $1,600,000 for a peanut 
research laboratory, at Dawson, Georgia, on 
a site acquired by donation, and: Provided, 
That research investigations undertaken at 
the national peanut quality evaluation lab¬ 
oratory must be truly national in scope and 
must give equivalent treatment to the differ¬ 
ent types of peanuts produced and marketed 
in the major peanut producing areas; and 
$240,000 for plans for a western cotton in¬ 
sects and physiology laboratory, Tempe, Ari¬ 
zona; a cotton disease laboratory. College 
Station, Texas; a cotton physiology labora¬ 
tory, Stoneville, Mississippi; pilot cotton gin¬ 
ning facilities at Stoneville, Mississippi, and 
Mesilla Park, New Mexico; and facilities in 
the High Plains region in Texas for cotton 
ginning and storage research; in all, $120,- 
564,000:” 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Whitten moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 2 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed by said amendment, 
insert the following: “$114,991,000, plus not 
to exceed the following amounts, to remain 
available until expended, for the planning, 
construction, alteration, and equipping of' 
research facilities: $1,000,000 for crops re¬ 
search facilities at Fort Collins, Colorado; 
$850,000 for facilities at the Agricultural Re¬ 
search Center, Beltsville, Maryland; $800,000 
for a stored-product insects laboratory. 
Savannah, Georgia; $260,000 for plans for a 
livestock insects and toxicology laboratory, 
Colelge Station, Texas; $338,000 for plans for 
a plant disease, nematode, and insect labora¬ 
tory, Bellsville, Maryland; $160,000 for plans 
for an insect attractants and stored-product 
insects laboratory, Gainesville, Florida; $1,- 
000,000 for a peanut quality research labora¬ 
tory, at Dawson, Georgia, on a site acquired 
by donation; and $240,000 for plans for a 
Western cotton insects and physiology labo¬ 
ratory, Tempe, Arizona; a cotton disease 
laboratory. College Station, Texas; a cotton 
physiology laboratory, Stoneville, Mississippi; 
pilot cotton ginning facilities at Stoneville, 
Mississippi, and Mesilla Park, New Mexico; 
and facilities in the High Plains region in 
Texas for cotton ginning and storage re¬ 
search; in all, $119,639,000.” 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, a par¬ 
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman 
from Mississippi' yield for a parliamen¬ 
tary inquiry? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield for that pur¬ 
pose. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Illinois will state his parliamentary in¬ 
quiry. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, if 
amendment No. 2 is voted down or re¬ 
jected, would it then be in order for an 
amended amendment No. 2 to be offered 
which would be the same as the first 
amendment except for the deletion of 
one item? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state, 
if a motion to recede and concur is voted 
down, another motion to recede and con¬ 
cur would be in order. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the motion. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the next amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 6: Page 6, line 13, 
insert: 

“SALARIES AND EXPENSES (SPECIAL FOREIGN 

CURRENCY PROGRAM) 

“For payments in foreign currencies which 
accrue under title I of the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954, as 
amended (7 U.S.C. 1704), for market develop¬ 
ment research authorized by section 104(a) 
and for agricultural and forestry research 
and other functions related thereto au¬ 
thorized by section 104(k) of the Agricul¬ 
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act 
of 1954, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1704(a) (k)), 
to remain available until expended, $4,000,- 
000: Provided, That this appropriation shall 
be available in addition to other appropria¬ 
tions for these purposes, for payments in the 
foregoing currencies: Provided further. That 
funds appropriated herein shall be used for 
payments in such foreign currencies as the 
Department determines are needed and can 
be used most effectively to carry out the 
purposes of this paragraph, and such foreign 
currencies shall, pursuant to the provi¬ 
sions of section 104(a), be set aside for sale 
to the Department before foreign currencies 
which accrue under said title I are made 
available for other United States uses: Pro¬ 
vided further, That not to exceed $25,000 for 
this appropriation shall be available for pay¬ 
ments in foreign currencies for expenses of 
employment pursuant to the second sentence 
of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 
(5 U.S.C. 574), as amended by section 15 of 
the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a).” 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Whitten moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 6 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the sum of $4,000,000, insert: “$2,000,000”; 
and after the sum of $25,000, change the 
word “for” to “Of”. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the next amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment numbered 7: Page 7, 

line 17, insert: 

“FOREST SERVICE 

“Forest protection and utilisation 

“For an additional amount for ‘Forest pro¬ 
tection and utilization’, for Forest research, 
$2,750,000, of which $900,000 for Forest re¬ 
search construction shall remain available 
until expended.” 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Whitten moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 7 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the sum of $2,750,000, insert “$1,900,000”; 
and in lieu of the sum of $900,000, insert: 
“$50,000”. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Hol- 

ifield). The Clerk will report the next 
amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment numbered 26: Page 

18, line 17, strike out: “to be derived by 
transfer from funds available under section 
32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 
612).” 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Whitten moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 26 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: Restore the 
matter stricken, amended to read as follows: 
“, of which $51,600,000 shall be derived by 
transfer from funds available under section 
32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 
612): Provided, That hereafter appropria¬ 
tions under this head shall be made in ac¬ 
cordance with the provisions of Public Law 
87-128.”. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the next amendment in 
disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment numbered 35: Page 26, 

line 7, insert: 

“emergency conservation measures 

“For emergency conservation measures, to 
be used for the same purposes and subject 
to the same conditions as funds appropriated 
under this head in the Third Supplemental 
Appropriation Act, 1957, to remain available 
until expended, $4,000,000, with which shall 
be merged the unexpended balances of funds 
heretofore appropriated for emergency con-, 
servation measures.” 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Whitten moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 35 and concur therein. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the next amendment in 
disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment numbered 43: Page 32, 

line 10, strike out: “: Provided, That, in 
addition, not to exceed $500,000 of the funds 
available for the various programs admin¬ 
istered by this Agency may be transferred to 
this appropriation for temporary field em¬ 
ployment pursuant to the second sentence of 
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 
(5 U.S.C. 574) to meet unusual or heavy 
workload increases.” 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Whitten moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 43 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: Restore the 
matter stricken, and add at the end thereof 
the following: “: Provided further, That no 
part of any funds in this paragraph may be 
used to administer a program which makes 
rural housing grants pursuant to section 504 
of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended.” 

The motion was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider the votes by 

which action was taken on the several 
motions was laid on the table. 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE 
APPALACHIAN REGION 

Mr. ELLIOTT, from the Committee on 
Rules, reported the following privileged 
resolution (H. Res. 861, report No. 1835), 
which was referred to the House Calen¬ 
dar and ordered to be printed. 

