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H. ~- 4296 ... 

4.~. A2°~, the Emer01;ncy Farn !3ill, is to apnl_y for 1975 crops only. 
It increases the loan and taroet oric~s on feed arains, whe~t and 
cotton. It mandates a loan proqr~~ for soy~eans-anrl it requires 80 
percent supoort on cr1ir_y products to b~ r1':ljusterl quarterly by tMe 
in1ex of oro1ucticn ite~s, int~rest, taxes and wace rates. Chances 
arc raie in lenr.thening th~ loon period for all three major cor~o1ities. 
The followina table s~ows the orescnt loan and tarQet level connarisons: - . . - ' 

Present Conference Bi 11 

Corn loans $1.l"l $1.87 
Corn target 1.38 2.25 

\·!heat 1 oan - $1. 37 $2.50 
'.·!heat tarqet 2.'lS 3. 1'l 

Cotton loan t .3427 t .38 .. ,: .., 
Cotton target .38 . 45 

Soybean l o·ans None $3.94 

Vote - Senate i~ expected to vote on conference report this \·:eek, and 
the ~oYse plans on voting next week. 

Budget impact for 1075 crops (net increase in projected outlays of H.R. 
4216 over projected outlays under current legislation): • 

CCC 1 oan and inventory operations 
Direct payments to farm2rs 

Additional outlays 

$1,3()') million 
5 5'Yl million 
Sl ,300 r.iillion 

The direct effect on consumer prices in the next year woul1 te ninimal. 
Powever, tl-ie irnact on budqet outlays \·/ould contribute to overall 
infl ationnr_v pressures. .r,.1 so, recent congr~ss i ona l action i ndi catcs 
this le~islation would establish a basis for incr~asin~ tarncts and loan 
rates i~ future lc9islation which woulrl si~nificantly ~ncre~se budget 
outlays anrl consur~er ;->rices in cor~ing years. 

• 



Farm Follies 
for more than four decades, the Federal Government 

by one procedure or another has guaranteed a minimum 
price for many of the basic farm products. But unless 
taxpayers and consumers were willing to assume astro-
nomical financial burdens, this guarantee could not legiti-
mately be construed as an all-purpose Insurance policy 
for farmers against any economic losses. Yet now that 
farm prices are coming down from the stratospheric 
levels of a year ago, farmers are naturally bringing ail 
their political influence to bear in an effort to push them 
up again by legislative action. 

The House Agriculture· Committee has reported a bill 
that would raise guaranteed Government prices for wheat 
and corn by approximately 50 per cent-from $2.05 to 
$3. IO a bushel for wheat and from $1.38 to $2.25 a bushel 
for corn. Cotton prices would also be raised substantially. 
The actual market prices for these major commodities 
are now at or above the proposed higher levels. If market 
priers fall below these so-called "target" prices, how-
cvr.r, the Government would be required to make up the 
difrcrenre with direct payments to farmers. 

The bill would also increase the price support for milk 
P,rpducts to 85 per cent of parity from 80 per cent. Ac-

cording to Agriculture Department Economists,. such an 
increase would raise the price of milk by eight cents · a 
gallon, of cheese by ten cents a pound, and of butter by 
twenty cents a pound. 

With the cost or living continuing to rise despite the· 
worsening recession, increases of this magnitude· In 
staple foods would be a shocking blow ·to millions ;of 
moderate-income families. At the same time, by en• 
couraging a jump in production, . the change in the 
guaranteed price level runs the risk of putting the Gov-
ernment back into the futile, uneconomic game of storing 
surplus butter. 

This bill, pushed by one or the strongest lobbies In 
Congress, has strong support in both parties. But, as 
Representative Peyser, Republican of Westchester, has 
.,ointed out, urban Congressmen will find it exceedingly 
difficult to explain their support for such a steep in• 
crease to their own constituents. Secretary of Agriculture 
Butz has warned that if the bill passes in its present form, 
he will ~trongly recommend a Presidential veto. The 
wholly unacceptable cost of this measure in direct pay-
ments by the Treasury and in higher prices paid by con-
sumers would certainly justify ·such a veto. 

THURSDAY, MARCH JJ, 1975 

Farm Prices and Politics 
Finding reason to praise Agriculture Secre-

tary Earl Butz affords a novel satisfaction, like 
finding a needle in a haystack. His capacity for 
gratuitously dispensing rhetorical cockleburs is 
endless. But he's right on target this time, ·in 
proposing that President Ford veto the legisla-
tion - if it passes Congress - that would raise 
farm price supports again, and thereby stick the 
consumers with higher grocery costs. 

At last, the public is getting a taste of some 
lower food prices, and this strikes stark fear 
into fanriers - fear that the law of supply and 
demand may be starting to work, after all these 
years, in the consumer's favor. Of course the 
farmers have excruciating economic problems 
of their own: their production costs continue to 
inflate and they get too small a share of the final 
food dollar. But any federal remedy for their 
distress should be of the kind that doesn't drive 
food prices up again. 

That's what new legislation approved over-
whelmingly by the House Agriculture Commit-
tee would do. This one-year "emergency" bill -
a response to lowering prices and the political 
muscle of a dozen powerful farm organizations 
- would boost the price supports for milk and 

dairy products, and raise the government-guar-
anteed floors on prices of wheat, corn and 
cotton. All together, it could very well increase 
consumer costs by $4 billion a year, according to 
one private research report. Brought down to 
specifics, the Agriculture Department thinks it 
~ould kick the price of milk up eight cents a gal-
lon, the price of butter up 20 cents a pound, and 
so forth down the line. By estimate of its own 
proponents, the measure might cost the govern-
ment $3.7 billion if increased farm production 
causes prices to decline a bit more. 

But that's the whole point of the higher 
production levels which the government has 
been trying to stimulate - to put the brakes on 
food inflation. We trust that consumers will 
be watching House members very keenly when 
this inflationary bill comes to a floor vote, prob-
ably today or tomorrow. They are, after all, sup-
porting farm prices already to the tune of sever-
al billions. The amazing thing is that those fresh 
new liberal congressmen from the grain belt 
seem to be cultivating a fine back-scratching ar-
rangement with some liberal urban lawmakers, 
to put this plan through. The new Congress may 
be learning the old methods very well. 

The Washington Star 
TUESDAY, MARCH 18, 1975 
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Tf7heat, Corn an,d Milk 
GRAIN PRICES, sinking rapidly for the past five 

months, offer the latest example of the dangerous 
instability that has overtaken American agriculture. 
The House Agriculture Committee has responded in a 
manner that is as conventipnal as it is narrow • and 
inadequate. The committee has reported out an emerg-
ency bill that merely raises and broadens price supports 
f~>r one year. The result is an equally conventional poli-
tical quarrel. Some of the farmers angrily charge that 
even the committee's higher supports would not cover 
their production costs. Consumers' organizations de-
nounce the bill because it would raise some prices and 
prevent others from sinking. The Ford administration is 
threatening a veto because the higher subsidy levels 
would cost the federal government' nearly a billion dol-
lars. Nobody seems to be thinking much about what has 
gone wrong in our agricultural system over the past 
several years or how a durable remedy might be 
constructed. 

There is no great mystery about the basic reasons for 
tlie wild swings in farm prices since 1972. This country 
has largely sold off its grain reserves, and it is producing 
increasingly for foreign buyers. The administration zeal-
ously pursues its ideal of a free market in a business 
where t~e biggest operators are state trading corpora-
tions-of which the most important :md most unpredict-
able is that of the Soviets. With low reserves and uncer-
tain foreign demand, even a small shortfall sends prices 
soaring and even a small surplus turns them skidding 
downward. These fluctuations in grain prices set off 
massively inflationary disruptions in American meat and 
poultry producton which, particularly in the case of 
beef, can take years to work themseives out. You don't 
need a PhD in economics to see that merely raising the 
grain support prices will do very little to stop this 
seasawing. 

The House Agriculture Committee's bill is particu-
larly unfortunate in its tendency to set farmers and 
consumers against each otner. The two sides have a 
strong common interest in stabilizing prices. Wheat and 
corn growers liked the idea of a swinging market as 
long as it kept swinging upward. But now that it has 
turned and the farmers perceive their peril, it becomes 
possible-in political terms-for Congress to work to-
ward a comprehensive national farm policy. 

If farmers want government insurance against sudden 
drops in prices, they are going to have to concede that 
consume•rs have an equal right to insurance against sud-
den leaps in prices. Consumers, for their part, are go-
ing to have to get used to the idea that food prices can-
not safely be pushed down much. This country has now 
made a sound decision to work toward unprecedentedly 
high grain production. Prices are going to have to be 
held high enough to cover extremely intensive cultiva-
tion. While there is a compelling case to be made for 
higher price supports for grain, there is an equally 
strong case for federal intervention to keep erratic and 
unexpected {oreign purchases from deranging the mar-
ket. That means either export controls or higher re-
serves, and perhaps a combination of the two. 

The case of the dairy industry is quite different, and 
here the Agriculture Committee's bill is on altogether 
the wrong track. While the country needs more grain 
to meet worldwide demand, we already have a substan-
tial surplus of milk. The effect of the committee's gen-
erosity in raising dairy supports is to increase that over-
supply at great expense to the consumer. The Agricul-
ture Department estimates that the effect of the com-
mittee's formula, by the end of the year, would be to 
raise the price of milk 8 cents a gallon, the price of 
cheese 10 cents a pound and the price of butter 20 cents 
a pound. The dairymen's distress last year was mainly 
owed to the steady rise • in the cost of feed for their 
cows. But since last fall the decline in grain prices has 
transferred the distress to the grain producers and 
brought a significant measure of relief to the dairy 
industry. 

The United States cannot expect to return to the kind 
of stability in food prices that it enjoyed before 1972, 
when we deliberately held our domestic prices far above 
world levels. The rest of the world is richer now, and 
well able to bid on our markets. But neither does this 
country have to endure indefinitely the kind of mid-
night raids, speculative pounces, and unexpected short-
ages that our market& have suffered over the past sev-
eral years. The House commiUee has wasted its op-
portunity to adapt American agricultural policy to these 
new circumstances. It is up to the Senate to take a 
broader view. 

SUNDAY, MARCH 16, 1975 

A farm bill to plow under 
Mille prices up 8 cents a gallon; 

cheese up 10 cents a pound; butter up 
20 cents a pound! A $1 billion increase 
in consumer expenditures for dairy 
products! 

As if things weren't bad enough now, 
these could be among the consequences 
of a one-year emergency farm bill ap-
proved last week by the House agricul-
ture committee. But that's not all. Ad-
ditional costs to the government, which 
means taxpayers, would go up $840 mil-
lion, according to the Department of 
Agriculture. 

The bill is supported by .. a new coali-
tion including liberal freshmen Demo-
crats from the Midwest, urban liber-
als, arid the traditional farm bloc that 
includes some Republicans. It would 
raiise price guarantees for dairy prod-
ucts, authorize hefty increases in both 
target prices and loan rates for grains 
and cotton, and mandate a high loan 
rate for soybeans. 

Setting a target price authorizes the 
government to pay farmers -the differ-
ence between the market price and the 
target price whenever the former is 
1 o w e r . Loan rates determine the 
amount of money the farmer can bor-
row from the government by pledging 
his crops as security. When market 
prices are below loan levels, the farm-
er can simply keep the loan and let t.he 
government take his crop. 

As recently as 1972, under the Joan 
program, the government was paying 
farmers $4 billion a rear in subsidies, 
mostly for not growing crops, and $1 
million a day to store surpluses. Last 
year the subsidies were below $500 mil-
lion and surplus storage costs were 
near zero as a result of changes in the 
1973 Farm Act. l'his act was designed 
to free farmers from government Inter-
ference and let them produce for t,he 

market instead of for government ware-
houses. 

Except ·for cotton, market prices to-
day are well above both the target and 
loan levels proposed in the House bill, 
which is scheduled for a vote this 
week. Proponents, however, are using 
a curiously inconsistent set or argu-
ments in support of the measure. 

On one hand, they say high targets 
are needed to induce farmers to pro-
duce more food. On the other, they say 
high •targets are needed to protect 
farmers' incomes from the depressing 
effects of the big crops expected to be 
planted this year. If farmers are in 
danger of being clobbered by overpro-
duction, it' hardly makes sense to argue 
that they need to be induced to produce 
yet more. 

Rep. James Weaver, one of the fresh-
men Democrats who comes from a 
nonfarm district in Oregon, may have 
tipped the committee's hand. "This is a 
consumer bill," he said, '.'and I'm vot-
ing for it because it guarantees we'll 
get farmers to grow more food and 
bring prices down." . 

If Rep. Weaver is right, the bill 
would almost surely be self-defeating, 
particularly if it were later extended 
beyond a year. The high loan levels 
would price American f~m pr<)(lucts 
out of the market; supplies that should 
go to hungry people would again pile up 
in storage; the U.S. would again be-
come a residual supplier in foreign 
markets; and taxpayers .would again 
be stuck paying billions of dollars an-
nually in subsidies. 

This is why Secretary of Agriculture 
Butz calls the biU.. "totally unaccepta-
ble" and says he will recommend a 
veto if Congress approves it. Mr. Butz 
is right. The last thing we need ls to be 
plunged into a new round of costly and 
fnflationary farm programs. 

([hicaJo (tribune 
f I • O R L D"I 

Monday, March 17, 1975 * 
-----------
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·Farin.Bill's Cost to Consu1ne1~s 
Shoulcl Earn. Preside11tial Veto 

DESPITE inflation and high food 
prkes there is an "emergency" down on 
the farm? 

the Surgeon General says is not good 
for your health. 

Subsidies of this ·nature are paid ac-
Well, yes, if you 

Senate coalition of 
liberal freshmen 
Pemocr-ats from 
the corn country 
and the farm bloc, 
fncluding Republi-
cans. In the House 
th i s group has 
bumped subsidies 
for dairy products 
~lone by. nearly 
balf a billion dol-
lars. 

would believe a cording to a "target" price which is the 
difference between the market price 
and the politically-fixed price whenever 
the first one is lower. 

The rationale, as The Chicago Trib-
une explained and analyzed it recently, 
is as follows: 

"On the one hand, they say high 
prices are needed to induce farmers to 
produce more food. On the other, they 
say high targets are needed to protect 

(We are re-
lieved to read that Butz 

• farmers' incomes from the depressing_ 
effects. of the big crops expected to he 
planted this year. If farmers are in dan-
ger of being clobbered by overproduc-
tion, it hardly makes sense to argue 
that they need to be induced to produce 
yet more." 

only four members of Florida's 15-man 
House delegation, none of them from 
South Florida, went for heightened sub-
sidies, which cost $4 billion in 1972 for 
n'ot growing crops.) 

The Senate has managed commit-
tee-wise to do even better than the 
House. Its agriculture panel has upped 
fne ante from $495 million to $953 mil-
lion to consumers in a three-year ver-
sion of the one-year House price subsi-
dy bill with higher milk and cotton sup-
·port.s. . _ 

FO'I' good measure the Senate ver-
Aion also included an amendment rais-
ing price supports for tobacco. This is a 
commodity, on the other hand, which 

Of course. But too little farm legis-
lation since the 1930s, when price sup-
ports necessarily orginated, has made 
any economic sense. Most of it is a hol-
low mockery of the private enterprise 
system which the predominant big in-
dustrial farmers (and subsidy gather-
ers) profess to serve. 

We do not often agree with the 
clumsy antics of Secretary of Agricul-
ture Butz. He has promised, however, 
to deliver a presidential veto if this 
"emergency" foolishness down on the 
farm continues. Let's hear it for com-
mon sense. 

Sunday, March 23. 1975 

The Senate Votes 
A Farin Handout 

THE SENATE'S VERSION of the farm price 
support bill is about as unconscionable an author-
ization to sack the U.S. Treasury as has ever· 
come out of Congress in all its long and inglorious 
history of giving away money to the man with the 
hoe and the Cadillac. 

