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SUGAR

MONDAY, MARCH 27, 1061

U.S. SenaTe;
Conmurrree on FINANCE,

Washington, D.C,

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in room 2221,
Senq&q Oftice Building, Senator Harry Flood Byr& (chairman)

residing.
P Present: Senators Byrd, Anderson, Douglas, Talmadge, Hartke,
Fulbright, Williams, Bennett, and Curtis, : ‘

Also present : Elizabeth B. Springer, chief clerk.

The CuuamamaN. The committee will come to order.

The subject matter before the committee is H.R. 5463.

(The bﬂ]l and brief analysis thereof follow:)

A {H.R. 8448, 57th Cong., 1at ress )i
AN ACT To amend snd extend the Sugar Act of 1848, as amended

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That, effective March 81, 1061, section 412 of
the Sugar Act of 1048 (relating to termination of the powers of the Secretary
under the Act) is amended to read: “The powers vested in the Secretary under
this Act shall terminate on December 31, 1962, éxcept that the Secretary shall
have power to make payments under title 1¥I under programs applicable to the
crop year 1962 and previous crop years'.

Seo. - 2. (&) Bection 4501(e) (relating to termination of taxes on sugar) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended by striking out “Septemgl)er 30,
%ggé:: in each place it appears therein and ivserting in lieu thereof *June 30,

(b) Section 6412(d) (relating to refund of taxes on sugar) of the Internsal
Revenue Code of 1954 is amended by striking out “September 30, 1961"” where
it first appears therein and inseiting iu lieu thereof “June 30, 1863”, and by
striking out “September 30, 1961" where it appears therein the second time and
inserting in lieu thereof “September 30, 1943". . :
- 8Eec. 8. Effective March 31, 1961, section 408 of the Sugar Act of 1048, as
amended (relating to suepension of quotas), is amended by striking out of
subsection (b) “for the period ending March 31, 1961” and {userting “for the
period ending December 31, 1962"” ; and by striking out of parapraph (b) (1) “for
the balance of calendar year 1960 and for the three-month period ending March
81, 1561 and inseriing “for the period ending December 31, 1862” ; and by insert-
ing immediately before the colon in subparagraph (2) (iif) of subsection (b) a
semicolon and the words “except that any amount which would be purchased
from any country with which the United States is not in diplomntle ‘relations
need not be purchased” and by inserting in the “provided” clause a comma
after the phrase “additional amounts of sugar” and inserting immediately there-
after the phrase “including any amounts which would otherwise he purchased
from any such country with which the United States is not in diplomatic rela-
tion,” ; and by striking out the semicolon at the end of subparagraph (b} (2) (ii1)
and Inserting “except that consideration shall be given to cdountries of the
Western Hemisphcere and to those countries purchasing United Ntates agrie
cultural commodities;”. .. =~ . N o

- Passed the House of Representatives March 21, 1961,
Attégt: ' ‘ o : Rarre R, Rom:nr% '
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BRIEF SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL PRrovisions or ILR. 546¢

H.R. 5403 will amend those provisions of the Sugar Act respecting foreign
purchases which were established by Public Law 86-592, as follows:

Presidential authority to establish the sugar quota for Cuba through Decem-
ber 31, 1962, at such level as the President shall ind from time to time to be in
the national interest, but in no event in excess of the Cuban quota under the
basic quota system of the Sugar A¢t. If the President sets the Cuban quota at less
than its basic quote, the amount of the reductlons are to be distributed as fol-
lows: : “

(1) An amount equivalent to Cnba’s share in any domestic area production
deficit may be assigned exclusively to other domestic areas; and then

(2) To tive nations whose quotas have been between 3,000 and 10,000 tons, a
suflicient quantity of sugar to bring each up to 10,000 tons. These nations are
Costa Riea, Hailti, I'anama, the Netherlands, and Nationalist China; and then

(3) To the Republic of the Philippines 15 percent of the remainder; and then

(4) To other countries having quotas under the act (except those five nations
mentioned in (1 above) the remaining 85 percent in amouants prorated accord-
ing to the basic quotas established by the act, “except that any amounts which
.would be purchased from any country with which the United States is not in
diplomatic relations need not be purchased” ; and then

(5) If additional amounts of sugar are needed, purchases may be made from
any other foreign natton without regard to alloeations, but with consideration
given to countries of the Western Hemisphere and to those countries purchasing
U.8. agricultural commodities.

The bill continues the President’s present authority to obtain refined sugar if
raw sugar is not reasonably available.

The Cramraan. The committee is very much honored to have
Senator ISllender, chiairman of thé Agriculture Committee of the
Senate. A

Senator Kllender, will you proceed, sir.