H. Res. 861 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 

of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 
11946) to provide public works and eco¬ 
nomic development programs and the plan¬ 
ning and coordination needed to assist in 
the development of the Appalachian region. 
After general debate, which shall be con¬ 
fined to the bill and shall continue not to 
exceed three hours, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi¬ 
nority member of the Committee on Public 
Works, the bill shall be read for amendment 
under the five-minute rule. It shall be in 
order to consider the substitute amendment 
recommended by the Committee on Public 
Works now in the bill and such substitute 
for the purpose of amendment shall be con¬ 
sidered under the five-minute rule as an 
original bill. At the conclusion of such 
consideration the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted and 
any member may demand a separate vote 
in the House on any of the amendments 
adopted in the Committee of the Whole to 
the bill or committee substitute. The pre¬ 
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without 
instructions. 

ESTABLISH A NATIONAL WILDER-. 

NBSS PRESERVATION SYSTEM / 

Mr.VsPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I dll 
up theXonference report on thor bill 
(S. 4) toVstablish a National Wilder¬ 
ness Presentation System for tha'perma- 
nent good oX;he whole peop\jd and for 
other purposesXmd ask unanimous con¬ 
sent that the statement of tfte managers 
on the part of thVHouse do read in lieu 
of the report. X / 

The Clerk read thertixle of the bill. 
The Clerk read thafitfatement. 
(For conference r^orkand statement, 

see proceedings o^he House of August 
19, 1964.) / X 

Mr. ASPINAIffij. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. X 

(Mr. ASP^NALL asked and w^s given 
permissio^to revise and extend his 
remarks # \ 

Mr. yfsPINALL. Mr. Speaker \nd 
Mem^rs of the House, our commitXe 
on aKiference brings to you the confei\ 
enoe report on the wilderness bill, one 
or the conservation bills that has gained 
do much publicity and so much interest 
throughout our country in the last many 
years. 

Mr. Speaker, the language of the bill 
as amended by the conference report 
will be the language of the House bill, 
with seven changes. 

Although these changes are not of 
major importance when compared with 
the main provisions of the legislation, 
nevertheless they are of sufficient impor¬ 
tance for the Members of the House to 
know what took place in conference. 

Mr. Speaker, the first amendment pro¬ 
vides that an area under 5,000 acres, 
provided it has sufficient size to make 
practical its preservation and use in an 
unimpaired condition, may be included 
in the wilderness system, regardless of 
the fact that it is less than 5,000 acres. 

The second amendment takes care of 
the situation that exists because two 
areas have been reclassified as wilderness 
within a period of time less than the 60- 
day period provided in the bill. The 

amendment provides that this act shall 
go into effect with regard to all of the, 
areas classified within 30 days insteapr 
of 60, after final approval. / 

Mr. Speaker, the third amendikent 
has to do with a provision, a particular 
provision with reference to a primitive 
area in Colorado where it is necessary to 
reclassify and, perhaps, declasfify in the 
neighborhood of 7,000 acres/n order to 
take care of the provision^uf an agree¬ 
ment that has been arrived at hereto¬ 
fore between the National Forest Serv¬ 
ice and the State Highway Department 
of Colorado as welVas the Bureau of 
Public Roads of tfie Federal Govern¬ 
ment. There is sflso involved the pos¬ 
sible construction of a water tunnel in 
the area whicbr may be declassified. 

Mr. Speaker, the fourth amend¬ 
ment- / 

Mr. SiOT,OR. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me at that point? 

Mr. ifepiNALL. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SAYLOR. That was done in or¬ 
der to take care of a situation which 
Would have been impossible under the 

aerms of the bill, unless this specific ex¬ 
emption had been made; is that not cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr. ASPINALL. The gentleman is cor¬ 
rect. The Saylor amendment approved 
at the time of the debate and House pas¬ 
sage of the bill would have made it im¬ 
possible to take care of this particular 
situation. 

Mr. Speaker, the fourth amendment 
has to do with the study of roadless areas 
in the national parks, and provides for a 
staggered period of study. One-third 
must be reported in 3 years, the second 
third within 7 years, and the last third 
within a 10-year period. 

Another amendment states very defi¬ 
nitely that the President would not be 
required to identify all specific values 
in his recommendations because of the 
effect it would have upon a report in a 
detailed operation. 

Mr. Speaker, another amendment has 
to do with the phasing out of the estab¬ 
lishment of valid mining claims within 

Sa wilderness area. The final date for 
Xph ventures is established in the new 
bin^s of 1983 instead of 1989. 

Then, another amendment has to do 
with Xdoption of Senate language in 
S. 4, vXch preserved within the States 
their existing jurisdiction over fish and 
wildlife operations. 

Now, Mr.Xpeaker, this brings to an 
end as far asXhe House of Representa¬ 
tives is concerXd, with the adoption of 
this conference \eport, a long study, a 
long program of Xying to secure Fed¬ 
eral recognition ofX wilderness system 
by statutory enactment 

This matter has beeXjefore Congress 
for something like 7 yeXs. At times it 
seemed as if it would beXmpossible to 
arrive at any agreement Between the 
groups and individuals dsXring the 
establishment of wilderness aXas or a 
wilderness system, and those inXpposi- 
tion to such a program—people a\d in¬ 
terests especially of the public land Suites 
where certain uses of the public lands, 
mean so much to the economy of trie 







Public Law 88-573 
88th Congress, H. R. 11202 

September 2, 1964 

3n 2ct 
78 STAT. 862. 

Making appropriations for the Department of Agriculture and related agencies 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1905, and for other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and Home of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, That the following Department of 
sums are appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise Agriculture and 

appropriated, for the Department of Agriculture and related agencies Related Agencies 

for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, and for other purposes: Appropriation 
namely: A°t, 1965. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

TITLE I—GENERAL ACTIVITIES 
. * 

Agricultural Research Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary to perform agricultural research relating to 
production, utilization, marketing, nutrition and consumer use, to con¬ 
trol and eradicate pests and plant and animal diseases, and to perform 
related inspection, quarantine and regulatory work, and meat inspec¬ 
tion: Prodded, That appropriations hereunder shall be available for 
field employment pursuant to the second sentence of section 706(a) of 
the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed $75,000 shall 58 stat. 742. 

be available for employment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 
1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a) : Provided further, That appropriations here- 60 stat. 8io. 

under shall be available for the operation and maintenance of aircraft 
and the purchase of not to exceed two for replacement only: Provided 
further, That appropriations hereunder shall be available pursuant to 
title 5, United States Code, section 565a, for the construction, altera- 58 stat. 742. 