Put through witti, fawning haste and without 
the least concern for the interests of consumers 
staggering under very high food prices this 
measure would cost the Treasury $20 billion or 
more over three years, its administration oppo-
nents predict. Secretary of Agriculture Butz has 
said he will urge President Ford to veto it if 
anything like the Senate's bill comes out of a 
conference committee. 

LAST WEEK THE HOUSE passed a bill 
installing much less expensive price supports 

. amounting to about $470 million and for one 
year's duration only. Even that was opposed by 
Butz as unnecessary and a reversal of existing 
farm policy which since 1973 has run in the 
direction of getting the government out of the 
agricultural marketplace. The American Farm 
Bureau Federation supports him in his advocacy 
of less government involvement and has opposed 
both the House and Senate bills. We are glad to 
note that both California senators, Alan Cranston 
and Jolin Tunney, voted against the Senate bill's 
$20 billion supports and we can't understand why 
an urban congressman like San Francisco's 
Phillip Burton· would steer the House Democratic 
caucus toward an .enthusiastic embrace of this 
logrolling, anti-consumer legislation that will 
inevitably raise the price of milk, cheese and 
butter and conceivably the price of grains; cotton 
and tobacco. 

IT IS TIME SOMEBODY in the congressional 
leadership showed some sense of responsibility 
toward controlling the size of the coming federal 
deficit. Knocking off these farm price supports by 
upholding a presidential veto when and if it 
comes would be the place to begin. 

Friday, March 28, 1975 
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Farm Price Tumble 
Fann prices have declined by 10 per cent in the last 

five months, promising consumers some surcease from 
the continuing climb of food costs at retail. Hope for 
such relief will dim, however, if Senate-House conferees 
use the slump in farm income as justification for endors-
ing the wildly exaggerated price supports for farmers 
approved by the Senate just before the Easter recess. 

Even in this recession period when the Government 
ls properly concerned with guarding every segment of 

, the population against undue hardship, the House version 
of the measure to prop up the price of key commodities 
does all that farmers can reasonably ask dn the way of 
Income insurance. Indeed, in our view it goes further 
than is appropriate by any yardstick or over-all eco-
nomic balance. 

The Senate bill ls infinitely worse. With dts much 
more expansive guarantees, it would boost costs by 
nearly $20 bi!lion over three years, according to the 
Department of Agriculture. Whatever discount one puts 
on that figure, it plainly represents a tax on Government 
and consumers alike that would give inflation a perilous 
boost. 

Instead of concentrating on price supports and pro• 
ductlon controls, which for four decades have had a 
checkered history of social utility, !it ls far more hnpor-
tant now to devise methods of trahslating lower farm 
prices into lower prices at supermarkets and other retail 
outlets. 

The cost of getting food from farm to table has been 
going up while the farmer gets Jess for his crops. An 
effort to reverse that upward trend ls being made by 
the National Commission on Productivity and Work 
Quality, through subcommittees involving the food 
unions, retail and wholesale distributors, processors, 
warehouse operators, railroads and trucking fleets. How-
ever, the commission operates on a microscopic budget 
and has no assurance that it will survive beyond the 
June 30 end _of the fiscal year. 

The Ford Administration and Congress can contribute 
to greater stability in food prices and in many other 

aspects of the war on inflation by making the modest 
investment needed to give some stability to the com-
mission itself. 

April 2, 1975 

Back to the Farm Dole 
Because someone said economic lieves this already has brought a 

l!_ijmulation would be a good idea, significant improvement in the over-
(l,ongressmen suddenly are tumbling all efficiency of the U.S. agricultural 
~ver each 'other trying to find politi-· sector. For example, some Southern 
dally useful ways to hand out cotton 'farmers are switching to soy-
~'oney. It should be _no surprise to beans · this year, a benefit both to 
¥yone that they have just passed a them and consumers _ around the 
J,.i~l to boost farm subsidies. , world. Prices indicate that the world 

. TheFe are both general and spe~ wants soybeans more than it wants 
oific reasons why the President cotton. High supports prior to 1973 
,liould veto the bill, as he appar- played a significant role in killing 
~tly plans ·to do'-at some considera- world demand for U.S. cotton and 
]!,le political risk. The general rea- stimulating substitution of petrole-
$on is that every such action by Con- um-based synthetics by the textile 
gress adds further to the formidable trade. 

• 4.eficit the federal government will 'The new bill from Congress 
Jhave to finance this year. The Trea- would start to reverse these benefits 
•ury has only begun to cover a by attempting to restore farmers to 
~illion or more and yet the bond the p.],)hlic dole. By congressional 
markets are :skittish, the Fed's arithmetic, this is their .right since 
~Oney printing machines ·are whir- labor has been promised public ser-
fing again and corporations are be- · vice jobs, • the -elderly are · to get a 
~ing. to wonder where they will special b~mus, independent. oil p_ro-
fipd funds. ducers ·will get to keep their deple-
• Aside from thos~ danger signals, tion allowances, etc., etc. 

·ibere is a specific reason why the Congressional proponents also 
bill should be scuttled: It has have been trying to get consumers 

Cftery prospect .of wrecking a fed~ and foreign aid proponents beh'md 
~:ral farm policy that !3-as finally their bill by threatening that farm-
begun to make sense m the two ers will reduce their production this 
years since passage of the 1973_ om- year if they don't. get higher target 
nibus farm bill. prices. -That is a rather implausible 

Basically, the 1973 act began tak- claim considering the fact that a 
ipg the federal government out of , huge wheat, ·soybean and feed grain 
1:he commodity business, which en- crop _is in prospect as farmers re-
tailed market manipulations ~nd spond to' world demand,. It is. also 
ligh storage costs. The bill substi- implausible considering that fact 
~ted a target price concept, provid~ that · farm income this year, while 
ipg a saf.ety net for farmers in the likely to fall a .bit further. from the 
"rm of direct subsidies if market· 1973 reoord-when it' was spectacu-
prices ,fell below levels that would larly higher than any previ0us year 
t.ecover production costs. • -will remain high by any historical 

: The results of this change have standard~_ . • . 
been salutary in several v~ry impqr- . The s\'a.rply , highef , wg~ts .-. and 
fJmt ways. First of all, the cost to supp~t· fevels -, in the .new l,ill will 
the government of running the pro- raise ifarr;n sµpport:;<X)sts· aj(o,,it $500 
gram has.fallen to about $500 million million :·m. the 09mmg ;(,rop ·:.;year. 
f,om: $3.9 billion in the last three SiQce it is w;tlikely that • Congress 
y,~rs. Second, U.S. exports of farm will let suppo:rflevels faff in -an elec-
]troducts will soal" to a predicted $22 til)Jl' _tear, t~e USDA ~s . figu~ . c,n 
b,illion this year f.rom about $8 bil- an; &v~n sher.per escal~ion :fo. 1976 

_li,cin in 1972, mainly because U.S. and''~'l;; i'to . somewhere · above ·the 
f..irmers are now freer . to employ costs. ·that. existed before the 1973 'act 
tpeir superior prqductive efficien- was' pas:sed. • • 
Qles in ~ompeting in. world markets. •. T~ ,President will need some· po-
~d thir4, th_e ag~1cultural sector litical courage to veto the farm bill. 
now ~as an incentive to adapt -to Without doubt his opponents will use 
~anipn~ world market patterns ~Y it against him in 1976. But- unless 
$1bstitutmg crops th~t are more m someone musters , some political 
®mand f?r crops that they once courag~, there may be a lot bigger 
~w mainly for fe~eral storage things to worry about in 1976 than 
bins. can., be conceived by anyone , ,in 

Agriculture Secretary :Butz 'be- Waabj.qgton today. 

THE WALL STREET JOURNAL --- , 
TUESDAY, l\lA,RCH ,5, 1975 
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H.R. 4296 .. 

H.R. ll2Q,:;, the Emergency Farr, Bill, is to apply for 1975 crops only. 
It increases the loan and target prices on feed grains, wheat and 
cotton. It mandates a loan program for soyheans and it requires 80 
oercent support on dairy products to be adjusted quarterly by the 
index of production items, interest, taxes and wage rates. Chanaes 
are nade in lenqthening the loan period for all three major corm,odities. 
The following table shows the present loan and target level conparisons: 

Corn loans 
Corn target 

Wheat loan 
'·lhP.at tarqet 

Cotton loan 
Cotton target 

Soybean loans 

Vote - Senate is expected to vote on 
the House plans on voting next week . 

Present 

$1.10 
1.38 

- $1.37 
2."15 

$ .3427 
. 38 

None 

conference 

Conference Bil 1 

$1.87 
2.25 

$2.50 
:L 10 . 

$ ~3"> ,5 
4ti\ 

$3.94 

report this week, and 
: • i';~ 

Budget impact for 1975 crops (net increase in projected outlay[of H.R. 
42q6 over projected outlays under current legislation): 

CCC loan and inventory operations 
Direct payments to farmers 

Additional outlays 

$1 , 300 mi 11 ion 
$ 500 mi 11 ion 
$1 ,800 mi 11 ion 

. 
The direct effect on consumer prices in the next year would be ninimal . 
However, the i~pact on budget outlays would contribute to overall 
inflationary pressures. Also, recent congressional action indicates 
this legislation would establish a basis for increasing targets and loan 
rates in future legislation which would significantly increase budget 
outlays and consuMer prices in coning years . 



FARM BILL 

Background 

Under hhe current farm program producers of wheat, 
feed grains and cotton are eligible for Federal 
support in three ways: 

- They may borrow funds at 61/81 interest with 
these commodities as collateral. If they 
desire they may forfeit this collateral 
in lieu of repaying the loan. 

- If market prices over a specified period of 
time average below the "target• price 
producers will receive a -payment equal to the 
difference. These target prices are 
established in law. 

- If a producer because of a natural. disaster 
is unable to harvest a normal crop, he is 
eligible for a payment equal to l/3 of the 
target price~ 

Up until the 197 5 crop soybean producers were el!(;g!b1a- , 
for price support loans. Dairy products are supported 
by purchases from processors at pricea which enable the 
processars to pay milk producers a specified price, 
currently $7.24/cwt. 

Provisions 

HR 4296 would increase loan and target prices for the 
1975 crops as follows: 

Loan Target 

Wheat From $1.37 to 2 .. 50 From $2.05 to 3.10 
Corn " 1.10 to l.87 It 1.38 to 2.25 
Cotton It .34 to ,.38 " .38 to .45 
Soybeans n 0 to 3.94 -------
In addition it would establish dairy price supports at 
801 of parity and adjust them quarterly hr-the changes 
in the index of prices paid by farmers for production items, 
including interest, taxes and wage rates. 
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Impact on Budget outlays (taxpayers) 

Budget outlays in 1976 would be increased by $1.8 billion. 

- Of this amount $500 million would be in the 
form of direct payments. over $300 million 
would go to cotton producers because cotton 
prices are already below the current target 
price. 

- Loans to producers would increase by about 
$1.3 billion largely because of the inorease 
in the loan rate and the attractive interest 
rate. Most of these loans would eventually 
be repaid unless market prices fell to these 
levels~ (Thia could easily happen with respect 
to cotton since the bill encourages a shift 
from soybean to cotton production) 

There would be sane increase, about $30 mill.ion, 
~n dairy purchases. 

Impact on Farmers and Consumers 

Since it is politically inconceivable that loan and tat:get 
prices would be lowered next year, the b;kll's impact on 
farmers and consumers must be measured in terms of longer 
than its alleged one-year life. 

For Farmers 

In order to avoid the huge cost of this bill--an open 
ended drain on the Treaaury--the Department of Agricul.ture • 
will need to reimpose the same kind of production controls 
used in the 1960's. 

For Consumers 

The higher market prices resulting from these . production 
controls will undoubtedly raise the price of bread, 
mea~, cotton goods, etc., resulting in substantial costs 
to consumers,. 

NEROSS/ee 
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April 7, 1975 • 

MEMORANDUM FOR: CLAYTON YEU'l'!?ER 
ASSISTANT SECRBT.P-.RY FOR 

FROMz . 

SUBJECT: 

INTERL'IATIONAL AFFAIRS A..~D COMMODITIES 

NORM ROSS 

Transfer of the Minneapolis ASCS 
Commodity Office to:Kilansas City, Mo. 

Thank you for your draft response to the attached letter 
from leaders regarding transferring the 
Minneapolia ASCS COnnodity Office to Kansas City,. Missouri. 
Please provide an appropriate response to the following 
queationa a • 

1. In view of admitted declining workload in 
Prairie Village and further that the Minneapolis 
office enjoya service by a powerful USDA 
computer in Port Collins, why is ASCS seeking 
to spend mil.lions of dollars on .another 
computer? To do what work? • 

2. What size and ·at what range of cost has ASCS 
in mind in its current computer acquisition. 
What work is intended for such an installation? 

a. Does the ASCS study support the USDA position 
about the necessity to combine the two offices 
and that such a combined office can best be 
accommodated in the Kansas City area? Please 
give a brief description of facts. 

4. In the ASCS management study, one projected 
employment outlook envisions a decrease of 
about 75 for the Prairie Village Commodity 
Office, wh~t is t..~e costing out as to what 
this reduction would mean. 

.. 
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s. Is there a new staffing Plan for the combined 
PVCO Which then~ of high level 
positions? What impact, if any, does this ha,,.. 
on the credibility of the study? 

May I haVe Your response by close of business Thursday, April 10. 

Attachment 
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Answer . .ASCS, as an Agency, ia not in the proceaa of 
acquiring computer•. USDA, specifically the Office of 
Automated Data syatema, ie currently evaluatinv propoaals 
to replace all exiating with la.rge-acale equipment 
to be in Kanaaa City, Port Collins, New Orleana and 

Sine• the prowreaent action i• not ooaplet:AI, 
no dollar are available at thia tiae. When 
ASCS, like all other user agenaiea, will pay according to ita 
uae of the facilities. ASCS to int,evrat.e all of its 
support at the Kansas City Ccaputer Center. Thia will include 
programs to aid in the acoounti119 and opera-
tional racord-kNpin9 of all miaeiona aeeigned to ASCS. The 
Kanaaa City Computer Center will also be the aite utilized 
by the Pederal crop Insurance corporation, roreip Agricultural 
Service, Farmers Home Adminiatration and probably several other 
agenoiu of the Department. 

l. Doea the ASCS stu4y aupport the USDA about 
the neoeaaity to combine the two otticea and tha~ auch a 
combined office can beat be accommodated in the Kansas City 
area? Pleaae give a brief de11eri~ion of faota. 

Answer. Yes. The findings definitely ahow that the 
of conaoli4ating both offices outweigh any advan-

of Jl&intaining both off ices. The unoertaint!i- of 
crop production, domeatic and economic world conditions 
coupled with legialative changes could result in 
pin9-pongin9 of workload in different yeara for whole grain, 
cotton and proce&aed oommodity dairy price activities. 

could in unavoidable firings in one office with 
hiring• in another office .. Combininc; activities for whole 
grain, cotton and provi4•• greater 
flaxibili~y and will avoi4 unnecesaary major changea in 

in ASCS in aubaequent 

In addition, oombining the two office• can save ASCS an 
additional $780,000 par year. one tilR8 cost tor conaoli 
dation could be as hi9h as $1.5 million, posaibly aa low 
aa $1 million. 

Ono• it was determined how clearly adYantageoua it i• that 
the OODDOdity be consolidated, the only deciaion 
r-ining was to determine location. The ASCS s~dy r4198rdi119 
the for determining the proper location indicated that 
on the baaia of coat alone, location at Kansas City bas a 

coat advanta9e over location at Minneapolia. Other 
considerations which are not as quantified into 
projected costs 9ive a clear advantage to conaolidation 
at Kansas City .. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

For Your Information .,__ ___ _ 
I 

For Appropriate Ha1dling J/ 

/@ 

. /Z(Jc'_. 
Robert D. Linder 



THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

April 25. 1975 

TO: Jan Kogut 

FROM: Norman E. Ross, Jr. 