tion, and repair of buildings and improvements, but unless otherwise 
provided, the cost of constructing any one building (except head- 
houses connecting greenhouses) shall not exceed $20,000, except for six 
buildings to be constructed or improved at a cost not to exceed $45,000 
each, and the cost of altering any one building during the fiscal year 
shall not exceed $7,500 or 7.5 per centum of the cost of the building, 

whichever is greater: Provided further, That the limitations on altera- 
)ms contained in this Act shall not apply to a total of $100,000 for 

facilities at Beltsville, Maryland: 
Research: For research and demonstrations on the production and 

utilization of agricultural products; agricultural marketing and dis¬ 
tribution, not otherwise provided for; home economics or nutrition and 
consumer use of agricultural and associated products; and related 
research and services; and for acquisition of land by donation, 
exchange, or purchase at a nominal cost not to exceed $100, 
$114,991,000, plus not to exceed the following amounts, to remain 
available until expended, for the planning, construction, alteration, 
and equipping of research facilities: $1,000,000 for crops research 
facilities at Fort Collins, Colorado; $850,000 for facilities at the Agri¬ 
cultural Research Center, Beltsville, Maryland ; $800,000 for a stored- 
product insects laboratory, Savannah, Georgia; $260,000 for plans 
for a livestock insects and toxicology laboratory, College Station, 
Texas; $338,000 for plans for a plant disease, nematode, and insect 
laboratory, Beltsville, Maryland; $160,000 for plans for an insect 
attractants and stored-product insects laboratory, Gainesville, I lorida; 
$1,000,000 for a peanut quality research laboratory, at Dawson, 
Georgia, on a site acquired by donation; and $240,000 for plans for a 
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Western cotton insects and physiology laboratory, Tempe, Arizona; a 
cotton disease laboratory, College Station, Texas; a cotton physiology 
laboratory, Stoneville, Mississippi; pilot cotton ginning facilities at 
Stoneville, Mississippi, and Mesilla Park, New Mexico; and facilities 
in the High Plains region in Texas for cotton ginning and storage 
research; in all, $119,(189,000: Provided, That the limitations contained 
herein shall not apply to replacement of buildings needed to carry 

62 stat. 198. out the Act of April 24,1948 (21 U.S.C. 113(a)); 
21 use 113a. Plant and animal disease and pest control: For operations and 

measures, not otherwise provided for, to control and eradicate pests 
and plant and animal diseases and for carrying out assigned inspec- 
tion, quarantine, and regulatory activities, as authorized by law, 
including expenses pursuant to the Act of February 28, 1947, as 

61 Stat. 7. amended (21 U.S.C. 114b-c), $68,798,200, of which $1,500,000 shall be 
31 use 665, apportioned for use pursuant to section 3679 of the Revised Statutes, 

as amended, for the control of outbreaks of insects and plant diseases 
to the extent necessary to meet emergency conditions: Provided, That 
no funds shall be used to formulate or administer a brucellosis eradica¬ 
tion program for the current fiscal year that does not require minimum 
matching by any State of at least 40 per centum: Provided furth( 
That no funds in excess of $250,000 shall be available for carrying ou. 
the screwworm eradication program that does not require minimum 
matching by State or local sources of at least 50 per centum of the 
expenses of production, irradiation, and release of the screwworm 
flies: Provided further, That, in addition, in emergencies which 
threaten the livestock or poultry industries of the country, the Secre¬ 
tary may transfer from other appropriations or funds available to 
the agencies or corporations of the Department such sums as he may 
deem necessary, to be available only in such emergencies for the arrest 
and eradication of foot-and-mouth disease, rinderpest, contagious 
pleuropneumonia, or other contagious or infectious diseases of animals, 
or European fowl pest and similar diseases in poultry, and for expenses 
in accordance with the Act of February 28, 1947, as amended, and any 
unexpended balances of funds transferred under this head in the next 
preceding fiscal year shall be merged with such transferred amounts; 

Meat inspection: For carrying out the provisions of laws relating to 
Federal inspection of meat, and meat-food products, and the applicable 
provisions of the laws relating to process or renovated butter, 
$80,837,000; 

Special fund : To provide for additional labor to be employed under 
contracts and cooperative agreements to strengthen the work at 
research installations in the field, not more than $1,000,000 of tr 
amount appropriated under tins head for the previous fiscal year may¬ 
be used by the Administrator of the Agricultural Research Service in 
departmental research programs in the current fiscal year, the amount 
so used to be transferred to and merged with the appropriation other¬ 
wise available under “Salaries and expenses, Research". 

Salaries and Expenses (Special Foreign Currency Program) 

For payments in foreign currencies which accrue under title I of the 
Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954, as 

68 stat. 456. amended (7 U.S.C. 1704). for market development research author¬ 
ized by section 104(a) and for agricultural and forestry research and 
other functions related thereto authorized by section 104(k) of the 
Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954. as 

72 stat. 275. amended (7 U.S.C. 1704(a) (k)), to remain available until expended, 
$2,000,000: Provided, That this appropriation shall be available in 
addition to other appropriations for these purposes, for payments in 
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the foregoing currencies: Provided f urther, That funds appropriated 
herein shall be used for payments in such foreign currencies as the 
Department determines are needed and can be used most effectively to 
carry out the purposes of this paragraph, and such foreign currencies 
shall, pursuant to the provisions of section 104(a), be set aside for sale 
to the Department before foreign currencies which accrue under said 
title I are made available for other United States uses: Provided fur¬ 
ther, That not to exceed $25,000 of this appropriation shall be avail¬ 
able for payments in foreign currencies for expenses of employment 
pursuant to the second sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act 
of 1944 (5 D.S.C. 574), as amended by section 15 of the Act of August 
2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a). 

Forest Service 

FOREST PROTECTION AND UTILIZATION 

For an additional amount for “Forest protection and utilization'’, 
for Forest research, $1,900,000, of which $50,000 for Forest research 
construction shall remain available until expended. 

Cooperative State Research Service 

PAYMENTS AND EXPENSES 

For payments to agricultural experiment stations, for grants for 
cooperative forestry research, for basic scientific research, and for 
facilities, and for other expenses, including $45,113,000 to carry into 
effect the provisions of the Hatch Act, approved March 2, 1887, as 
amended by the Act approved August 11, 1955 (7 U.S.C. 361a-361i), 
including administration by the United States Department of Agri¬ 
culture; $1,000,000 for grants for cooperative forestry research under 
the Act approved October 10, 1962 (16 U.S.C. 582a-582a-7); 
$3,242,000 for grants for facilities under the Act approved July 22,1963 
(77 Stat. 90) ; $310,000 for penalty mail costs of agricultural experi¬ 
ment stations under section 6 of the Hatch Act of 1887, as amended; 
and $267,000 for necessary expenses of the Cooperative State 
Research Service, including administration of payments to State 
agricultural experiment stations, funds for employment pursuant to 
the second sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 
U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed $30,000 for employment under section 
15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a) ; in all, $49,932,000. 

3 Extension Service 

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION WORK, PAYMENTS AND EXPENSES 

Payments to States and Puerto Rico: For payments for cooperative 
agricultural extension work under the Smith-Lever Act, as amended 
by the Act of June 26, 1953, the Act of August 11, 1955, and the Act 
of October 5, 1962 (7 U.S.C. 341-349), $70,530,000; and payments 
and contracts for such work under section 204(b)-205 of the Agri¬ 
cultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1623-1624), $1,570,000; 
in all, $72,100,000: Provided, That funds hereby appropriated pur¬ 
suant to section 3(c) of the Act of June 26, 1953, shall not be paid 
to any State or Puerto Rico prior to availability of an equal sum from 
non-Federal sources for expenditure during the current fiscal year. 

Retirement and Employees’ Compensation costs for extension 
agents: For cost of employer's share of Federal retirement and for 
reimbursement for benefits paid from the Employees' Compensation 
Fund for cooperative extension employees, $7,510,000. 

68 Stat, 456j 
73 Stat, 606, 
7 USC 1704. 

58 Stat, 742. 
60 Stat. 810. 

69 Stat. 671. 

76 Stat. 806. 

7 USC 390. 

69 Stat. 673. 
7 USC 361f. 

67 Stat. 835 
69 Stat. 683; 
76 Stat. 745. 

60 Stat. 1089. 
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67 Stat. 83; 
69 Stat. 683; 
76 Stat. 745. 

44 Stat. 802. 

60 Stat. 1087, 

Penalty mail: For costs of penalty mail for cooperative extension 
agents and State extension directors, $3,113,000. 

Federal Extension Service: For administration of the Smith-Lever 
Act, as amended by the Act of June 26, 1953, the Act of August 11, 
1955, and the Act of October 5. 1962 (7 U.S.C. 341-349), and extension 
aspects of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621- 
1627), and to coordinate and provide program leadership for the 
extension work of the Department and the several States and insular 
possessions, $2,451,000. 

Farmer Cooperative Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to carry out the Act of July 2,1926 (7 U.S.C. 
451—157), and for conducting research relating to the economic and 
marketing aspects of farmer cooperatives, as authorized by the Agri¬ 
cultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-1627), $1,102,000. 

Soil Conservation Service ( I 

CONSERVATION OPERATIONS 

49 Stat. 163. 

58 Stat. 742. 

60 Stat. 810, 

For necessary expenses for carrying out the provisions of the Act of 
April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-590f), including preparation of con¬ 
servation plans and establishment of measures to conserve soil and 
water (including farm irrigation and land drainage and such special 
measures as may be necessary to prevent floods and the siltation of 
reservoirs) ; operation of conservation nurseries; classification and 
mapping of soil; dissemination of information; purchase and erection 
or alteration of permanent buildings; and operation and maintenance 
of aircraft, $100,511,000: Provided, That the cost of any permanent 
building purchased, erected, or as improved, exclusive of the cost of 
constructing a water supply or sanitary system and connecting the 
same to any such building and with the exception of buildings acquired 
in conjunction with land being purchased for other purposes, shall not 
exceed $2,500, except for one building to be constructed at a cost not 
to exceed $25,000 and eight buildings to be constructed or improved 
at a cost not to exceed $15,000 per building and except that alterations 
or improvements to other existing permanent buildings costing $2,500 
or more may be made in any fiscal year in an amount not to exceed $500 
per building: Provided further, That no part of this appropriation' 
shall be available for the construction of any such building on land nob-i 
owned by the Government: Provided further, That no part of this 
appropriation may be expended for soil and water conservation opera¬ 
tions under the Act of April 27,1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-590f), in demon¬ 
stration projects: Provided further, That this appropriation shall be 
available for field employment pursuant to the second sentence of 
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to 
exceed $5,000 shall be available for employment under section 15 of 
the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a) : Provided further, That 
qualified local engineers may be temporarily employed at per diem 
rates to perform the technical planning work of the service. 

WATERSHED PLANNING 

For necessary expenses for small watershed investigations and 
planning, $5,524,000. 
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WATERSHED PROTECTION 

For necessary expenses to conduct river basin surveys and investiga¬ 
tions, and research and to carry out preventive measures, including, 
but not limited to, engineering operations, methods of cultivation, the 
growing of vegetation, and changes in use of land, in accordance with 
the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, approved 
August 4, 1954, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1001-1008), and the provisions 
of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-f), to remain available 
until expended, $60,324,000, with which shall lie merged the unex¬ 
pended balances of funds heretofore appropriated or transferred to 
the Department for watershed protection purposes: Provided, That 
this appropriation shall be available for field employment pursuant 
to the second sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 
(5 F.S.C. 574), and not to exceed $100,000 shall be available for 
employment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 
55a) : Provided further, That not to exceed $4,000,000, together with 
the unobligated balance of funds previously appropriated for loans 
-yd related expense, shall be available for such purposes. 

FLOOD PREVENTION 

For necessary expenses, in accordance with the Flood Control Act, 
approved June 22, 1936 (33 U.S.C. 701-709, 16 U.S.C. 1006a), as 
amended and supplemented, and in accordance with the provisions of 
Taws relating to the activities of the Department, to perform works of 
improvement, including funds for field employment pursuant to the 
second sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 
574), and not to exceed $100,000 for employment under section 15 of 
the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a), to remain available until 
expended; $25,423,000, with which shall be merged the unexpended 
balances of funds heretofore appropriated or transferred to the 
Department for flood prevention purposes: Provided, That no part of 
such funds shall be used for the purchase of lands in the Yazoo and 
Little Tallahatchie watersheds without specific approval of the county 
board of supervisors of the county in which such lands are situated: 
Provided further, That not to exceed $1,000,000, together with the 
unobligated balance of funds previously appropriated for loans and 
related expense, shall be available for such purposes. 

v GREAT PLAINS CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry into effect a program of conserva¬ 
tion in the Great Plains area, pursuant to section 16(b) of the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as added by the Act of 
August 7, 1956 (16 U.S.C. 590p), $14,744,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

For necessary expenses in planning and carrying out projects for 
resource conservation and development, and for sound land use, pur¬ 
suant to the provisions of section 32(e) of title III of the Bankhead- 
Jones Farm Tenant Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1011 ; 76 Stat. 607), 
and the provisions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-f), 
$1,770,000, to remain available until expended: Provided, That not to 
exceed $500,000 of such amount shall be available for loans and related 
expenses under subtitle A of the Consolidated Farmers Home Admin¬ 
istration Act of 1961, as amended : Provided further, That this appro¬ 
priation shall be available for field employment pursuant to the second 
sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), 

68 Stat. 666. 

58 Stat. 742. 

60 Stat. 810, 

49 Stat. 1570. 

33 USC 701a-701h. 
70 Stat. 1090. 

70 Stat. 1115. 

49 Stat. 163. 

75 Stat. 307. 
7 USC 1922-1929. 
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and not to exceed $50,000 shall be available for employment under 
section 15 of the Act of August 2,1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a). 