Per our discussion here is 
the draft response. If you have 
any questions please call. 

Erlynn 



THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

Apr 30 

Vern: 

Do you approve of sendi~ the 
attached, with just the addition 
of a beginning and ending paragraph? 

ef 



Deu" Joe, 

2,, 1915 

lt lttctar to Pnei4u.t 
....... 1 Delec,aUoa np.rd-

t:raufer of tile fuoUOM 0~ 
.. .._...11111Uc.t1ta Offiae to the Prairie 

t.J' Office in Kaneu. 
aote4 tba~ not r .. 1 t1aat. J'O• _ ha'N 

.noei'ftld a fair aeari: • 1n thi• -ttar boa tile 
r.-,.,_u,c ~tan , 1:b&t aUll baYe 

"ftral Wl41mswcl~eCI qaatiou 00.1ice1rn.ll, the rationale 
for 1 plcnet .,.. • You. -.y be uatand th•~ your 
ltt~t:ar wlU M aalled te •n.ident'• earJ.y at.t.a• 
t:ion, and we are tb&t you will be Mari.119 fU't:her 
.. .. ,-..u,1.e. 
Wlthkia4ft9&da, 

v~ 
ve:m-ctn C. Loan 
Detlllt:V AaaUtan~ 

huiMAt 

Hoaorable .Joeeph • Karth 
of Jlapnaeatad:n• 

, D. C. 20515 

VCL:BFijlla 

bee w/1.ac to Ilona Rosa - for further DRAl'T reply, ASAP 

( 



near . 11o1an1 

for tbe llarcb lt la-tar to the huldelat 
IU_.eot:a 0oap"ellaioaal Dele,aUoa nprct 

t:naafer of tbe fuaotiona of th• 
Prooeaaed Cc 1od1 t.y Offiae to the Prairie 

Vlllap Co•c4lQ Office 1a .cansu. 
haft IIOte4 do~ f .. 1 tilat fO\t ba'N 

·naei'N4 • fair 1A t:bi• -t•r froa the 
Apiollltan, aad UMlt: fM ad.11 llaft 

MftS'al uan••red • OOIIOU'll1q the rad.wle 
for the plawd _,... roa MY Ila wund lbat: your 
letter w1U • cralla4 to t:n. ~ident'• early att.n-
UOII aa4 "" an aue that you will be llear1119 fut!lar 
M IIOOl'l U poeaible. 

W1 kiacl • 
81.a-.nly, 

Yera.oa C. Loan 
.._IIJ.at;aa1: 

tbe President: 
( • ..,..,,,_c.,r a.J.. ,1,A.) 

ll 

TM Boaor41ble . • •• llolaa 
llOUH Of ....,....tau .... 
lfU!aiqtoa, D. C. 20515 

VCL:D':jla 

bee w/J.ac to Hora ltoaa - for furt:her DRAl'T rep1y, ASAP 

--, 

7 



.Narab JS, lt7S 

Dear I 

for the Hanb 11 let.•r to the Pna14ell~ 
coatna•1eu1 DelepUoa 

orc:ux,a uaaatu of the fuac:Uou of 
PNN•••4 Office to tta. Prairie 

v111..- oamnO<U~ Office .la Kana ... 
uve noted tbat do aot. feel tllat you bave 

noai-4 • fair MUi.D9 in Ilda -t.-..r froa tile 
Departllllftt. of A,rlnltua, aa4 lilac auu baft 
N...-.1 ........nd c rat.ioaal• 
for p1Ma14 • You aa.y be ueund tbat your 
let.t4tr wU.1 be oallecl to b-a9ideat'• early at.tea-
tloa, a.cl we an •un that yoa will be bearing futher 
u aoon u ...-lbie. 

With k1a4 nc,uda, 
11aoenly, 

v~ 
Vernon c. Loea 
Depa~ Mei•uat. 
to tbe PnaideAt. 

n. BononblAl Toll ..,_don 
aoue of -Pftl••t:aU-... 
lfaaldat1:an, D. C. 20515 

VCLiD'&jla 

bee w/iac to Nona Rolla - for further DRAFT reply, ASAP 

? 



!CU'ob 25, 1975 

Dear Bobs 

• ..-M.IA pa for tbe !Carob lt letter to the h9a14-t 
fZ'OII t:be Ktw.ota ~loaal DalefaUoa 
ia9 ...,..., t:nufer of._ f\lllCUona of t:be 
•lnoeapolb ........ ed Cc odlt:y Offiae 1:0 tbe Prairie 
Yillate 0) nodit.y Offi• ia XU.u. 

haft aOM4 tbat yo,a do aot fMl that 70• ban 
ncei'Nd • fair --.r1nCJ b .. tur froa tM 
DllpU'tlMmt of Ap.'1nlt.u.n, alMl tilat yo11 et.ill ban 
..-..ral ....,....4 •-UOM ooaOU'll1a9 the nd.oaale 
for pl•nand • 1'0l1 .ay M uaare4 tllat your 
latter will N oall.ecS to tbe •n.eldent'a early att.en-
Uoa, aa4 are aue t:ba~ yoa Ifill be MU"1119 furt:Mr 
.. NOil .. ,ouible. 

Wltll ltind fttu'M , 

v~ 
Vemoa C. Lota 
Daputy &uiaant 
to tlle PnaJ..deat 

l Bonorable Bob .leqlaad 
Boue of .. pnMatativu 
Waabiapoa, D. ~. 20515 

VCL:EPsjla 

bee v/ilw to 'Nora Rosa - for further DRA!'T nply, ASAP 



March is. 1t1s . 

Oear Don. 

for the ilarch 19 JARter to the Preaic1e11t. 
tzaa Minneaot.a COA9fttlaional Dele9ation 
ia9 tbe pn,po••d umfer of the f1111ctiona of t:he 
N.1.n•apolla Praoaaaad Comcdit.y Off1oe to the Prairie 
VLllap c.o.modi~ Office 1n xauu. 

•• have aot.ecl tbat JOU do not feel that you !lave 
.reoei,,.d a fair heariag in tiaia .. tter froa the 
Departaaat. of Agrlcult.ue, - tbat. you at.ill H'M 
Hftral wuanawered queationa ooaoeraiq the raUonal• 
for tbe move. You -Y be uaured that your 
latter be called to the President.'• Mrly ten-
Uon, and we are sure that. you will be bearing f~r 
•• aoon •• poeaible. 
With kind bVU'da, 

V. ,.,v 
Vemon c. Loan 
Depaty uaiataat. 
to the Pna1dellt 

The Honorable Dollald N. Pru.r 
Bouse of .. pr .... taUvea 
WUbiD9t:Gn , D. C. 20515 

VCL:BF:jla 

bee w/i:Ac to Norm Rosa - for further OR.APT reply, ASAP 



l&Uc:h 25. 1175 

DeU81U 

Thank,.._ for the March 19 letter to tba Pnaident 
froa tbe NimMttaota CGe9rmioD&l O.lept:ion n9&rd-
b9 tile propeN4 trmfer of t.be flmcd.ona of 
Jd.-,oli• h'oouae4 Cl crli ty Off1~ to the Prairie 
Villa-,. COllao4i~ Office in XU•••• 

haft~ that. you do not feel~~ yoa have 
raceivect • fair hearing in thia aat.ter frOII the 
Departllallt of Agrlcnaltan, and tbat you aUll ba .. 

QIUUUAl8nd q••Uou CIIOllOahill9 the rational• 
for tba pluaed JDOYe. TO\l 11117 be uaand tba~ your 
i.tter wi.11 be called to the Pn•ident'• early attea-
uon, and we are •ure that you will be bearing further 
u aoon u poeeible. 

With Jt1a4 _ft9ardls, 

8inoenly, 

Vernon c. Loen 
Depaq Aniatut 
to th• Preaident 

The JfoDOrable »ill ftenael 
Bou• of llepr.-ntaUvea 
lfaabi119Mm, D. C. 20515 

VCL:EP:jl.JII 
' . 

bee v/in,c to Norm Ross - for further DRAFT xeply, ASAP 

1 



Much 25, 1975 

DearAl , 

Thank you for tbe Huch 19 letter to tb• Preeidtmt 
fna the llinneaota CODtJnaaloaal DelecJ•Uon repr4-
ia9 tbe propoee4 U"Wfer of the hncti.ona of the 
111-poUa h'oouaed CGr1 Ddit.y Office to the Prairie 
Villa .. CO•odity Office in bUu. 

We baft aote4 tbat. J'OU do llOt fNl that. you. have 
reoei'Nd a fair .bea.ri.Dg in tlai• aatter froa t· 
Departaent. of Api.Cllltun, and tbat. you at.ill h•ft 
M'IU'al maaru1Vered queauou ooacerni119 the rational• 
for tbe plennad mo••• You -Y be uaured that your 
latter will be called to the Pnaident.•• early atten-
tiOG, aa4 ve are aure tbat. you will be bearing farther 
aa aoon u poaaible. 

With Jd.114 N9UU, 
Slaoenly, 

Vemon c. Laen 
Deput.;r .uaiaunt. 
to the i>naideat. 

The JIODOrable Albert. H. Ouie 
Boua• of ttepnMaaUves 
WUbiaqtoD, D. C. 2051S 

VCL :Bl': j la 

bee w/im:. to Noni Rosa - ~or further DRAFT reply, ASAP 
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Dear SeM.tor 

9'a1lk you for Harab 19 let.tea' to Pna1deat: 
froa the • .. ••••ota CGep:eui.Gul ft9Ud-
iat tlMt IJl.'GIO•e4 uwfer of tba fwd.one oft.be 
M!ueapolt.• Prooa••ect CUI odity Office to t:he Pnirl• 
Yillate C111111Lli- Off!• ia &auu. 

baw noted 1:llat. do not feel tbat. you llaft 
ncel-..4 a fair hMr.f.a9 in - -ttet: froa th• 
Depu;tant. of &p-iOlllt.m, '1l&t atJ.11 ha.a 
...aral w-4,1.1•• qaeRiw '-ov.1..1.1..1:s the ratloaale 
for pl•..« aow. "fou uy N -ued that 

r will lie oallad to healdea••• early at.tea-
tio&, we an aure that: yw will • laeuin9 ftartber 
.. .. le. 

nvuu 

lf1111aa ~. leac1all 
Dep\1~ Auiat:aat. 

Jtnaidellt. 

itbe Bononble llabert •• lllllpU'ey 
UD.ltecl 8tatea ..... ta 
IIUblagtoa, D. C. 20510 

W?IiBP:jla 

bee w/iltA to HODl Bou - for furt:ber DRAPT reply" ASAP 

/.'7 



Dear 

Karch 25, 19'75 

llarch 11 ... to tbe ·••1deat 
~1 

orc>!l01!1a..:l tnn•tu ef tbe of 
~ISNd co::~~ty Office to the Prairie 

ntNitr Offioe 1a Jtuaau. 

1IIOte4 tllat YOQ do not. fffl that yc,u llave 
reoai a fair IIMri.a9 la cb1a •tt.r fJ:OII 
Depu'tallll~ ot &9d"1tun, tbat ad.11 haw 
~al W'l1lne111a.i:-e the rat.1.oaal• 
for pl••_. . l'ou 9117 be wun4 your 
le'ttar w.U1 be oalled to tM huU..t:. ·• wly attu-u.a. that yo,a will be bearing furtber .. 

liaoenly, 

• Xeadall 
ANiai:aa~ 

t.o huicleat. 

BoJaonble Walt:ar ., • Jloladala 
8taba8uate 

• D. C. 20510 

11'.rX: BP s j 111 

bee w/iD.c to lloftl Ron - tor further DRAPT nply, ASAP 

,_ 7 
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March 25, 1975 

Dear Jilllt 

Thank you for the March 19 letter to the President 
from the Minnesota Congrasaional Delegation :z:egard-
ing the propoaed transfer of the functions of the 
Minne.llpalia Processed Commodity Office to the Prairie 
Villa199 COMK?dit.Y Office in Xansas. 

We have noted th•~ you do not: feel that you haWt 
received a faiz- huz'ing in this mat'ter fro• the 
Department of Aqricnllture, and that you at:ill have 
aeYeral unannered que•tiona cxmcerning 'the rationale 
for the pl•nned mi:ma. You maybe aasured that your 
letaar villbe called to the Preaident:'s early atten-
Ucm, ADd,,. are sure 'tha~ yoa will be hearing further 
-!IOOD-poaaibla • • 

1'1th kin4 r99arda • 

8.lnae-z-ely, 

Vernon C. Loan 
DIIJ)\'lty Aaaiatantt 
to the Pnaiden1: 

The Honorable Jaaea Oberst:ar 
House of RapreaentaUwa 
Hallhin91:mt, D. c. 20515 

VCL:EF: jlm 
-

bee w/inc to Norm Ross - for further DRAFT reply, ASAP 
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~ACK DRESSEN 
DISTAtCT 

BROW~'.JrLL£ 0 M t N,-.!'~OTA 5-3.()8 

To:t.EP><ON"' l61Z) 59(-273& 

Honorable Earl L. Butz 
Secretary 
U.S. Depart~ent of Agriculture 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Secretary Butz: 

On January 20, 1975, ASCS Administrator Kenneth E. Frick, 
issued an Administrator's Memorandum directing that the functions of 
the ASCS Processed Foods Commodity Office at Minneapolis, Minnesota, 
be transferred~to and combined with those of the Grain and Cotton 
Cor.1rnodity Office located at Prairie Village, Kansas. Reasons cited 
for this action center about a declining workload at the Prairie 
Village Office and the desirability of housing the. processed food 
activity nearer to a computer in Kansas City. Certain nebulous cost 
benefits were claimed. 

The Minnesota Congressional Delegation cannot accept bene-
fits claimed for this action for th~ following reasons: 

l. ASCS admittedly has a grave problem at the Prairie Village 
office due to lack of work with no relief in sight. The 
Minneapolis office, on the 0U-1er hand, has a healthy 
work/employee-strength relationship, with a favorable out-
look ahead. Stated in the sirnplest of terms, ASCS chooses 
to solve its Prairie Village problem.by moving work from 
Minneapolis to Prairie Village and .directing Minnesota 
employees to undergo the personal problems of a transfer 
and move, or retire -- or be separated. 

In our view, this action is not in the interests of the tax-
payer, and is certainly grossly unfair to Minnesota employees. Moreover, 
in these times of an unsettled economy, moves, transfers, sale of real 
property, etc., are difficult, very costly, and should be avoided. 

2. ASCS should adjust its work force to workload at the loca-
tion of declining work. In this instance, at the Prairie 
Village office. In so doing, no moves are necessary. 

THIS STATiONERY PRIN fED ON PAPE:R MADE V,ITH RECYCLED FIOERS 



Pa.9e 2 
Honorable Earl L. Butz 
February 5, 1975 

3. ASCS, it would seem, has other alternatives to reduce 
costs. For instance, we understand that the Prairie 
Village office has four branch office~ housing some 
35 employees at an annual cost of approximately three-
quarters of a million dollars. If the headquarters 
office has little activity, certainly the branch office 
can only have less. • 

4. We understand that the computers presently existing in 
Kansas City, Missouri (not Prairie Village, Kansas) are 
incompatible with the systems and computer programs of• 
the Minneapolis office. We further understand that cur-
rently the Minneapolis office is adequately served by an 
advanced design third generation USDA computer located in 
Fort Collins, Colorado, by means of remote terminals. In 
addition, the ASCS computer referred to in the claimed 
benefits does not currently exist. In fact, responses to 
the RFP are only now undergoing review by the agency. 
Tests, negotiations, computer design and construction, site 
preparation, systems design, computer programming and similar 
requirements put an entirely different perspective on this 
claimed benefit. Indeed, service of the Minneapolis pro-
grams by the Kansas City computer would seem to be years 
away. In the meantime, if this move should occur, the Pro-
cessed Foods activity must be served by a computer configura-
tion compatible with its systems, or continue to be serviced 
by the Fort Collins computer by duplicating what now exists 
between Minneapolis and Fort Collins between Prairie Vi1la9e, 
Kansas, and Fort Collins, Colorado. • 

Incidentally, in view of admitted declining workload in Prairie 
Village, and further that the Minneapolis office currently enjoys ser-
vide by a powerful USDA computer in Fort Collins, why is ASCS seeking to 
spend millions of dollars on another computer? To do what work? 