Economic Research Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Economic Research Service in con¬ 
ducting economic research and service relating to agricultural produc¬ 
tion, marketing, and distribution, as authorized by the Agricultural 

60 stat. 1087. Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-1627), and other laws, including 
economics of marketing; analyses relating to farm prices, income and 
population, and demand for farm products, use of resources in agri¬ 
culture, adjustments, costs and returns in farming, and farm finance; 
and for analyses of supply and demand for farm products in foreign 
countries and their effect on prospects for United States exports, 
progress in economic development and its relation to sales of farm 
products, assembly and analysis of agricultural trade statistics and 
analysis of international financial and monetary programs and polici/7| 
as they affect the competitive position of United States farm products^ 
$10,576,000: Provided, That not less than $350,000 of the funds con¬ 
tained in this appropriation shall be available to continue to gather 
statistics and conduct a special study on the price spread between the 
farmer and consumer: Provided further, That this appropriation shall 
be available for employment pursuant to the second sentence of section 

58 stat. 742. 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed 
$75,000 shall be available for employment under section 15 of the Act 

60 stat. 810, of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a) : Provided further, That not less 
than $145,000 of the funds contained in this appropriation shall be 
available for analysis of statistics and related facts on foreign produc¬ 
tion and full and complete information on methods used by other 
countries to move farm commodities in world trade on a competitive 
basis. 

Statistical Reporting Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Statistical Reporting Service in con¬ 
ducting statistical reporting and service work, including crop and 
livestock estimates, statistical coordination and improvements, and 
marketing surveys, as authorized by the Agricultural Marketing Ac''"' 
of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-1627) and other laws, $11,481,000: Provide\_ 
That no part of the funds herein appropriated shall be available for 
any expense incident to publishing estimates of apple production for 
other than the commercial crop. 

Agricultural Marketing Service 

MARKETING SERVICES 

For expenses necessary to carry on services related to agricultural 
marketing and distribution as authorized by the Agricultural Mar¬ 
keting Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-1627) and other laws, including the 
administration of marketing regulatory acts connected therewith and 
for administration and coordination of payments to States; and this 
appropriation shall be available for field employment pursuant to sec¬ 
tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to 
exceed $25,000 shall be available for employment at rates not to exceed 
$75 per diem under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. : 
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55a), in carrying out section 201(a) to 201(d), inclusive, of title II of 
tlie Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1291) and section 
203 (j) of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946; $39,566,000. 

PAYMENTS TO STATES AND POSSESSIONS 

For payments to departments of agriculture, bureaus and depart¬ 
ments of markets, and similar agencies for marketing activities under 
section 204(b) of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S C 
1623(b)), $1,500,000. 

SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry out the Special Milk Program, as 
authorized by the Act of August 8, 1961 (7 U.S.C. 1446, note), 
$103,000,000, of which $51,500,000 shall be derived by transfer from 
funds available under section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 
U.S.C. 612) : ProvidedThat hereafter appropriations under this head 
shall be made in accordance with the provisions of Public Law 87-128. 

SCHOOL LUNC1I PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to cany out the provisions of the National 
School Lunch Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1751-1760), $146,400,000: 
Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be used for non¬ 
food assistance under section 5 of said Act: Provided further, That 
$45,000,000 shall be transferred to this appropriation from funds 
available under section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935, for purchase 
and distribution of agricultural commodities and other foods pursuant 
to section 6 of the National School Lunch Act. 

REMOVAL OF SURPLUS AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES 

(SECTION 32) 

No funds available under section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 
(7 U.S.C. 612c) shall be used for any purpose other than commodity 
program expenses as authorized therein, and other related operating 
expenses, except for (1) transfers to the Department of the Interior 
as authorized by the Fish and Wildlife Act of August 8, 1956, (2) 
transfers otherwise provided in this Act, (3) not more than $2,924,000 
"vr formulation and administration of marketing agreements and 

tiers pursuant to the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 
1037, as amended, and the Agricultural Act of 1961, (4) not more 
than $35,000,000 for expenses for the Pilot Food Stamp Program 
and (5) not in excess of $12,175,000 to be used to increase domestic 
consumption of farm commodities pursuant to authority contained in 
Public Law 88-250, the Department of Agriculture and Related 
Agencies Appropriation Act, 1964, of which amount $500,000 shall 
remain available until expended for construction, alteration and 
modification of research facilities. 

Foreign Agricultural Service 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for the Foreign Agricultural Service, includ¬ 
ing carrying out title VI of the Agricultural Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 
1761-1768), market development activities abroad, and for enabling 
the Secretary to coordinate and integrate activities of the Depart¬ 
ment in connection with foreign agricultural work, including not to 
exceed $35,000 for representation allowances and for expenses pursu- 

52 Stat. 36. 
60 Stat. 1088. 
7 USC 1622. 

75 Stat. 319. 

49 Stat. 774. 
7 USC 612c, 
75 Stat, 294. 

7 USC 1911 note 

60 Stat. 230} 
76 Stat. 944. 

70 Stat. 1119. 
16 USC 742a 

note. 

50 Stat. 246, 
7 USC 674. 
75 Stat. 294. 
7 USC 1911 
note. 

77 Stat. 820. 

68 Stat, 908. 
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70 stat. 1034. ant to section 8 of the Act approved August 3, 1956 (7 U.S.C. 1766), 
$20,488,000: Provided, That not less than $255,000 of the funds con¬ 
tained in this appropriation shall be available to obtain statistics and 
related facts on foreign production and full and complete information 
on methods used by other countries to move farm commodities in 
world trade on a competitive basis: Provided further, That, in addi¬ 
tion, not to exceed $3,117,000 of the funds appropriated by section 32 

49 stat. 774. of the Act of August 24, 1935, as amended (7 U.S.C. 612c), shall be 
merged with this appropriation and shall be available for all expenses 
of the Foreign Agricultural Service. 