5. We understand that the lease on the building housing the 
Minneapolis office was recently renewed fo~ another five 
year period, with three and one-half years remaining. The 
cost to break the lease is reported to exceed $300,000. 
We further understand that the lease on the Prairie Village 
space has another 2-1/2 years to run. These situations plus 
the cost of an office and employee move (estimated in excess 
of t\-rn million dollars as one-time costs} total tQ a figure 
that would appear difficult to recover. This seems true 
because nothing is gained cost-wise from a work efficiency 
point of view, by moving the Minneapolis office whose pro-
duction index is currently at 106%. Its employee strength 
is less than the budgeted rates of production projected. 
Only the cost avoidance for rent can be claimed by the move 
of the Minneapolis office, to be realized at a cost exceed-
ing two million dollars. 
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- Page 3 
Honorable Earl L. Butz 
February 5, 1975 

The undersigned members of the Minnesota Delegation are at 
a loss to understand the validity of the announced ASCS action with 
respect to its Minneapolis Processed Commodity Office. We request 
that you direct ASCS to withdraw the action immediately. In the mean-
time, the General Accounting Office has been requested to review the 
ASCS Commodity Office situation and the alternative solutions available 
to the agency in the solution of its problem. 

Sincerely, 

BOlf"13 . . 7 , 
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COMMITTEE ON 
AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 2.0510 

OFFICIAL BUSINESS 

The President 
The White House 
Washington, D. C. 



Dear Senator: (to the two Senators) 

Dear see attached for salutations. ----

In following up on the letter to the President from you and your colleagues 

on the Minnesota Congressional Delegation, we have received the following 

information regarding the trans£ er of the Minneapolis ASCS Commodity Office 

to Kansas City, Missouri: 

I. In view, etc. copy insert (4 pages attached) 

We trust that this information will be helpful to you. 

With kind regards, 
Sine 

WTK (for two Senators I letters) 
VCL (for the Congressmen's letters) 

bee w/inc to Norm Ross - FYI 

WTK:Agric:Bf' 
or 
VCL:Agric:if 



DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20250 

April 7, 1975 

Subject: Vice President Briefing Materials 

To: Norman Ross 
Domestic Council 

Here is the second submission covering 

prices for farm commodities, compared 
with other commodities 

participation in USDA food assistance 
programs 

I assume you continue to want this material on a monthly basis? M v 

William A. Carlson, Director 
Office of Planning and Evaluation 

Enclosures 

4o sj,1/?J-
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FARM PRICES CONTINUE DOWNWARD 

IN MARCH, THE WHOLESALE PRICE INDEX FOR FARM PRODUCTS 
AND PROCESSED FOODS AND FEEDS DROPPED ANOTHER 2.5% 
CONTINUING FOR THE FOURTH CONSECUTIVE MONTH THE SHARP 
DECLINE FROM LAST NOVEMBER'S RECORD HIGH. 

THE .DROP IN THE FARM AND FOOD INDEX MORE THAN OFFSET 
A SLIGHT RISE OF 0.2% IN THE INDEX FOR INDUSTRIAL 
COMMODITIES, RESULTING IN AN OVERALL DECLINE OF 0.6% 
IN THE INDEX FOR ALL COMMODITIES. 
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PARTICIPATION IN THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM INCREASED FOR 
THE FIFTH CONSECUTIVE MONTH IN FEBRUARY, REACHING A 
RECORD HIGH OF 18.7 MILLION PEOPLE. 

WITH PARTICIPATION IN THE SCHOOL LUNCH AND OTHER CHILD 
FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS STABILIZED AT THE PEAK SEASON 
RATE .OF SLIGHTLY MORE THAN 27 MILLION, TOTAL PARTICI-
PATION IN ALL USDA FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS REACHED 
46.O MILLION. 

., 



MEMORANDOM POR1 

FROM: 

SUBJBCT1 

April 9, 1975 

JIM CAWNON 

NORM ROSS 

IHPORMATION 

Minor Aqrlwlture Depar1:llent Scandal 

The attached clippin9 waa t.aken frca today's news aUIIU.ry. 
A fev iaolate4 ca••• ot e11ploy .. oon4~ in the Depart• 
ment of Atriculture haft been 1111der 1a .. •ti9ation for a 
period of about three montha. The available ev14ence 
baa been turned over to the of COluabia police. 
It hA• been detend.ned that there ta no ..-14enoe of 
oqanised acti*itiea. It ia J1Y aaderat:andin9 that one 
individual under baa left the Departllent 
and either ia, or 1• expected to be, in tM of 
the police. There i• a likelihood that another individual 
will he 1 .. vin9 the Department. 

The matter of ti9hter avpu'Tiaion has been 4iacusae4 
by the secretary and Aasiatant a.cretarie•, and will be 
4J.aouaed by the Secretary avaia at a .. tlq with hi• 
agenc:y bea4a. 

Attaoblaent 

NRoss/pt 4-9-75 
cc:WH files 



~encies: __ News 

29 

. NEWS 

Minor Agriculture Department Scandal 

Washington (UPI) -- Government investigators have uncovered 
evidence of after-hour craps games and marijuana traffic at the 
Agriculture Department and also are_ probing allegations female 
workers ran a prostitution ring, a spokesman said Tuesday. 

The sex rumors have not been proved, however, the _spokesman 
added. L.L. Free, Assistant Director of the Department's office 
of investigation, said the gambling and drug information was 
turned up in November and was referred to the District of Columbia 
Police. 

Free said the investigations to date have produced "no 
indication that any organized . ring is involved" in any of the 
alleged activities. 

Free said he believes the affair was "relatively minor." 
He said the gambling was "mostly shooting dice and the drug 
matter seems to have involved marijuana." -- UPI 



United States Department of Agriculture • Office of Communication • Washington, D.C. 20250 
Office of the Director 

TO: Norman Rois~ 

April 9, 1975 

The White House 

A few isolated case8 of employee conduct in the Department 
of Agriculture have been under investigation for a period 
of about three months. 

It has been determined that there is no evidence of organized 
activities. 

The available evidence has been turned over to the police. 

It is my understanding that one individual under investigation 
has left the.Department and either is, or is expected to be, 
in the custody of the police. 

There is a likelihood that another individual will be leaving 
the Department. 

The matter of tighter supervision has been discussed by the 
Secretary and Assistartt Secretaries and is expected to be 
discussed by the Secretary at the next meeting with agency 
heads. It resolves itself into section heads being alert 
to such happenings. 

While regrettable, the conduct that has been investigated is 
not regarded as unusual for a building with something like 
4,000 people from all walks of life. One could expect that 
similar activities are taking place elsewhere in government. 

CI.AU 
Dire 

, 

- ~ IF ORD 
,r' 

1 
ommunication 





,J<. 
JA"!~UREZK . 7'" DtlKOTA .,.. 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20510 

March 25, 1975 

The Honorable Gerald Ford 
President of the United States 
The White House 
Wash ington, !LC. 

Dear President Ford: 

Farmers in South Dakota and throughout the nation face a finan-
cial crisis that must have your immediate attention. In a few 
weeks farmers will start to plant crops for the year. I have 
never in my life known of farmers being so desperate as they 
are at this time, whether they raise cattle, are crop farmers, 
dairy farmers or have diversified operations. 

4-- {) 

I have attached statements from farmers of South Dakota declaring 
their opposition to your stopping of grain exports and the posi-
tion of the Department of Agriculture concerning farm prices·. 
Unless action is taken soon by you, many farmers will be forced 
off the land before the planting season starts. Those left in-
dicate that they must cut back their production. That would not 
only result in a depression of major scope in the farm areas, it 
could result in a shortage of food, unthinkable for either the 
consumers of this country or for the hungry people of the world. 
I earnestly request that you give this critical situation your 

_personal attention immediately. 

s Abourezk IJ.L-
ed States Senato 



r 

( ( 

April ~4, 1975 

~RANDOM FOR: WILLIAM 'i'. KENDALL 

NORM ROSS FROM: 

SUBJECT: 'l'ALKlllG POTh"'TS 

l,. There is a legitimate concern about farm earnings 
and food supplies now that farm prices have receded 
from record levels, and farm production costs have 
lllOunted. I am concerned. Farmers are concerned. 
And you are concerned. 

2. Farmers and cons\lll\ers alike should resist with ali 
their might any attempt to slide back into the out-
moded, thoroughly discredited farm policies of the 

. paet. 

3. Farmers and consumers alike need to understand 
that theae former ·policies were responsib1e for 
the disastrous failures of the past; that unless 
we exercise good judgment in resisting a revival 
of such policies, we will create an even more 
disastrous economic failure in the futiure,. 

4. I believe in reasonable earnings for farmers and in 
reasonable food prices for consumers. The question 
is: Will price relationships be allowed to work 
themselves out through the intelligent guidance of 
millions of decisions made by buyers and sellers 
daily--or will the Government decide what farmers• 
earnings will be and what price level consumers must 
pay? 

s. If the 'Government makes the decisions, experience 
shows ·that ~e will have a cheap food policy that 
in the long run will - serve neither farmers nor _ 
consumers. 

.,_ 



.. 
> 

{ - 2 ( 

I am adamantly opposed to disruptive modifications 
in present agricultural policy which would rescind 
the decision-making freedom restored to farmers by 
the Agricultural Act of 1970 and strengt.1lened by 
the Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of 1973. 

NROSS/pt 4-14-75 
cc: WH files 



-----

Information 

MEMORANDUM P'Olt1 

PROM, 

SUBJECT: 

April 16, 1975 

JIM CANNON 

NORM ROSS 

B11egu91 Pana a111 cs.a. c2,,1 

Attached for your information ia a aUM111zy of the 
Baer9ency Pu:m Bill•• a reault of yeaterday'• conference 
action. • 

Att&ohaent 

NROSS/pt 4-16-75 
cc - Ross Chron: Agri file 





MEMORANDUM J"ORa 

FllOMr 

SUBJECT1 

March 2"7, 1915 

WILLIAM NICHOLSON 

NORM 

pe l'ann Editor• of America 
mNtiDI April Z0-Z2t ltefa••t a mee l 
wltll tbe Pre•ldeat 

BecaaH of the Pn•ldeat' • ••TY edledllle, I recommend 
that he doe• not mNt with tbl• 1roup. Howe.,..,, lt l• 
ad'riMCI that a me••• .. f•om the P~•ldeat be ••nt to tbam. 
Attaclled l• a aqp•bld me•••••• 

Aleo, the • 1 Editor•• Aaaoclatloa la 
Ila.& .. their awal in s o on. April 7-1. I 
under•taad tbat e al•o nq11eai.41 a meetlq wlth P .. atdeat 
and that 1- hu e c: • • Both or tMN 1r09p1 •Jao-.ld be coa•ldered 
eqully •lD~ - y a ftJT NJNtable 11'0\IP• Therefore, 
a • ... ••~d ... i• al•o attacMd for the Amerie~n 
Editor•• A• o 



Suggested message from President for ~spring meeting of American 
Agricultural Editors' Association (Should be addressed .to 
Mr. Wilson Carnes, President, AAEA, Editor, The National Future 
Farmer, P.O. Box 15130, Alexandria, Virginia 22309) 3~o-,3,o6 

-, - I J 
I 

To the members of the American Agricultural Editors 
Association, welcome to Washington: 

Many of us in America tend to think .of farming and 
ranching more often in spring than at any other season--
except perhaps when we are counting our blessings at 
harvest time. Yet I know from my own experience that 
the business of agriculture is a year-round task. Cows--
my work on a dairy farm emphasized this to me--must be 
milked every day. Machinery must be maintained. Long-
range planning, day-to-day decisions,and the work never 
let up. 

We are performing a miracle in agricultural production 
in the United States. When the world has food problems, 
it turns to us--and we have responded magnificently. 
But I know that we couldn't be producing this food 
miracle, or responding to world needs this way, if it 
weren't for the work that you do in helping the farmers 
of the nation. You are an important member of the hard-
working team that keeps us well-fed and provides the 
very basis for the strength and affluence of our nation. 

I congratulate you for providing this kind of leadership. 
I hope that you have a highly _successful session here in 
Washington, D. C . 

• 



Suggested message from.President for. spring meeting of American 
Agricultural Editors' Association (Should be addressed to 
Mr. Wilson Carnes, President, AAEA, Editor, The National Future 
Farmer, P.O. Box 15130, -Alexandria, Virginia 22309) 

To the members of the American Agricultural Editors 
Association, welcome to Washington: 

Many of us in America tend to think of farming and 
ranching more often in spring than at any other season--
except perhaps when we are counting our blessings at 
harvest time. Yet I know from my own experience that 
the business of agriculture . is a year-round task. Cows--
my work on a dairy farm emphasized this to me--must be 
milked every day. Machinery must be maintained. Long-
range planning, day-to-day decisions, and the work never 
let up. 

We are performing a miracle in agricultural production 
in the United States. When the world has food problems, 
it turns to us--and we have responded magnificently. 
But I know that we couldn't be producing this food 
miracle, or responding to world needs this way, if it 
weren't for the work that you do in helping the farmers 
of the nation. You are an important member of the hard-
working team that keeps us well-fed and provides the 
very basis for the strength and affluence of our nation. 

I congratulate you for providing this kind of leadership. 
I hope that you have a highly successful session here in 
Washington, D. C. 



Sugges.ted ~essage from President for annual meeting of Newspaper 
Farm Editors of America (Should be addressed to Mr. William Blair, 
President, NFEA, The New York Times, 1920 L Street, N.W., Washington 
n.c. 20036) 

As a confirmed newspaper reader, I welcome the members 
of the Newspaper Farm Editors Association to Washington. 

I am glad that once again you have come to Washington 
to see firsthand what is going on here. Many of you come 
here often, and all of you keep a close eye on what we 
are .trying to accomplish through the Federal governmental 
system. We appreciate your concerned attention and commend 
you for an excellent job of getting information to the 
public. 

The agriculture of the nation is just as important .as 
ever, and even more critical now that fewer of our people 
are farmers and when so much more is expected of them. 
Likewise, your work in communicating with farmers also 
becomes more important. 

I congratulate you for the great contribution that you 
are making and wish you a successful and productive 
meeting. 

• 

f 



Sugges~ed message from President for annual meeting of Newspaper 
Farm Editors of America (Should be addressed to Mr. William Blair, 
President, NFEA, The New York Times, 1920 L Street, N.W., Washington 
D,C. 20036) 

As a confirmed newspaper reader, I welcome the members 
of the Newspaper Farm Editors Association to Washington. 

I am glad that once again you have come to Washington 
to see firsthand what is going on here. Many of you come 
here often, and all of you keep a close eye on what we 
are trying to accomplish through the Federal governmental 
system. We appreciate your concerned attention and . commend 
you for an excellent job of getting information to the 
public. 

The agriculture of the nation is just as important as 
ever, and · even more critical now that fewer of our people 
are farmers and when so much more is expected of them. 
Likewise, your work in communicating with farmers also 
becomes more important. 

I congratulate you for the great contribution that you 
are making and wish you a successful and productive 
meeting. 

• 



Sugges.ted message from President for annual meeting of Newspaper 
Farm Editors of America (Should be addressed to Mr. William Blair, 
President, NFEA, The New York Times, 1920 L Street, N.W., Washington 
D.C. 20036) 

As a confirmed newspaper reader, I welcome the members 
of the Newspaper Farm Editors Association to Washington. 