C ommodity Exchange Authority 

42 Stat. 998? 

49 Stat. 1491. 

52 Stat. 38. 
61 Stat. 922. 

49 Stat. 1148. 
50 Stat, 525. 

75 Stat. 302. 
70 Stat. 191; 
73 Stat. 552. 

62 Stat. 792. 

52 Stat. 31. 
16 USC 590h. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to carry into effect the provisions of the 
Commodity Exchange Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. l-17a), $1,119,000. 

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service 

EXPENSES, AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND CONSERVATION SERVIClK- 

For necessary administrative expenses of the Agricultural Stabili¬ 
zation and Conservation Service, including expenses to formulate and 
carry out programs authorized by title III of the Agricultural Adjust¬ 
ment Act of 1938, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1301-1393) ; Sugar Act of 
1948, as amended (7U.S.C. 1101-1161) ; sections 7 to 15, 16(a), 16(d), 
16(e), 16(f), and 17 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 
Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 590g-590q; 7 U.S.C. 1010-1011) as added 
by section 132 of the Act of August 8. 1961; subtitles B and C of the 
Soil Bank Act (7 U.S.C. 1831-1837, 1802-1814, and 1816): and laws 
pertaining to the Commodity Credit Corporation, $105,602,000: Pro¬ 
vided.. That, in addition, not to exceed $87,508,000 may he transferred 
to and merged with this appropriation from the Commodity Credit 
Corporation fund (including not to exceed $35,668,000 under the limi¬ 
tation on Commodity Credit Corporation administrative expenses) : 
Provided further, That other funds made available to Agricultural 
Stabilization and Conservation Service for authorized activities may 
he advanced to and merged with this appropriation : Provided further, 
That no part of the funds appropriated or made available under this 
Act shall be used, (1) to influence the vote in any referendum; (2) bg 
influence agricultural legislation, except as permitted in 18 U.S/ 
1913; or (3) for salaries or other expenses of members of county an«- 
community committees established pursuant to section 8(b) of the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, for 
engaging in any activities other than advisory and supervisory duties 
and delegated program function prescribed in administrative regu¬ 
lations. 

SUGAR ACT PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry into effect the provisions of the 
Sugar Act of 1948 (7 U.S.C. 1101-1161), $90,000,000, to remain avail¬ 
able until June 30 of the next succeeding fiscal year. 

AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGR4M 

For necessary expenses to carry into effect the program authorized 
in sections 7 to 15,16(a), and 17 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act, approved February 29, 1936, as amended (16 U.S.C. 
590g-590(o), 590p(a), and 590q), including not to exceed $6,000 for 

) 
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(lie preparation and display of exhibits, including such displays at 
State, interstate, and international fairs within the United States, 
$225,000,000, to remain available until December 31 of the next succeed¬ 
ing fiscal year for compliance with the programs of soil-building and 
soil- and water-conserving practices authorized under this head in the 
Department of Agriculture and Related Agencies Appropriation Acts, 
1963 and 1964, carried out during the period July 1,1962, to December 76 stat. 12105 

31, 1964, inclusive: Provided, That none of the funds herein appro- 77 stat. 827. 

priated shall be used to pay the salaries or expenses of any regional 
information employees or any State information employees, but this 
shall not preclude the answering of inquiries or supplying of informa¬ 
tion at the county level to individual farmers: Provided f urther, That 
no portion of the funds for the current year’s program may be utilized 
to provide financial or technical assistance for drainage on wetlands 
now designated as Wetland Types 3 (III), 4 (IV), and 5 (V) in 
United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 
Circular 39, Wetlands of the United States, 1956: Provided further, 
That necessary amounts shall be available for administrative expenses 

f. connection with the formulation and administration of the 1965 
program of soil-building and soil- and water-conserving practices, 
including related wildlife conserving practices, under the Act. of 
February 29, 1936, as amended (amounting to $220,000,000, excluding49 stat. 1148. 

administration, except that no participant shall receive more than 15 use 590g- 

$2,500, except where the participants from two or more farms or 590q* 
ranches join to carry out approved practices designed to conserve or 
improve the agricultural resources of the community): Provided 
further, That not to exceed 5 per centum of the allocation for the cur¬ 
rent year's agricultural conservation program for any county may, on 
the recommendation of such county committee and approval of the 
State committee, be withheld and allotted to the Soil Conservation 
Service for services of its technicians in formulating and carrying out 
the agricultural conservation program in the participating counties, 
and shall not be utilized by the Soil Conservation Service for any pur¬ 
pose other than technical and other assistance in such counties, and 
in addition, on the recommendation of such county committee and 
approval of the State committee, not to exceed 1 per centum may be 
made available to any other Federal, State, or local public agency for 
the same purpose and under the same conditions: Provided further, 
That for the current year's program $2,500,000 shall be available for 
technical assistance in formulating and carrying out agricultural 

Miservation practices: Provided further, That such amounts shall be 
available for the purchase of seeds, fertilizers, lime, trees, or any other 
farming material, or any soil-terracing services, and making grants 
thereof to agricultural producers to aid them in carrying out farming 
practices approved by the Secretary under programs provided for- 
lierein: Provided further, That no part of any funds available to the 
Department, or any bureau, office, corporation, or other agency consti¬ 
tuting a part of such Department, shall be used in the current fiscal 
year for the payment of salary or travel expenses of any person who has 
been convicted of violating the Act entitled “An Act to prevent perni¬ 
cious political activities”, approved August 2,1939, as amended, or who 53 stat. 11475 

has been found in accordance with the provisions of title 18, United 54 stat. 767. 
States Code, section 1913, to have violated or attempted to violate such ^ 
section which prohibits the use of Federal appropriations for the pay- a * * 
ment of personal services or other expenses designed to influence in any 
manner a Member of Congress to favor or oppose any legislation or 
appropriation by Congress except upon request of any Member or 
through the proper official channels. 
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CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry out a conservation reserve program 
as authorized by subtitles B and C of the Soil Bank Act (7 U.S.C. 

70 stat. 191,196; 1831-1837,1802-1814, and 1816), and to carry out liquidation activities 
73 stat. 552. for the acreage reserve program, to remain available until expended, 

$194,000,000, with which may be merged the unexpended balances of 
funds heretofore appropriated for soil bank programs: Provided, 
That no part of these funds shall be paid on any contract which is 
illegal under the law due to the division of lands for the purpose of 
evading limits on annual payments to participants. 

76 Stat. 606, 

71 Stat. 176. 

CROPLAND CONVERSION PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to promote the conservation and economic 
use of land pursuant to the provisions of section 16(e) of the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h, 590p), as 
amended, $15,000,000, to remain available until expended. 

Emergency Conservation Measures c 
For emergency conservation measures, to be used for the same pur¬ 

poses and subject to the same conditions as funds appropriated under 
this head in the Third Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1957, to 
remain available until expended, $4,000,000, with which shall 
be merged the unexpended balances of funds heretofore appropriated 
for emergency conservation measures. 

Office of Rural Areas Development 

58 Stat. 742. 

60 Stat. 810. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise provided for, of the Office of 
Rural Areas Development in providing leadership, coordination, 
liaison, and related services in the rural areas development activities 
of the Department, $124,000: Provided, That this appropriation shall 
be available for field employment pursuant to the second sentence of 
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not 
to exceed $3,000 shall be available for employment under section 15 of 
the Act of August 2,1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a). 

Office of the Inspector General 

salaries and expenses 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the Inspector General, includ¬ 
ing employment pursuant to the second sentence of section 706(a) of 
the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), $9,874,000. 

Office of the General Counsel 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, including payment of fees or dues for the 
use of law libraries by attorneys in the field service, $3,853,000. 



September 2, 1964 - 11 Pub. Law 88-573 
 78 STAT. 872. 

Office of Information 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of Information for the dissemi¬ 
nation of agricultural information and the coordination of informa¬ 
tional work and programs authorized by Congress in the Department, 
$1,648,000, of which total appropriation not to exceed $537,000 may 
be used for farmers’ bulletins, which shall be adapted to the interests 
of the people of the different sections of the country, an equal propor¬ 
tion of four-fifths of which shall be available to be delivered to or 
sent out under the addressed franks furnished by the Senators, Repre¬ 
sentatives, and Delegates in Congress, as they shall direct (7 U.S.C. 
417), and not less than two hundred and thirty-two thousand two 34 stat. 690. 

hundred and fifty copies for the use of the Senate and House of Repre¬ 
sentatives of part 2 of the annual report of the Secretary (known as the 
Yearbook of Agriculture) as authorized by section 73 of the Act of 
January 12, 1895 (44 U.S.C. 241) : Provided, That in the preparation 28 stat. 612. 

wf motion pictures or exhibits by the Department, this appropriation 
)all be available for employment pursuant to the second sentence of 

section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to 58 stat. 742. 

exceed $10,000 shall be available for employment under section 15 of 
the Act of August 2,1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a). 

National Agricultural Library 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the National Agricultural Library, 
$1,547,000: Provided, That this appropriation shall be available for 
employment pursuant to the second sentence of section 706(a) of the 
Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574), and not to exceed $35,000 shall 
be available for employment under section 15 of the Act of August 2, 
1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a). 

Office of Management Services 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to enable the Office of Management Services 
to provide management support services to selected agencies and 

^ces of the Department of Agriculture, $2,482,000. 

General Administration 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the Secretary of Agriculture 
and for general administration of the Department of Agriculture, 
including expenses of the National Agricultural Advisory Commis¬ 
sion; repairs and alterations; and other miscellaneous supplies and 
expenses not otherwise provided for and necessary for the practical 
and efficient work of the Department of Agriculture, $3,314,000: Pro¬ 
vided, That this appropriation shall be reimbursed from applicable 
appropriations for travel expenses incident to the holding of hearings 
as required by the Administrative Procedures Act (5 U.S.C. 1001) : 
Provided further, That not to exceed $2,500 of this amount shall be 
available for official reception and representation expenses, not other¬ 
wise provided for, as determined by the Secretary. 

60 Stat. 810. 

60 Stat. 237, 
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TITLE II—CREDIT AGENCIES 

49 Stat. 1363; 

63 Stat. 948. 

Rural Electrification Administration 

To carry into effect the provisions of the Rural Electrification Act 
of 1936, as amended (7 U.S.C. 901-924), as follows: 

Loan Authorizations 

7 USC 907. 

7 USC 903. 

For loans in accordance with said Act, and for carrying out the pro¬ 
visions of section 7 thereof, to be borrowed from the Secretary of the 
Treasury in accordance with the provisions of section 3(a) of said Act, 
as follows: Rural electrification program, $365,000,000, of which 
$90,000,000 shall be placed in reserve to be borrowed under the same 
terms and conditions to the extent that such amount is required dur¬ 
ing the current fiscal year under the then existing conditions for the 
expeditious and orderly development of the rural electrification pro¬ 
gram; and rural telephone program, $70,000,000, of which $7,000,000 
shall be placed in reserve to be borrowed under the same terms anA 
conditions to the extent that such amount is required during the c\ , 
rent fiscal year under the then existing conditions for the expeditious 
and orderly development of the rural telephone program. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

58 Stat. 742. 
60 Stat. 810. 

For administrative expenses, including not to exceed $500 for 
financial and credit reports, funds for employment pursuant to the 
second sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 
574), and not to exceed $150,000 for employment under section 15 of 
the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a), $11,578,000. 

Farmers Home Administration 

DIRECT LOAN ACCOUNT 

75 Stat. 315. 

7 USC 1985. 

Direct loans and advances under subtitles A and B, and advances 
under section 335(a) for which funds are not otherwise available, of 
the Consolidated Farmers Home Administration Act of 1961 (7 U.S.C. 
1921), as amended, may be made from funds available in the Farmers 
Home Administration direct loan account as follows: real estate 
loans, $60,000,000; and operating loans, $300,000,000, of which 
$50,000,000 shall be placed in reserve to be used only to the exte^ fe 
required during current fiscal year under the then existing conditio^ 
for the expeditious and orderly conduct of the loan program. 

RURAL RENEWAL 

76 Stat. 607, 
7 USC 1011. 

For necessary expenses, including administrative expenses, in carry¬ 
ing out rural renewal activities under section 32(e) of title III of the 
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as amended, $1,200,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

RURAL HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY REVOLVING FUND 

76 Stat. 671. 

For loans pursuant to section 515(a) of the Housing Act of 1949, 
as amended (42 U.S.C. 1485), including advances pursuant to section 
335(a) of the Consolidated Farmers Home Administration Act of 
1961 (7 U.S.C. 1985) in connection with security for such loans, 
$5,000,000. 
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SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Farmers Home Administration, not 
otherwise provided for, in administering the programs authorized by 
the Consolidated I armers Home Administration Act, of 1961 (7 U S C 