I am glad that once again you have come to Washington 
to see firsthand what is going on here. Many of you come 
here often, and all of you keep a close eye on what we 
are trying to accomplish through the Federal g_overmnental 
system. We appreciate your concerned attention and commend 
you for an excellent job of getting information to the 
public. 

The agriculture of the nation is just as important as 
ever, and even more critical now that fewer of our people 
are farmers and when so much more is expected of them. 
Likewise, your work in communicating with farmers also 
becomes more important. 

I congratulate you for the great contribution that you 
are making and wish you a successful and productive 
meeting. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

March 17 

Mr. Ross --

Evan Hale says that the Newspaper 
Farm Editors of America and the 
American Agriculture Editors Assn. 
are both a pretty pre stigeous group. 

In the past two years, Nixon met with 
the Newspaper Farm Editors of 
American in Chicago when they had their 
mtg. there; and last year the President 
met with the American Agr. Editors 
Assn. 

So - if Pre~ Ford sends a message to 
the Newspaper Farm Editors for their 
meeting in April of 22-23, he should 
also send a message to the other group 
who is having their meeting here 
April 7 - 8. Both groups realize that 
the President does have a busy schedule. 

Mr. Hale is preparing just such 
a message. in case the President can't 

find time to meet with them. 

pt/ 



THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

March 26 

Mr. Ross: 

Attached are two messages from the 
President to the following groups: 

Newspaper Farm Editors of America --
Annual ,spring meeting April 20-22 

American Agricultural Editors' Assn: 
Annual spring meeting April 7 - 8 

Additional Information: Two years ago 
former President Nixon met with the 
Newspaper Farm Editors of America in 
Chicago and last year he met with the 
American Agricultural Edi tore' Association 
in his EOB office and later oxfthe day 
Vice President Ford dropped by. They(AA•A) 
were holding a meeting in the EOB. 



PAIN BILL 

Baolr.Eoad 

Under lahe ourrent. fana pro,r• prodv.cera of ¥beat.,, 
feed 9raiu and cot.ton are elifil>le for Pe4eral 
npport la tbrN wayaa 

- They aay borrow fund• at. 61/81 intereat. with 
tbeH o oc:U.Uea aa oollateral. If tiley 
de•ir• t:bey aay forfeit thia oollateral 
in lieu of repayiDg the lou. 

- If aarket priae• O'ler a apeaified perio4 of 
Ullle avera.ie below the •urv••• prlce 
p&'OCbacera will reaeive a paJlleDt. equal to the 
difference. TbeN ~•t price• are 
.. tabliabe4 in law. 

- If a proc.tuoer beaauN of a aamral 41•••~ 
ia unable to bUYeat a DOna&l aop, be ia 
eligible for a payaent. eqaal t.o 1/l of tbe 
target prloe. 

Op 1&11til the 1,1s crop aoybean p~uoera were •J.ttM,le 
for price aupport. loan•. Dairy pro4aau are aupportad 
by purcbuea fra11 proceaaora at priaaa Whioh enable th• 
proce•--• to pay llilk proclucera a apec1fie4 price, 
CNrrent.ly $7.24/~. 

Prcwiaicma 

Bil 4296 would inarMM loan and urpt. price• for the 
1975 cropa a• follOW111 

Wheat 
corn 
Cott.on 
Soybeana 

Loan -
rraa $1.37 t.o 2.so 

• 1.10 to 1.87 
• .34 t.o • 38 
• 0 t.o J.t4 

Taret. 
rroa s2.os to l.lo 

• l.JI to 2.25 
• .38 to .45 ..... ____ _ 

In addition it would eatabliab dal.ry priae a11pporta at 
801 of parlt.y and adjut. th• qurterly Ill the cbanf•• 
in tbe index ot price• paid by fanaere for procSllCtion iteaa, 
inal"4in9 lntereat., tax•• an4 va9e rat.ea. 



!!Pot OD Bud9et. Olltlaya (UXP!f!Ea) 
8Ucl9et Olltlaya 1n 1976 would be increaNd by $1.B billion. 

- Of tbi• aaount ,soo aillioa would be in "th• 
form of direct payaeat.a. over $300 aillion 
"°'1ld go to oot:ton proc:tucera beoauH aotton 
pria•• are alr•lldy below the current. ~9•t 
price. 

- Loan• to proclucera would ioar .... by about 
,1.l billion lar911ly becauae of the inor .... 
in the loan rate and tbe attractive intereat 
rate. Moat of th••• loan• W0\114 -•nblally 
ta. repaid Wll••• aarut. prioea fell to the•• 
levela. ('l'hia oould •••ily happen with reapect 
t.o ootton •ina• the bill encourage• a ah.t.ft 
frca soybean to ootton ps'OdllCtion) 

- There WOGlcl be increase, about. $30 aillic:m, - in dairy purcbu••• 

IJllp&at OD PU'llera and CODtnllllU'a 

Since it 1• polit1oally iDOODCeivable that loan and taqet 
price• would be lowered next year, the b6.11'• iapact. on 
fanaera and conawaer• auat be ... aured 1D teraa of loll9er 
than it• all..,ed one-year lif•• 

In order to avoid the h119e ooat of thi• bill--an open 
ended drain on t.be Treuuy--the De,-rtaent. of Afriwlture 
will need«> reillpoae th• aaae kind of production control• 
uaecl in the 1960'•• 
Por COna\llMra 

Th• hither market. prioea reault.iav fraa th••• produat:ioa 
oontrola will IID40l\b1-llr raiM tlle price of bread, 
aeat, cott.oa fJOOda, etc., Nault.in9 1n aabataat.ial COtlt.a 
to conswaera. 

NEROSS/ee 
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PAim BILL 

Baakpoua4 
Under llhe 011rrent fan pr09r• of wheat, 
t-4 vraiu and cot:toa u• .u.,11,1.e fw Pederal 

in t.br• va:r•• 
- '!'be:, .. ,. borrow fUDd• at ,1111 with 

tbe•e CA 11oc11u .. u aoUateral. If ~Y 
dnire tbey 11a:r forfeit tbi• oollateral 
in liaa of repayiDf the loaa. 

- If aarket prioee over a apeoifiell pen.o4 of 
tilla a•er-.,e below the •tarwe•• prloe 
prodtaaera will reaei•e a pa,._t eqaa1 tbe 
diffarenoe. 'l'b- tu'Vet are 
fft.abliabe4 in law. 

- If a prOduoer beoaGM of a naaral. 41-ter 
1• wble to ba&'Yeat a DOD1al oaop, be ia 
eligible for a p&JINDt eqga1 '° 1/J of 1:be 
t.aqet prica. 

0p uatil t.be 1,1s orop aoybeU pr:e4__.. were •lttM>l• 
for prl.oe •noct loana. Dairy prolGOt.a are Mftlru4 
by ,vcbue• froa prooeuora at prioea which enable the 

to pay llilk produoera a prloe, 
oureatl:r ,1.2,1~. 
Prcwiaioae 
aa ,2,, woal4 1aoNaM loan and Qr9K for the 
lt75 cropa u followa1 

Loaa -
Proa t1.11 to 2.so 

• 1.10 to 1.17 
• .l4 to .31 
• 0 to J.t4 

T!:9!t 
Prca 12.05 to 1.10 

• 1.31 to 2.25 
• .38 t:o .,s 

Ia addition 1t WOD14 eatabliah cSauy priae NPPOft8 at 
801 of perity ud tbell ...,.-1:ar1:r .. the 0MQf .. 
ill the iD4a of priou paid bJ famera for pro411cU• 
1aol"'1i .. ia.t.ereat, t:uea and wave rat.ea. 
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'J!lpaOt OD Mfet. OlltJ.aya 

Budget ootl&ya in 1976 would be increaeecl by $1.8 billiOD. 

- Of t.bia aaoant $500 WOQld be in 'the 
fora of direct over $300 llilllaa 
WOGld CJO to oott.on procluoua becmaH cotton 
price• are already below tbe ourrut tar9et 
price. 

- Loan• t.o prodllOU"a WO\lld iur .... by abol&t 
$1.3 billlOD largely becauN of the incr .... 
in the loan rate an4 the attzacUYe iDte&'aat 
i:ate. Moat of the .. loan• 1ftN14 eYeatllally 
be repaid. unl .. a IIIU'Ut. priaea fell to tbeM 
levela. (Thia could -ily Jaappen.vith reapeot 
to cotton aiDca the bill encourage• a ahUt 
frca aoybeaA to aottOll prod.aation) 

- There would be 90l1l4I increaH, about $30 11111.loa, - ill dalr:, pvcbU .... 

J;apact OD Pa.nler• and eoa-r• 
Since it 1a politi.oally 1DOODCd.Yable that loan and u&get. 
prioe• would be lowered next year, the Wll '• on 
fUIIU'a and conaW1era auat be in tera8 of lOIMJer 
cban iu alleg-4 one-year life. 

In order to avoid the h119e ooat of tbia bill--u open 
ended d.J:aiD on the '.l'naauy--tbe of Apiaalwn 
will need to rejapc»e the •aae JtiDd of produClt.J.oa conuola 
uaed 1n the 1960'•• 

Por 
'fbe hic.,ber market priou renltiaMJ frca the•• proclGftioa 
eaatrol.a will \IDdoubtedly i-aJ.N tlle price of bread, 
wt, cotton 9004•, etc., -•ltincJ in aabetaaU..l ooeta 
to oocauaera. 

NEROSS/ee 



ISSUE PAPER FOR ECONOMIC POLICY BOARD 
Apr:i 1 24, 19 75 

Farm Bill Alternatives 

Background 

The Farm Bill passed by Congress is unacceptable: 

It contradicts established Administration policy 
of maximum use of the marketplace. 

It threatens to add $1.8 billion to budget outlays 
in 1976. 

It is certain to be used as the point of departure 
for longer term legislation which will undermine 
market-oriented policy and further escalate farm 
program expenditures in subsequent years. 

- It could hold U.S. prices above world levels 
and make the U.S. a residual supplier, thereby 
reducing foreign exchange earntngs. 

- It will almost inevitably force the Government 
once again to impose production controls. 

Nevertheless the recent upsurge in farm production expenses 
coupled with the prospect of lower farm prices places a lot 
of pressure on the Administration to "do something." 

Under present law, the Secretary may raise the loan rates 
for wheat and feed grains (basically corn); however, 
present law requires that cotton loan rates be set at 90% 
of the 3-year average world price. Soybean loans are 
established at the discretion of the Secretary and have 
been terminated for the 1975 crop. 



Since 1973, when target prices and loan rates were 
originally established at what were then regarded as 
levels favorable to producers, costs of production for 
wheat and corn have increased sharply as shown below: 
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Unit 1973 1975 % Increase 

Wheat, Kansas, E. Central 

Variable costs 
Total costs excluding land 

Corn, N. Indiana 

Variable costs 
Total costs excluding land 

$/bu. 0. 57 
$/bu. 0.95 

$/bu. 0.48 
$/bu. 0.72 

1.05 
1.54 

0.81 
1.12 

84 
62 

69 
56 

Target prices established under present law for 1975 crops 
and loan levels for those crops compared with those pre-
scribed in H.R. 4296 are: 

Present Law H.R. 4296 
Unit Target Loan Target Loan 

Wheat $/bu. 2.05 1. 37 3.10 2.50 
Corn $/bu. 1. 38 1.10 2.25 1. 87 
Cotton ¢/lb. .38 . 34 .45 .38 
Soybeans $/bu. 3.94 

If the Administration decides to increase the grain loan 
levels, it would do so presumably to accomplish some 
desirable goal; e.g., raising farm output, adding to farm 
income, or to sustain a veto. With large 
plantings in prospect 1n 1975 whether or not supports are 
raised, the impact of moderately higher loan levels on 
output will be nominal. According to commodity specialists 
in USDA, season average prices for wheat and corn will be 
around $2. 50 and $2.00, respectively, under their worst 
case assumptions of bumper crops combined with low exports. 
Prices could dip below those levels during periods of heavy 
marketings. It appears, therefore, that loans would have 
to be increased substantially to have a significant impact 
on farm income - to a point in fact, higher than specified 
under the newly passed Farm Bill and where farmers would be 
producing for the CCC loan program. 
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Alternatives 

I. Leave the loan levels unchanged - at the minimum 
specified by the 1973 Act. 

Pro 

Con 

In a free enterprise economy, there is no 
obligation (moral or otherwise) on the part 
of Government to ensure the success of each 
business. The fact that in the past Government 
has found itself so deeply involved in the farm 
economy and now finds it difficult to become 
disengaged, is a direct consequence of the 
political power of farm interest groups. 

Additional incentives which would increase 
production are not needed (at least in 1975). 
The acreage farmers intend to plant will, given 
normal weather, yield more than enough to meet 
the demands of the market. A very large winter 
wheat crop already seems assured. 

Would appear to treat wheat, feed grain, and 
cotton producers alike. (In fact, however, 
under the law cotton producers have already 
received a mandatory 9 cents per pound increase 
in loan rates this year.) 

There is always some commodity loan activity. 
Many farmers use the loan program for orderly 
marketing and the interest rate is usually 
below commercial levels. Thus, any increase in 
loan levels will add to 1976 budget outlays, and 
to the deficit which the Administration is 
committed to hold to $60 billion in FY 1976. 

Maintains target price concept intact. 

The Administration could appear to be insensitive 
to the cost/price squeeze faced by farmers, 
especially since the Government has asked for 
all-out production. Farmers are apprehensive 
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about a further decline in prices at a time 
that their costs of production are substantially 
higher. 

Could lead to further legislative effort to 
pass a farm bill for 1975, or to a veto override. 

Loan rates could be raised moderately without 
significant economic consequences, since prices 
are expected to average higher than any loan 
levels that would be selected, and since, under 
such circumstances, the loans would be repaid. 

) • . . 
Raise the corn loan rate from $1.10 per bushel to 
$1.50 ($1.87 in the bill), and wheat from $1.37 
per 'bushel to $1.75 ($2.50 in the bill). 

Pro 

Con 

There would be only a small risk of USDA having 
to acquire stocks. 

Brings loan rates for corn and wheat more into 
line with feed values, which allows wheat to 
compete in the feed market during periods of 
surplus. • 

Would cover most producers' ~otal costs of 
production, excluding land, by a wide margin. 

Could help offset pressures to override a 
Presidential veto. 

Would raise loan rates for those commodities 
covered by the 1973 Act which, unlike cotton, 
were denied increases. 

Would increase 1976 budget outlays by about 
$75 million and be construed as contrary to your 
pledge to attempt to hold the deficit to 
$60 billion. 



Makes the corn target price ineffective. 

Continues a pattern of Administration taking 
action if Congress passes unacceptable bills. 

Adds to degree of indexation in the economy 
making control of inflation more difficult. 
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Raise the corn loan rate to $1.50 (same as Option II), 
and wheat to $2.00 (compared to $1.75 in Option II). 

Pro 

Con 

Would give wheat producers a substantial amount 
of protection since the levels would be well in 
excess of production costs excluding land. 

Establishes rates . more in line with recent 
market price relationships, which would appeal 
to wheat growers. 

USDA believes that these represent the minimum 
levels acceptable to corn and wheat producers. 

Could offset pressures to override a Presidential 
veto. 

Makes good Secretary Butz' statement to the Senate 
Agriculture Committee that he was flexible on 
loan rates. 

Would increase 1976 budget outlays by about 
$90 million. 

Increases risk of expanded use of loan program 
and higher budget outlays, especially if export 
demand weakens. 

Widens spread between wheat and corn prices, and 
makes wheat uncompetitive in feed market during 
time of large surplus. 

Cotton producers would appear to be discriminated 
against. 

Tends to validate sharp increases in land and 
other input prices which were based on temporar1, 
surges in farm income. 