V °J the Housing Act of 1949, as amended 
(4_ U.S.C. 1471 1484), and tlie Rural Rehabilitation Corporation 
A rust Liquidation Act, approved May 3, 1950 (40 U.S.C. 440-444)- 
$39,544,000, together with not more than $2,250,000 of the charges 
collected m connection with the insurance of loans as authorized by 
section 309(e) of the Consolidated Farmers Home Administration Act 
of 1961, as amended, and section 514(b)(3) of the Housing Act of 
1949, as amended: Provided, That, in addition, not to exceed $500,000 
of the funds available for the various programs administered by this 
Agency may be transferred to this appropriation for temporary field 
employment pursuant to the second sentence of section 706(a) of the 
Organic Act of 1944 (5 U.S.C. 574) to meet unusual or heavy work¬ 
load increases: Provided further, That, no part of any funds in this 

pagraph may be used to administer a program which makes rural 
hsing grants pursuant to section 504 of the Housing Act of 1949, 

as amended. 
TITLE III—CORPORATIONS 

75 Stat. 307. 

64 Stat. 98. 

75 Stat. 186. 

42 USC 1484. 

58 Stat. 742. 

The following corporations and agencies are hereby authorized to 
make such expenditures, within the limits of funds and borrowing 
authority available to each such corporation or agency and in accord 
with law, and to make such contracts and commitments without regard 
to fiscal year limitations as provided by section 104 of the Government 
Corporation Control Act, as amended, as may be necessary in carrying 61 stat. 584. 
out the programs set forth in the budget for the current fiscal year 31 use 849. 
for such corporation or agency, except as hereinafter provided: 

Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE AND OPERATING EXPENSES 

For administrative and operating expenses, $6,942,000. 

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION FUND 

Not to exceed $3,638,000 of administrative and operating expenses 
y be paid from premium income. 

Commodity Credit Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT FOR NET REALIZED LOSSES 

To partially reimburse the Commodity Credit Corporation for net 
realized losses sustained during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963, 
pursuant to the Act of August, 17, 1961 (15 U.S.C. 7l3a-ll, 7l3a-12), 75 stat. 391. 
$1,574,000,000. 

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

Nothing in this Act shall be so construed as to prevent the Com¬ 
modity Credit Corporation from carrying out any activity or any 
program authorized by law : Provided, That not to exceed $37,351,000 
shall be available for administrative expenses of the Corporation: 
Provided further, That $945,000 of this authorization shall be avail- 
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able only to expand and strengthen the sales program of the Corpora¬ 
tion pursuant to authority contained in the Corporation’s charter: 
Provided' further, That not less than 7 per centum of this authorization 
shall be placed in reserve to be apportioned pursuant to section 3679 

31 use 665. of the Revised Statutes, as amended, for use only in such amounts 
and at such times as may become necessary to carry out program 
operations: Provided further, That all necessary expenses (including 
legal and special services performed on a contract or fee basis, but not 
including other personal services) in connection with the acquisition, 
operation, maintenance, improvement, or disposition of any real or 
personal property belonging to the Corporation or in which it has 
an interest, including expenses of collections of pledged collateral, 
shall be considered as nonadministrative expenses for the purposes 
hereof: Provided further, That no part of the administrative funds 
authorized under this head or of the capital funds of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation shall be available to formulate or administer a 
cotton loan program during fiscal year 1965 which requires that 
micronaire readings shall be mandatory as a part of the cotton classing: 
in connection with cotton loans. r\ 

Public Law 480 

For expenses during fiscal year 1965, not otherwise recoverable, and 
unrecovered prior years’ costs, including interest thereon, under the 
Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954, as 

68 stat. 455; amended (7U.S.C. 1701-1709, 1721-1724, 1731-1736), to remain avail- 
73 stat. 610. able until expended, as follows: (1) Sale of surplus agricultural com¬ 

modities for foreign currencies pursuant to title I of said Act, 
$1,612,000,000; (2) commodities disposed of for emergency famine 
relief to friendly peoples pursuant to title II of said Act, $220,453,000; 
and (3) long-term supply contracts pursuant to title IV of said Act, 
$35,000,000. 

International Wheat Agreement 

63 Stat. 945. 

70 Stat. 200. 

For expenses during fiscal year 1965 and unrecovered prior years’ 
costs, including interest thereon, under the International Wheat 
Agreement Act of 1949, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1641-1642), $31,838,000, 
to remain available until expended. 

Bartered Materials for Supplemental, Stockpile 

For expenses during fiscal year 1965 and unrecovered prior y oil- 
costs related to strategic and other materials acquired as a result or 
barter or exchange of agricultural commodities or products and trans¬ 
ferred to the supplemental stockpile pursuant to Public Law 540, 
Eighty-fourth Congress (7 U.S.C. 1856), $92,860,000, to remain avail¬ 
able until expended. 

TITLE IV—RELATED AGENCIES 

Farm Credit Administration 

Limitation on Administrative Expenses 

Not to exceed $2,876,000 (from assessments collected from farm 
credit agencies) shall be obligated during the current fiscal year for 
administrative expenses. 
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TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 501. Within the unit limit of cost fixed by law, appropriations 
and authorizations made for the Department under this Act shall be 
available for the purchase, in addition to those specifically provided 
for, of not to exceed four hundred and seventy-four passenger motor 
vehicles, of which four hundred and fifty-two shall be for replacement 
only, and for the hire of such vehicles. 

Sec. 502. Provisions of law prohibiting or restricting the employ¬ 
ment of aliens shall not apply to employment under the appropriation 
for the Foreign Agricultural Service. 

Sec. 503. Funds available to the Department of Agriculture shall be 
available for uniforms or allowances therefor as authorized by the 
Act of September 1, 1954, as amended (5 U.S.C. 2131). 

Sec. 504. No part of tire funds appropriated by this Act shall be used 
for the payment of any officer or employee of the Department who, as 
such officer or employee, or on behalf of the Department or any divi¬ 
sion, commission, or bureau thereof, issues, or causes to be issued, any 

yediction, oral or written, or forecast, except as to damage threatened 
caused by insects and pests, with respect to future prices of cotton or 

the trend of same. 
Sec. 505. Except to provide materials required in or incident to 

research or experimental work where no suitable domestic product is 
available, no part, of the funds appropriated by this Act. shall be 
expended in the purchase of twine manufactured from commodities or 
materials produced outside of the United States. 

Sec. 506. Not less than $1,500,000 of the appropriations of the 
Department for research and service work authorized by the Acts of 
August 14, 1946, July 28, 1954, and September 6, 1958 (7 U.S.C. 427, 
1621-1629; 42 U.S.C." 1891-1893), shall be available for contracting in 
accordance with said Acts. 

This Act may be cited as the “Department of Agriculture and 
Related Agencies Appropriation Act, 1965”. 

Approved September 2, 1964. 

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY: 

HOUSE REPORTS: No. 1387 (Comm, on Appropriations) and No. 1832 
(Comm, of Conference). 

SENATE REPORT No. 1331 (Comm, on Appropriations). 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 110 (1964): 

May 19: Considered in House, 
May 20: Considered and passed House. 

Aug. 8: Considered and passed Senate, amended. 
Aug.20: House and Senate agreed to conference report. 
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