Provides a high base for escalation in future 
farm legislation. 
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IV. Propose to the Congress that the escalator defined in 
the law be applied to the 1975 crop target prices. 

Pro 

Con 

Corn would be increased from $1.38 to $1.68. 

Wheat .would be increased from $2.05 to $2.51. 

Cotton would be increased from $0.38 to $0.44. 

Would be in the spirit of the 1973 Act since it 
would capture most of the bulge in production 
costs. 

The target prices for grains would be well below 
the market price anticipated if exports continue 
at a high level. 

Conflicts with past Administration policy not to 
negotiate higher target prices. The Senate 
Agriculture Committee specifically requested 
SP-c. Butz' participation. He declined. 

Would maintain unrealistic spread between support 
points for wheat and corn. 

Since lower prices are expected in the next two 
years (as a result of good crops) and since the 
escalator would be applied to a higher base, the 
risk of target prices exceeding market prices is 
increased. 

Will reopen the issue to legislative logrolling. 

Would add $400 million to outlays, of which 
$360 million would be for cotton. 

V. Propose to the Congress that target prices be increased 
to the level of market prices anticipated for 1975 
crops, assuming low exports. 

Corn would be increased from $1.38 to $2.00. 

Wheat would be increased from $2.05 to $2.50. 



Pro 

Con 
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Cotton - no change. 

With target prices tied to m1n1mum market expectations, 
the liklihood of deficiency payments for wheat 
would be reduced. 
Producers would be protected to the low end of 
Government expectations and could plant 
accordingly. 

Would increase 1976 budget outlays by about 
$60 million. 

Budget exposure would be further increased for 
1977 and 1978 when market prices are expected 
to fall. 

Could be the basis for further increases by 
Congress. 



PRESIDENTIAL AND ADMINISTRATION 
ACCOMPLISHMENTS IN AGRICULTURE 

SINCE AUGUST 1974 

Reduced Farm Program Payments 

[r11f.] 

As a result of the strengthened economic situation for farmers, 
and a program that encourages farmers to get their income from 
expanded sales in the domestic and foreign market, tax outlays 
for farm program payments were reduced to $500 million in calendar 
1974. Payments had been as high as $3.9 billion two years earlier. 
The President vetoed a costly farm bill that would have burdened 
farmers with surpluses and government controls; increased consumer 
food costs and tax bills; lowered farm income in the long run; 
harmed farm exports and our ability to negotiate for freer access 
to growing farm export markets for American farmers; and triggered 
another round of budget deficits and inflation that would have 
been harmful to consumers and farmers alike. • However_, the 
Administration assured farmers that in the event that markets 
weaken and prices drop, existing authority will be used to increase 
loan levels to protect the farm economy. It increased national 
wheat allotments for 1976 by 15 percent, which broadens the 
support protection for farmers in the event that wheat prices 
fall below target levels. 

Consumer Concerns 

The Administration has maintained a strong U.S. food policy based 
upon adequate food for consumers at reasonable prices; abolishing 
poverty-induced hunger in the nation; and providing adequate 
incentives for American farmers to produce fully for the food and 
fiber needs of the nation and the world. 

Support for a Healthy Farming Industry 

The Administration has strongly supported a program to provide 
farmers with the opportunity to make their own decisions, avoid 
bureaucratic interference, get their income from strengthened 
markets, and participate more fully in American economic -life. 
Farm income in 1974 was the second highest of record, and 1975 
promises to be the third best farm income year ever. The annual 
decline in the number of farms (11,000 in 1974) has reached the 
lowest level in a generation (220,000 in 1950; 138,000 in 1960; 
45,000 in 1970), reflecting better economic conditions on farms 
and more ~aith in the future of agriculture and rural areas. 
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International Trade· Policy for Agriculture 

The President has instituted a firm international trade negotiating· 
policy that will tie industry and agriculture together in upcoming 
trade barrier negotiations. This will assure that any negotiated 
downward adjustment in trade barriers will also provide that our 
farm exports gain easier access to foreign markets. He has 
appointed a broad representation of farm commodity leaders to 
assist the United States in upcoming trade negotiations . 

. 
Cheese Imports 

The President has aggressively counteracted a move by the Common 
Market countries of Europe to subsidize a glut of cut-rate cheese 
imports into the United States that would have jeapordized the 
future of the American dairy industry and its ability to meet the 
consumer needs for cheese in the years ahead. In January 1975 
strengthened Milk Market Order prices and dairy price supports. 

Beef Imports 

The U.S. government has negotiated voluntary agreements which limit 
excessive imports of beef that threatened U.S. beef producers and 
could have caused a liquidation of beef herds that would have been 
harmful to consumers by limiting beef supplies in the years ahead. 

Grain Exports 

The Administration instituted a grain export monitoring system in 
1974 that prevented possible raids by foreign buyers intent on 
getting an undue share of our short supplies of · grain. This kept 
our exports moving out smoothly and forestalled the threat that 
mandatory, harmful controls on exports would be legislated by 
Congress. Farm exports will hit a record high of $22 billion 
1975 fiscal year, following exports of $21.3 billion last year. 
This contributed a favorable $11.8 billion toward the nation's 
total trade balance last fiscal year and $12.3 billion this year; 
at a time when this favorable balance is vitally important to 
protect the value of the dollar and permit us to purchase 
vitally-needed energy and mineral supplies from abroad. 
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World Hunger 

With increased hunger stalking the world, particularly in places 
such as Sahel Africa and Sri Lanka, the President increased the 
fiscal 1975 funds available for Food for Peace aid by $600 million, 
more than a 50 percent increase. Provided strong backing for the 
world Food Conference and subsequent actions which have given the 
United States a strong position of leadership in providing more 
adequate food for the world's hungry as well as technical assistance 
to increase the capacity of less developed nations to feed their 
expanding populations. 

Soil and Water Conservation 

The Department of Agriculture has stepped up efforts to conserve 
soil and water as farmers increase their planted acreage in 1975. 
Twenty P.L. 566 watershed projects have been approved for install-
ation since July 1, 1974 and funds for watershed installations • 
in 1975 will equal the record $75 million in 1974. Ten additional 
multi-county Resource Conservation and Development projects have 
been designated to be eligible for program assistance, bringing 
the nation's total to 158. 

Rural Development 

The Depa~tment 9f Agriculture has maintained aggressive rural 
development efforts to improve the well-being of rural people 
through improved social services and job oqportunities. Through 
the Farmers Home Administration, rental housing and local businesses 
have been financed in 400 conununities since last summer, and 
provided funds for 500 new water and waste disposal systems. 
Farmers Home loans and grants provided nearly 25,000 permanent 
jobs and 300,000 secondary jobs. Credit assistance was provided 
to 25,000 farmers whose operations were damaged by natural disasters. 
Through the Rural Development Service leaders in 450 rural 
conununities have been provided with guidance on programs that are 
available to them. Increased electrical and telephone service has 
been brought to nearly 400,000 people living in rural America. 

Forest Resources 

The U.S. Forest Service has maintained a strong conservation and 
recreational program in our national forests and provided an optimum 
harvest of trees from these forests for use by the public. The 
Youth Conservation Corps on national forest lands will provide 

_jobs for 4,000 young people in 1975. The Rural Community Fire 
Protection Program was expanded to provide technical and financial 
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assistance to rural communities for fire prevention and 
suppression. To help meet future demands for wood products, 
forestry assistance has been provided to approximately 20,000 
non-industrial private forest owners under the Forestry Incentives 
Program. Recommendations for classification of Wilderness Areas 
under the National Wilderness Preservation Act of 1964 have been 
completed. A nation-wide assessment of the timber, range, wild-
life, water, outdoor recreation and other renewable resources on 
1-1/2 billion acres of public and private forest lands, including 
the likely demand for these resources, was started. Also began 
developing a long-range program to meet the demand for ·the 
renewable resources on Forest Service lands. 



KLTV-T\I POST OFFICE BOX 957 /lYLER,TEXAS 75701 /(214) 592-3873 

Mr. Norm Ross 
Assistant Director 
Domestic Council 
THE WHITE HOUSE 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Ross: 

May 1, 1975 

, 
Thanks for taking t:i.m.e from your other duties to visit with our 
small group in your office last week. 

Mr. Ross, myself and the others foul!:.. cattle representatives that 
discussed imports with your are of the firm opinion that some-
thing has to be done soon to alleivate our problems in this 
beleagured industry. 

We do not ask, or want--as you know well--a govermental 
subsidy. Just give us our own market and we'll produce 
the quality product to fill the consumers market basket. 

I again would like to ask you for help in setting up a meeting 
with President Ford, and hopefully, at that time, he would 
announce imposition of the quota. on imports. 

Will look forward to receiving your thoughts. Also, have 
enclosed two more petitions from East Texas cattlemen. 
These were received too late for the last trip up. You might 
find these of interest. 

Sincerely, 

Horace F. McQueen 

HFM:cmm 

A division of Buford Television, Inc., Tyler, Texas 
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H.R. 4296 - Emergency Agricultural Act of 1975 

CONFERENCE REPORT: As voted by the Congress, H.R. 4296 is a 1-year bill which applies 
to 1975 crops only. The legislation increases both loan and target 

price levels on feed grains, wheat and upland cotton. It mandates a loan program for 
soybeans, and requires 80 percent of parity support on dairy products, adjusted 
quarterly in accordance with an index of cost of production items. The legislation 
lengthens the loan period for wheat, feed grains and cotton. 

PRESENT AND PROPOSED LEVELS: PRESENT CONFERENCE BILL 

Corn target price $1.38 $2.25 
Corn loan 1. 10 1.87 

Wheat target price 2.05 3. l 0 
Wheat loan 1.37 2.50 

Cotton target price .38 .45 
Cotton loan .3427 .38 

Soybean loan None 3.94 

ADMINISTRATION POSITION: This is bad legislation. It offers short-range solutions, 
. that create long-range problems. It responds to a nonexistent 

11 emergency. 11 While grain prices are lower than they were a few months ago, they are 
still well above levels of 3 or 4 years ago. 

Cotton producers are not faring well, but high loan levels will hurt, rather than 
solve, their problems. 

High loans would provide a price umbrella for competing farmers around the world. U.S. 
export markets would be lost. Our competitive position in future years would deteriorate. 

If commercial markets were not available, farm commodities would pile up as costly 
surpluses which the Government would be required to buy and take over at the loan 
rate--handling and keeping such stocks in good condition until they finally came on the 
market in competition with farmer-owned stocks. 

In the past, whenever such a situation has occurred, the public has very quickly 
brought heavy pressure on the Government to use export subsidies to force U.S. surpluses 
on the world market. H.R. 4296 would create just such pressure at the very time the 
U.S. is negotiating with other countries, asking them to remove their export subsidies 
and to support open competition with u.s. · farmers. 

Providing price protection, in excess of out-of-pocket costs of production, is highly 
inflationary and reduces net farm income in the long run. Most wheat and feed grain 
producers are coming off the highest income years they have ever known, thanks to the 
current policy of a free agriculture. 

H.R. 4296 would move us back again to paying farmers not to farm. Moreover, it would 
provide only a temporary and piecemeal solution to the problem. High grain prices 
are good for farmers that grow grain; they are a problem for livestock and dairy 
farmers who have to buy livestock feed. 

Artificial manipulation of supply and demand, as proposed in.this legislation, is no 
substitute for individual farm decisions, based on market demand. Such manipulation 
is a mirage that could cost taxpayers about $1.8 billion in 1975. The cost would 
rise still higher in subsequent years if the proposed changes were continued. 



A GRAPHIC LOOK AT THE FARM SITUATION 

The attached five charts are largely self-explanatory. They show recent and 
current prices for corn, wheat, cotton and soybeans, and plot the cost-price 
squeeze in agriculture. Here is some additional information. 

GENERAL The world looks to U.S. agriculture as a major, reliable supplier 
of food and fiber. A favorable climate & soil, well-educated farm 

population, and technologically superior farming operations have made the U.S. 
the world's largest exporter of farm goods. Last year, the U.S .. provided 
59 percent of the world's corn exports, 44 percent of the world's wheat exports, 
and about 83 percent of the world's soybean exports. Nearly a fifth of the 
world's agricultural exports originates on U.S. farms. 

CORN -- Farmers' season average corn prices rose from $1.57 a bushel in 1972 
to an estimate of over $3 a bushel for the 1974-75 marketing season. 

While prices have declined about 80 cents a bushel since last October, they 
are still well above prices of three or four years ago. Assuming normal 
weather, the 1975 crop is projected at 5.7 to 6.4 billion bushels. 

WHEAT -- Farmers received an average market price of $1.76 a bushel for 1972 
crop wheat. The 1974-75 marketing season average price is estimated 

at about $4.00 a bushel. The projected 1975-crop price will average a little 
less than 1974, but well above the price of three or four years ago. With 
normal weather, a wheat crop in 1975 of 2.0 to 2.2 billion bushels is likely. 

COTTON -- Cotton prices tumbled this season from 1973-74's high levels, due 
to reduced consumer demand worldwide. Textile mills are using less 

cotton this year than any season since the late 1930's. Farmers have adjusted 
by planting less cotton. March 1 planting intentions indicate 10 million acres 
of cotton this year, compared to 14 million last year. 

SOYBEANS -- Prices received by farmers for soybeans have risen from an average 
of $4.37 a bushel for the 1972 crop to a forecast of over $6 for 

the 1974-75 marketing season. Soybean prices also have declined in recent 
months. However, prices for 1975 are expected to average well above the average 
of a few years ago. Total production in 1975 is anticipated at 1.45 to 1.55 
billion bushels, assuming normal weather. Soybean oil is by far the leading 
vegetable oil in the U.S. Soybean meal is the leading protein meal. 

COST-PRICE SQUEEZE -- The growing cost of farm inputs, such as fertilizer, fuel, 
seed, plus increased costs of transportation, farm 

machinery, and farm credit are direct results of inflation and energy-related 
shortages. As the gap narrows, between prices farmers· receive when they sell 
their commodities and prices farmers pay for items they must have to produce, 
net farm income is reduced. Farmers haven't caused inflation, but they are its 
first and hardest-hit victims. Inflation robs farmers of both net income and 
incentive. Fiscal responsibility is essential if we are to assure continued 
farm prosperity. 
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The Washington Star 
JOEL. AU.BRnTON, Publishff 

JAME.SC. BEU.OW$. Ediror SIDNEY EPSTEIN, Maa,;,111 Edicor 

SATURDAY, APRIL 19, 1975 

Bad Farm Legislation 
A farm subsidy bill approved by House-Senate 

conferees the other day no doubt soon will be on 
President Ford's desk. It ought to be vetoed. 

The legislation is bad for several reasons. It 
comes at a time when the federal government 
has been trying to move away from the four-
decades-old policy of controlling planting and 
prices and toward a policy of allowing the mar-
ketplace to do it. It also is likely to mean in-
creased costs to consumers just when the price 
of food in grocery stores finally seems to be 
coming down a bit. And it will increase federal 
spending at a time when there is growing con-
cern over the huge budget deficits projected. 

The fact that Senate conferees retreated from 
thl' St.•natc's more cosily version does not alter 
th~• l'SSl'nlial wrongness of the legislation. They 
obviously gave in primarily because they hoped 
thl• milder House bill would escape a presiden-
tial veto. 

The bill would raise government-guaranteed 

prices for a year on wheat, corn, cotton and 
dairy products. Agriculture Department 
economists claimed during earlier debate that it 
could mean an increase of up to 8 cents a gallon 
for milk, 10 cents a pound for cheese and 20 
cents a pound for butter. One national consumer 
group estimated that overall the bill could cost 
American consumers $1 billion. 

Agriculture Secretary Earl Butz, who certain-
ly is no enemy of farmers, has said he will 
recommend a presidential veto. He estimates 
the legislation would increase federal costs 
nearly $500 million beyond the nearly $700 mil-
lion outlay under current price-support pro-
grams. 

Putting additional props under farm prices 
may be good politics in the farm belt, but those 
urban-area congressmen who are supporting the 
measure may find their consumer constituents 
won't be so happy about it the next time they go 
to the polls. 

Kari Theisen
Rectangle



Chicago Daily News 
Monday, March 31, 1975 

Bad to worse farm bill 
Ovt•r the protcsls of the Agriculture 

Department and the American Farm 
llur<.'au Federation. Congress is mov-
111g to n•sur-rt•C'l ;1 ruinous program of 
f~ subsidies. A bud bill passed by 
rtPt- Housl' and m-ade wors-e by the Se-n-
.1 te could lt>ad. if enacted. down the 
sanw trail of price-fixing and surplus 
- at enormous cost - that we thou~ht 
was a nightmare of the past. 

The t'mergency farm bill would 
rtlise the floor price at which farmers 
l·ould obtain government loans for 
their crops, or sell them to the govern-
rnrnt if the market price dropped. As 
r,:issed by the House, the probable cost 
was rstimat<.'d at about $1 billion in 
the next year. The Senate raised it to 
J three-year program that the Agricul-
ture Department says might cost the 
taxpayers more than $19.6 billion. 

Thl' differences in the House and 
Sen-ate versions remain to be com-
promised in a conference committee 
after the E;1ster recess, but no matter 
what the compromise turns out to be, 
the bill ought to bring a quick veto 
from President Ford. 

fl is plainly true that farmers have 
rt•cently been caught in a squeeze af-
ter ;i year or two of exceptional pros-
perity. Farm price.s havt• fallen back 

from their highs, and farm costs havP 
gone up. But the distortions in t:he 
farm-to-consumer food chuin don't dif-
fer all that much from the distortions 
in other areas of the economy. They 
arise from complex causes ranging 
from the Soviet grain deal to the gov-
ernment's ill-advised ceiling on beef 
prices. 

It may take some time to work the 
kinks out of t:he food-price chain, but 
this process will be less painful in the· 
long nm if it is accomplished ~hrough 
the free market instead of through the 
meddling of government. 

The proposed new subsidy program 
would hurt con·sumers and help dairy 
farmers by raising the price of milk 
about 8 cents a gaHon. It might pro-
tect the consumer from other food-
price inoreases, but at a formidable 
indirect cost via truces. Neither result 
can be de-emoo a bargain. 

Artificially high ,prices for farm 
products could also reduce the sales 
abroad that contribute so greatly to 
the U.S. trade balance. Instead, the 
produce could a~ain pile up in surplus 
storage at additional cost. 

This special-interest legislation stands • 
to be a bad deal all around, and it de-
serves a quick burial. 

Kari Theisen
Rectangle
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"IJEW Fl\RM BILL" 

WGN EDITORIAL #75-087 
SaturJay, April 12, 1975 

l\ House-Senate conference committee has been appointed to 
work out differences in a new farm price guarantee program. 
We> think the committee could do better by scrapping the sub-
sidy and price protection program, substituting legislation 
which would assure farmers access to a free market at home 
and abroad and make international agriculture as free as other 
trade. 

We <lon't need government price supports and loan guarantees if 
the government will allow agriculture to do what is best - not 
only for the farmers, but for the nation. That is a return to 
as free an agricultural market as is possible. 

Government subsi<ly, as we should have learned by now, only 
creates a false price structure. It also creates the costly 
alternatives of destroying or storing excess production. And, 
the American consumer, the farmer incl'uded, pays the price, 
either at the grocery store, or through taxes, or both. 

We c.in see the need for helping the farmer directly in time 
of natural or economic J.isaster. J\nJ. we know that America's 
alJility to produce food CN~ be used as a tool of foreign pol-
icy. But, when production, marketing and trade decisions are 
<lictated politically rather than controled in a free market, 
neither agriculture nor tra<le are free. 

'l'he t1.me is passeJ when the farmer is willing to be used as a 
tool of foreign policy. The time also is passed when the na-
tion, farmers included, wants the government payment to be a 
regular and the most significant factor in fann economy. 



Chicago Tribune, Sunday, April 13, 1975 

Patria Buchanan 

Ford has chance 
to .draw the line 
W ASHJNGTON-lf tht' White House 

fg observing carefully, it will see taking 
shape on Capitol Hill a heaven-sent op-
portunity for President Forcl. 

It Is a chance to wtn a clear political 
victory over the Democratic Congress. 
It Is an issue to enable the President to 
fight shoulder-to-shoulder with his par-
ty's disgruntled conservatives on •·.a 
matter of prin<:iple." It presents an 
occasion where the President can-with 
a veto on natfonal television-show the 
country he was in dead ear,nest about 
that line he drew thru the budget defi-
cit. 

It Is the farm bill. And it is bad 

Farming: Next budget target? 

legislatinn for taxpayers, consumers 
and farmers alike. 

First, a little history. 

FOR 40 YEARS. following the onset 
of the Great Depression, the American 
rarmer wandered in a wilderness of 
federal subsidies, controls, quotas, al-
lotments. and burocrats. During those 
decades, he raised his food almo.st as 
much for government storage bins as 
ror the dining room table. The cost to 
t~xpayers of farm programs ran up In 
$4 hi Ilion annually; ancl, stora!(e costs 
alone W<>re consuming tax dnllars at 
thP rare of ~I million a day. 

For tht> farmer, rhis was rlisastrous, 
11nrl not only finan<"ially. He was p1c-
turf'd in f'dilnrials anti C"artnons as Con-
i:ress' pampr!'1'n prorllgy. Hi~ dty rous-
1n.s fell at times that farmers were 

/ 
merely thll senior fellows on the wel-
fare rolls. And the nation gi:ew to re-
sent the situation. 

This was what was known ·univel'sally 
as "the farm problem." No n11tional 
candidate seemed able or willin~ to 
attempt ils resolution. 'fna best advlc-, 
I can gi·va national po!itici&ns <1ut 
stumping for rural voles, Rep. Page 
Belcher [R., Okla.] used to say, is to 
announce no farm program at· all . None 
of them are popular, he said, "just visit 
with the farmers a little while and sit 
down together on the wagon tongue ,.Ind 
ory." 

Well, under former President Nixon 
and Dean Earl Butz, the secretBiy of 
Agriculture, that has e:hanged. Rising 
world demand and a free market phi-
losophy Combined in the Farm Act of 
1973 to enable the government to cease 
being the managing partner in U.S. 
agriculture. 

Without high federal incentives to 
raise corn or wheat for U.S. storage 
bins, the farmers regained the flexibili-
ty to shift production, to respond rapid-
ly to rising world demand. They. moved 
in force into the v.orld markets. 

Exports rose from $1! billion in 1!172 
to an estimated $22 hi llion this year. 
ThP stora1:e hms were 1::111ptied .. Anrl 
there was surlctenly a nPw rei;pect, a 
new appreciation or the American 
farmer as the most efficient. anci most 
producti-ve of Ameriran businessmen. 

ALI, THIS JS thrE'atrnrd hy lhf' rf'.tC• 
lion11ry lei::islalion in the final boarding 
process nn the Hill. The new I.Jill takes 
us right back to the old days . . 

Instead of leaving price guarantees 
down at the current low level , where 
they provide a "safety n!!I" in the 
event of a price coll:,pse they are 
raised to the point where they \\-ill give 
farmers a reason to produce for the 
government paycheck rather than for 
the market's need. The far,ners and 
the taxpayers and consumers would be 
paying the freight. 

When it arrives at his rlcsk. the Pres-
irlenl need only look up I.hose wnrcis he 
spoke m signing the tax hill. Exduding 
nnly national def<>nse and ener.Ry he 
said, "I will resist ev<>ry atiempt by 
Congress to arid another dol111r ln !his 
deficit hy new i;pencting proi;r ams. I 
will make nn eXC"<'pl inn~. . . " 

Ntw Ynrl1: T r 
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·Farin. Bill's Cost t() Consu1ne1·s 
Shoul(l Ear11 Preside11tial Veto 

.. DESPITE inflation and high food 
prices there is an "emergency" down on 
tbe farm? 

Well, yes, if 'you would believe a 

the Surgeon General says is not good 
for your health. 

Subsidies of this ·nature are paid ac-
cording to a "target" price which is the 
difference between the market price 
and the politically-fixed price whenever 
the first one is lower. 

The rationale, as The Chicago Trib-
une explained and analyzed it recently, 
is as follows: 

"On the one hand, they say high 
prices are needed to induce farm~rs to 
produce more food. On the other, they 
say high targets are needed to protect 

Senate coalition of 
liberal freshmen 
Pemocrats from 
the corn country 
and the farm bloc, 
fncluding Republi-
cans. In the House 
th i s group has 
bumped subsidies 
for dairy products 
alone by. nearly 
balf a billion dol-
lars. 

(We are re-

1 farmers' incomes from the depressing . 
effects- of the big crops expected to be 
planted this year. If farmers are in dan-
ger of being clobbered by overproduc-

lieved to read that Butz 
only four members of Florida's 15-man 
House delegation, none of them from 
South Florida, went for heightened sub-
sidies, which cost $4 billion in 1972 for 
n'ot growing crops.) 

The Senate has managed commit-
tee-wise to do even better than the 
House. Its agriculture panel has upped 
fne ante from $495 million to $953 mil-
lion to consumers in a three-year ver-
sion of the one-year House price subsi-
dy bill with higher milk and cotton sup-
ports. . . • 

For good measure the Senate vN-
1ion also included an ameni::lment rais-
ing price supports for tobacco. This is a 
commodity, on the other hand, which 

tion, it hardly makes sense to argue 
that they need to be induced to produce 
yet more." 

Of course. But too little farm legis-
lation since the 1930s, when price sup-
ports necessarily orginated, has made 
any economic sense. Most of it is a hol-
low mockery of the private enterprise 
system which the predominant big in-
dustrial farmers (and subsidy gather-
ers) profess to serve. 

We do not often agree with the 
clumsy antics ·of Secretary of Agricul-
Lure Butz. He has promised, however, 
to deliver a presidential veto if this 
"emergency" foolishness down on the 
farm continues. Let's hear it for com-
mon sense. 

Sunday, March 23, 1975 

The Senate Votes 
A FarnI Handout 

THE SENATE'S VERSION of the farm price 
support bill is about as unconscionable an author-
ization to sack the U.S. Treasury as has ever· 
come out of Congress in all its long and inglorious 
history of giving away money to the man with the 
hoe and the Cadillac. 

Put through witti, fawning haste and without 
the least concern for the interests of consumers 
staggering under very high food prices this 
measure would cost the Treasury $20 billion or 
more over • three years, its administration oppo-
nents predict. Secretary of Agriculture Butz has 
said he will urge President Ford to veto it if 
anything like the Senate's bill comes out of a 
conference committee. 

LAST WEEK THE HOUSE passed a bill 
installing much less expensive price supports 
amounting to about $470 million and for one 
year's duration only. Even that was opposed by 
Butz as unnecessary and a reversal of existing 
farm policy which since 1973 has run in the 
direction of getting the government out of the 
agricultural marketplace. The American Farm 
Bureau Federation supports him in his advocacy 
of less government involvement and has opposed 
both the House and Senate bills. We are glad to 
note that both California senators, Alan Cranston 
and John Tunney, voted against the Senate bill's 
$20 billion su'pports and we can't understand why 
an urban congressman like San Francisco's 
Phillip Burton·would steer the House Democratic 
caucus toward an enthusiastic embrace of this 
logrolling, anti-consumer legislation that will 
inevitably raise the price of milk, cheese and 
butter and conceivably the price of grains, cotton 
and tobacco. 

IT IS TIME SOMEBODY in the congressional 
leadership showed some sense of responsibility 
toward controlling the size of the coming federal 
deficit. Knocking off these farm price supports by 
upholding a presidential veto when and if it 
comes would be the place to begin. 

Friday, March 28, 1975 
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Farm Price Tumble 
Farm prices have declined by 10 per cent in the last 

five months, promising consumers some surcease from 
the continuing climb of food costs at retail. Hope for 
such relief will dim, however, if Senate-House conferees 
use the slump in farm income as justification for endors-
ing the wildly exaggerated price supports for farmers 
approved by the Senate just before the Easter recess. 

Even in this recession period when the Government 
Is properly concerned with guarding every segment of 
the population against undue hardship, the House version 
of the measure to prop up the price of key commodities 
does all that farmers can reasonably ask dn the way of 
income insurance. Indeed, !n our view It goes further 
than is appropriate by any yardstick of over-all eco-
nomic balance. 

The Senate bill Is infinitely worse. With dts much 
more expansive guarantees, it would boost costs by 
nearly $20 billion over three years, according to the 
Department of Agriculture. Whatever discount one puts 
on that figure, it plainly represents a tax on Government 
and consumers alike that would give inflation a perilous 
boost. 

Instead or concentrating on price supports and pro• 
ductlon controls, which for four decades have had a 
checkered history of social utility, it is far more impor-
tant now to devise methods of trahslating lower farm 
prices into lower prices at supermarkets and other retail 
outlets. 

The cost of getting food from farm to table has been 
going up while the farmer gets less for his crops. An 
effort to reverse that upward trend Is being made by 
the National Commission on Productivity and Work 
Quality, through subcommittees involving the food 
unions, retail and wholesale distributors, processors, 
warehouse operators, railroads and trucking fleets. How-
ever, the commission operates on a microscopic budget 
and has no assurance that it will survive beyond the 
June 30 end _of the fiscal year. 

The Ford Administration and Congress can contribute 
to greater stability in food prices and in many other 

aspects of the war on inflation by making the modest 
investment needed to give some stability to the com-
mission itself. 

April 2, 1975 

Baek to the Farm Dole 
Because someone said economic lieves this already has brought a 

it:tl,mulation would be a good idea, significant improvement in the over-
q;ongress~en sudde!11y are _tumbl~~ all efficiency of the U.S.~gricultural 
over each other trying to fmd pohti- sector. For example, some Southern 
dally useful ways to hand out cotton farrriers are switching to soy-
~'oney. It should be .n? surprise to beans· this year, a ben. efii both to 
¥yone that they have Just passed a them and. consumers around the 
bill to boost farm subsidies. , world. Prices indicate that the world 

.. . _ TheFe are both general and spe"' wants soybeans more than it wants 
01fic reasons why the President cotton. High supports prior to 1973 
should veto the bill, as he appar- played a significant role in killing 
dIJ,tly plans ·to do"-at some considera- world demand for U.S. cotton and 
),;le political risk. The general rea- stimulating· substitution of petrole-
$on is that every such action by Con- um-based synthetics by the textile 

. tfess adds further to the form_ idable trade. • • • 
4.eficit the federal government will 'The new bill from Congress 
hve to finance this year. The Trea- would start to reverse these benefits 
•ury has only begun to cover a by attempting to restore farmers to 
)!illion or more and yet the bond the p.1J,blic dole. By congressional 
markets are :skittish, the Fed's arithmetic, this is their right since 
Jlnoney printing machines -are whir- labor has been promised public seF-
fing again and corporations are be~· vice jobs, the elderly ·are· to get a 
g~ng. to wonder where they will special bonus, independent oil pro-
:fipd funds. ducers will get to keep their deple-
• Aside from thos~ danger signals, tiori allowances, etc., etc. 
iliere is a specific reason why the Congressional proponents also 
:Olrm bill should be scuttled.: It has have been trying to get consumers 
41!Yery prospect . of wrecking a fed.: and foreign aid propone'nts behfod 
~ral farm policy that has finally their bill by threatening that farm-
begun to make sense in the two ers will reduce their production this 
)'ears since passage' of the 1973 om- year if they don't. get higher target 
:riibus farm bill. • prices. -That is a rather impla·usible 

Basically, the 1973 act began tak- Glaim _ considering the fact that a 
ijig the federal government out of huge wheat, • soybean and feed grain 
the commodity business, which en- crop is in prospect as farmers re-
tailed market manipulations and spond to .. world demand. It is also 
£igh storage costs. The bill substi- implausible· considering that· fact 
i;µted a target price concept, provid~ that farm income this year, while 
xpg a safety net for farmers in the likely to fall a .bit further .. from the 
k,rm of direct subsidies if market- • 1973 record-when it' was spectacu-
prices ,fell below 1cvels that would larly higher than any previ0us year 
£ecover produ6tion costs. • -will remain high by any histqrical 

,' The results of this change have standard:, . . 
~en salutary.in several very impor- . The -~,j:ply; highef_ ta,i,g~ts.: iUld 
tent ways. First of all, the cost to suppQti· l'e\l'el,s ,m the· new :l>ill' will 
the government of running the pro- raise:!ati;n _s:upportj::osts·~t $500 
gram has fallen to about $500 million mil~ion;:in 'thE!. 09ming ,9rop :,year. 
f,f()m $3.9 billion in the last three Si!lce it is UA]ikely that Congress 
Y,:e~rs. Second, U.S. exports of farm will let suppo:rj;'levels fall in an elec-
Jlr(>ducts will soav to a predicted $22 ti9l)I ,ear, t4~ USDA is figu~ Qll 
~llion this year f_rom about $8 bil- an; ~_ven sh,a:r.per escalationJn. 1976 
lion in 1972, mainly because U.S. and 1977;- •'to somewhere above ·the 

• f~rmers are now freer to employ costs that existed· ~ore the 1973 act 
tpeir superior prqductive efficien- was -paased. 
01es in ~ompeting in.world markets. •. T~;.Ffesident will need some po-
~d thirq, th_e ag~1cultural . sector litical courage to veto the farm bill. 
~ow ~as an incentive -to adapt -to Without doubt his opponents will use 
~an~m~ world market patterns ~y it against him in 1976. But- unless 
~ubstitutmg crops tha,t are more m someone musters ,some political 
~mand f?r crops that they once courag';l, there may be a lot bigger 
~w mainly for federal storage. things to worry about in 1976 than 
bins. c~· be conceived by anyone , ,in 

Agriculture Secretary :.Butz :be- Washington today. 

THE WALL STREET JOURNAL --- ' = 
TUESDAY, M.ARCH 25, 1975 
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WTheat, Corn an,d Milk 
GRAIN PRICES, sinking rapidly for the past five 

months, offer the latest example of the dangerous 
instability that has overtaken American agriculture. 
The House Agriculture Committee has responded in a 
manner that is as conventional as it is narrow • and 
inadequate. The committee has reported out an emerg-
ency bill that merely raises and broadens price supports 
f«;>r one year. The result is an equally conventional poli-
tical quarrel. Some of the farmers angrily charge that 
even the committee's higher supports would not cover 
their production costs. Consumers' organizations de-
nounce the bill because it would raise some prices and 
prevent others from sinking. The Ford administration is 
threatening a veto because the higher subsidy levels 
would cost the federal government' nearly a billion dol-
lars. Nobody seems to be thinking much about what has 
gone wrong in our agricultural system over the past 
several years or how a durable remedy might be 
constructed. 

There is no great mystery about the basic reasons for 
tlie wild swings in farm prices since 1972. This country 
has largely sold off its grain reserves, and it is producing 
increasingly for foreign buyers. The administration zeal-
ously pursues its ideal of a free market in a business 
where tl?,e biggest operators are state trading corpora-
tions-of which the most important :md most unpredict-
able is that of the Soviets. With low reserves and uncer-
tain foreign demand, even a small shortfall sends prices 
soaring and even a small surplus turns them skidding 
downward. These fluctuations in grain prices set off 
massively inflationary disruptions in American meat and 
poultry producton which, particularly in the case of 
beef, can take years to work themselves out. You don't 
need a PhD in economics to see that merely raising the 
grain support prices will do very little to stop this 
seasawing. 

The House Agriculture Committee's bill is particu-
larly unfortunate in its tendency to set farmers and 
consumers against each otner. The two sides have a 
strong common interest in stabilizing prices. Wheat and 
corn growers liked the idea of a swinging market as 
long as it kept swinging upward. But now. that it has 
turned and the farmers perceive their peril, it becomes 
possible-in political terms-for Congress to work to-
ward a comprehensive national farm policy. 

If farmers want government insurance against sudden 
drops in prices, they are going to have to concede that 
consume•rs have an equal right to insurance against sud-
den leaps in prices. Consumers, for their part, are go-
ing to have to get used to the idea that food prices can-
not safely be pushed down much. This country has now 
made a sound decision to work toward unprecedentedly 
high grain production. Prices are going to have to be 
held high enough to cover extremely intensive cultiva-
tion. While there is a compelling case to be made for 
higher price supports for grain, there is an equally 
strong case for federal intervention to keep erratic and 
unexpected ~oreign purchases from deranging the mar-
ket. That means either export controls or higher re-
serves, and perhaps a combination of the two. 

The case of the dairy industry is quite different, and 
here the Agriculture Committee's bill is on altogether 
the wrong track. While the country needs more grain 
to meet worldwide demand, we already have a substan-
tial surplus of milk. The effect of the committee's gen-
erosity in raising dairy supports is to increase that over-
supply at great expense to the consumer. The Agricul-
ture Department estimates that the effect of the com-
mittee's formula, by the end of the year, would be to 
raise the price of milk 8 cents a gallon, the price of 
cheese 10 cents a pound and the price of butter 20 cents 
a pound. The dairymen's distress last year was mainly 
owed to the steady rise • in the cost of feed for their 
cows. But since last fall the decline in grain prices has 
transferred the distress to the grain producers and 
brought a significant measure of relief to the dairy 
industry. 

The United States cannot expect to return to the kind 
of stability in food prices that it enjoyed before 1972, 
when we deliberately held our domestic prices far above 
world levels. The rest of the world is richer now, and 
well able to bid on our markets. But neither does this 
country have to endure indefinitely the kind of mid-
night raids, speculative pounces, and unexpected short-
ages that our market& have suffered over the past sev-
eral years. The House commi_ttee has wasted its op-
portunity to adapt American agricultural policy to these 
new circumstances. It is up to the Senate to take a 
broader view. 

SUNDAY, MARCH 16, 197·5 

A farm bill to plow under 
Mille prices up 8 cents a gallon; 

cheese up 10 cents a pound; butter up 
20 cents a pound! A $1 billion increase 
in consumer expenditures for dairy 
products! 

As if things weren't bad enough now, 
these could be among the consequences 
of a one-year emergency farm bill ap-
proved last week by the House agricul-
ture committee. But that's not all. Ad-
ditional costs to the government, which 
means taxpayers, would go up $840 mil-
lion, according to the Department of 
Agriculture. 

The bill is supported by .a new coali-
tion including liberal freshmen Demo-
crats from the Midwest, urban liber-
als, arid the traditional farm bloc that 
includes some Republicans. It would 
rai$e price guarantees for dairy prod-
ucts, authorize hefty increases in both 
target prices and loan rates for grains 
and cotton, and mandate a high loan 
rate for soybeans. 

Setting a target price authorizes the 
government to pay farmers -the differ-
ence between the market price and the 
target price whetij!ver the former is 
l o w e r . Loan rates determine the 
amount of money the farmer can bor-
row from the government by pledging 
his crops as security. When market 
prices are below Joan levels, the farm-
er can simply keep the loan and let the 
government take his crop. 

As recently as 1972, under the Joan 
program, the government was paying 
farmers $4 billion a year in subsidies, 
mostly for not growing crops, and $1 
million a day to store surpluses. Last 
year the subsidies were below $500 mil-
lion and surplus storage costs wel'e 
near zero as a result of changes in the 
1973 Farm Act. :I'his act was designed 
to free farmers from government inter-
ference and let them produce for 01e 

market instead of for government ·ware-
houses. 

Except 'for cotton, market prices to-
day are well above both the target and 
loan levels proposed in the House bill, 
which is scheduled for a vote this 
week. Proponents, however, are using 
a curiously inconsistent set or argu-
ments in support of the measure. 

On one hand, they say high targets 
are needed to induce farmers to pro• 
duce more food. On the other, they say 
high •targets are needed to protect 
farmers' incomes from the depressing 
effects of the big crops expected to be 
planted this year. If farmers are in 
danger of being clobbered by overpro-
duction, it' hardly makes sense to argue 
that they need to be induced to produce 
yet more. 

Rep. James Weaver, one of the fresh-
men Democrats who comes from a 
nonfa'rm district in Oregon, may have· 
tipped the committee's hand. "This is a 
consumer bill," he said, ''and I'm vot-
ing for it because it guarantees we'll 
get farmers to grow more food and 
bring prices down." . 

If Rep. Weaver is right, the bill 
would almost surely be self-defeating, 
particularly if it were later extended 
beyond a year. The high loan levels 
would price American f!p'm prQducts 
out of the market; supplies that should 
go to hungry people would again pile up 
in storage; the U.S. would again be-
come a residual supplier in foreign 
markets; and taxpayers .would again 
be stuck paying billions of dollars an-
nually in subsidies. 

This is why Secretary of Agriculture 
Butz calls the bilL "totally unaccepta-
ble" and says he will recommend a 
veto if Congress approves it. Mr. Butz 
is right. The last thing we need Is to be 
plunged into a new round of costly and 
fnflationary farin programs. 

Monday, March 17, 1975 * 
-----------
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Farm Follies 
F-0r more than four decades, the Federal Government 

by one procedure or another has guaranteed a minimum 
price for many of the basic fann products. But unless 
taxpayers and consumers were willing to assume astro• 
nomical financial burdens, this guarantee could not legiti• 
mately be construed as an all-µ,urpose Insurance policy 
for fanners against any economic losses. Yet now that 
farm prices are coming down from the stratospheric 
levels of a year ago, farmers are naturally bringing ail 
their political influence to bear in an effort to push them 
up again by legislative action. 

The House Agriculture· Committee has reported a bill 
that would raise guaranteed Government prices for wheat 
and corn by approximately 50 per cent-from $2.05 to 
$3.10 a bushel for wheat and from $1.38 to $2.25 a bushel 
for corn. Cotton prices would also be raised substantially. 
The actual market prices for these major commodities 
are now at or above the proposed higher levels. If market 
priers fall below these so-called "target" prices, how-
cvr.r, the Government would be required to make up the 
difference with direct payments to farmers. 

The bill would also increase the price support for inilk 
prpducts to 85 per cent of parity from 80 per cent. Ac• 

cording to Agriculture Department Economists,. such an 
increase would raise the price of mllk by eight cents a 
gallon, of cheese by ten cents· a pound, and of butter by . 
twenty cents a pound. 

With the cost of Jiving continuing to rise despite the· 
worsening recession, increases of this magnitude· In 
staple foods would be a shocking blow ·to millions•of 
moderate-income families. At the · same time, by en-
couraging a jump in production, . the change in the 
guaranteed price level runs the risk of putting the .Gov-
ernment back into the futile, uneconomic game of storing 
surplus butter. 

This bill, pushed by one of the strongest lobbies In 
Congress, has strong support in both parties. Hut, as 
Representative Peyser1 Republican of Westchester, has 
pointed out, urban Congressmen will find it exceedingly 
difficult to explain their support for such a steep in• 
crease to their own constituents. Secretary of Agriculture 
Butz has warned that if the bill passes in its present form, 
he will .strongly recommend a Presidential veto. The 
wholly unacceptable cost of this measure in direct pay-
ments by the Treasury and in higher prices paid by con-
sumers would certainly justify·such a veto. 

THURSDAY, MARCI/ IJ, 1975 

Fann Prices and Politics 
Finding reason to praise Agriculture Secre-

tary Earl Butz affords a novel satisfaction, like 
finding a needle in a haystack. His capacity for 
gratuitously dispensing rhetorical cockleburs is 
endless. But he's right on target this time, ·in 
proposing that President Ford veto the legisla-
tion - if it passes Congress - that would raise 
farm price supports again, and thereby stick the 
consumers with higher grocery costs. 

At last, the public is getting a taste of some 
lower food prices, and this strikes stark fear 
into fanners - fear that the law of supply and 
demand may be starting to work, after all these 
years, in the consumer's favor. Of course the 
farmers have excruciating economic problems 
of their own: their production costs continue to 
inflate and they get too small a share of the final 
food dollar. But any federal remedy for their 
distress should be of the kind that doesn't drive 
food prices up again. 

That's what new legislation approved over-
whelmingly by the House Agriculture Commit-
tee would do. This one-year "emergency" bill -
a response to lowering prices and the political 
muscle of a dozen powerful farm organizations 
- would boost the price supports for milk and 

dairy products, and raise the government-guar-
anteed floors on prices of wheat, corn and 
cotton. All together, it could very well increase 
consumer costs by $4 billion a year, according to 
one private research report. Brought down to 
specifics, the Agriculture Department thinks it 

~ould kick the price of milk up eight cents a gal-
lon, the price of butter up 20 cents a pound, and 
so forth down the line. By estimate of its own 
proponents, the measure might cost the govern-
ment $3. 7 billion if increased farm production 
causes prices to decline a bit more. 

But that's the whole point of the higher 
production levels which the government has 
been trying to stimulate - to put the brakes on 
food inflation. We trust that consumers will 
be watching House members very keenly when 
this inflationary bill comes to a floor vote, prob-
ably today or tomorrow. They are, after all, sup-
porting farm prices already to the tune of sever-
al billions. The amazing thing is that those fresh 
new liberal congressmen from the grain belt 
seem to be cultivating a fine back-scratching ar-
rangement with some liberal urban lawmakers, 
to put this plan through. The new Congress may 
be learning the old methods very well. 
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NORM ROSS 

Pr .. 14eatial Aczr'liabaenu ~¥• !¥•! i! -
Per your reqaeat. The Ad'lini•tra~ r9009Di•- t.bat 
•cae ha•• eapertenoe4 fiMncial 4iffiaulti•• 
due to t.bi• coat priae 11q11eeae. It baa taken a r111111NR" 
of atepe to aa•i•t faraera. Tb• 1976 vbe&t 
acreaqe all.otaent. reoeatly inareaaed by a 1111111GB 
acres t.o 61.6 acr••• Tbia action pro¥'14e• vbeat 
procl\lOU• with additional tarvet price and diaa•tar 
pro~iOD. 

We bave also the 1976 aop cotton price 
npport loan rate by t centa a poaDI.. W •• reoeat.ly 
announaed an iDoreue iD the pl'ioe •~ level for 
11111.k, vhiob, ocabine4 vitb ... 1a9 feed prio••• ahoGld 
be be~ul to clairy procS11oera. 

Wit.bin the peat aneral daya, we have ocaplei:84 
De90U.at.t.ona with the Buropeara Cell I Wlit.:, to reaov'e the 
export aubaldi•• on indu•trial oaaillt' here - a 

that ~t dairy 5Soclaata will not 
be aold iD the 0.1. at cut-rate prioaa. At the 
-• tiae, we ba•• worked wt arrangeaent• wbioh enable 
th• Baropeana t.o 00Dt.in11e ••llinf h19b-qaal.t.ty table 
oheeae. '!'hill solution ba• enabled ua t:o k•P on -•-11:, 
ap-eeable tra4iJMJ tena with our beat ou•tcaua for 
Aaerican fama export•. 

'l'he Nlltt.niatration baa alao t.aken action to pro~t 
our cattle producer• a9aJ.ut. a potenU.al flood of beef 
illporu froa abroad. 'l'be Deputaent. of Stat.a ia acaplet.iag 
apeeaanta vit.b 12 OOWltri•• their 1175 exporu 
of beef to thi• ooant.ry. TheM •olaatary export. reatraint. 
avr•••nt.a are intended to -.p illporta Rbj~ to the 
Neat J'llport Lav to l••• than 1,182 poullda. 
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