STATEMENT OF HON. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
: THE STATE OF LOUISIANA :

Senator Bunenper. Thank you very much, Senator Byrd and mem-
‘bers of the committee. o ’

I am very glad of this opportunity to say a few words to you in
respect to the measure that is now before you.

In order to save the time of this committee, I am appearing here
today on behalf of those who. represent, all segments of the U.S.
sugar-producing and refining industry. . This industry, incidentally,
includes many of my own constituents in Louisiana who are engaged
in the production of sugar. It also includes the sugarcane producers
of Florida, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico: the sugar beet industry in 22
States, stretching from the Great Lakes to the west coast; and, as
well, the cane sugar industry with operations in 14 States, including

I appear before you to say that these groups endorse without quaii-
fication the bill before you—H.R. 5463—and urge this committee to
report it, unchanged, today, so the Senate may enact it without delay.

The groups for whom T speak, Mr. Chairman, are listed in a letter
of February 9, 1961, addressed to the chaivman of the House Agricul-
ture Committee, which T ask permission to insert in the record at the
end of my testimony. ' ‘

The CrAaRMAN., Without objection the insertion will be made.

Senator ErLexper. On my own behalf, as well as for our domestic
sugar industry, I want to say that we have no argument with what
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seems to be the basic objective of those who asked for this hearing—
that is, to enable farmers who are not now producing sugar in the
United States to do so. - The question is how much sugar and where?
The answer is not simple. - S R ST

‘We all know that time is of the essence and we must .act between

now and midnight of March 31, when the present Sugar Act ex-
pires, to develop the kind of legislation which appropriately and
sensibly recognizes these demands for growth. Asa practical matter,
the recognition of these aspirations requires an adjustment of many
other features of the act. ‘ ' - .
- The bill under consideration, II.R. 5463, would extend the basic
provisions.-of the Sugar Act for another 21 months, until the end
of 1962. However, 1 firmly believe the act will be amended further
this year. We have the assurance, as contained in the report of the
House Agriculture Committee on this bill, that hearings will begin
come May of this year on a long-range sugar bill.

I wish to interpolate at this point, Mr. Chairman, that I shall do
all I can to get %he committee of the House to act promptly. As
all of us know, there have been slight delays in the past which has
caused many of us quite a lot of worry. It is my hope that I, to-
gether with others, can induce the House committee to proceed with-
out much delay.

The groups E)r whom I speak have pledged to cooperate with the
committees of the Congress, to the end that as soon as H.R., 54063 is
passed, a long-range Sugar Act will be developed, which wiil recognize,
as far as practical, the justifiable desires and abilities of peok)]e in
new areas who want to produce sugar beets and sugarcane. And I
shall personally work for the enactment of sich legislation during this
session of Congress, as I have just indicated.

It has been argued that a shorter extension of the present law will
provide more incentive to enact long-range legislation this year. I
maintain that the urgent necessity for putting the Sugar Act back
again on a long-range basis, and the obvious need for making some
provision for new growers and new areas to enter, are pressures com-
pelling enough to prompt such legislation this year. The 21-month
pl})visx’on of the present bill is a desirable and necessary “margin of
safety.” . . :

Wg should remember that most of the sugar produced this year
will not be marketed until next year. Our growers and refiners need
the assurance that there will be a sugar law next year, which a 21-
month extension now will give, in order to obtain the necessary financ-
ing to produce and market this year's crop. <

Time is running out on the present Sugar Act. Today is the 27th
day of March. The Senate and House schedules call for a brief re-
cess of a few days, beginning at the close of business on Thursday,
Marchi 30, so we can fittingly and respectfully observe one of the maost
sacred and solemn commemorations of the ,mli%ious calendar. That
means that we have to complete work on this bl before midnight on
March 30, so the President will be able to sign it before midnight on the
31st. From here on out we have to keep our eye on the clock as well
as on the calendar. Otherwise, the sugar program, which has served
our Nation so well for mote than & quarter century, will dje. -
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Now let me tell you what would happen if the Congress should al-
low that to occur. _ "

‘The stability which has characterized both sugar supplies and prices
under the operations of the act would be replaced immediately by
chaotic conditions in the sugar market. If this act should pass out of
existence, the farmers would have no assurance that conditional pay-
ments already earned on the 1960 crop would be paid.

The importance of the sugar program to our domestic sugar industry
and to our national welfare is, I know, well recognized by this dis-
tinguished committee. On the 26th day of January 1956, this com-
mittee—then,as now, under the leadership of the distinguished Senator
from Virginia, Mr. Byrd—said, on page 6 of the report issued in con-
nection witha renewal of the Sugar Act then under consideration:

For’many years it has been the policy of the U.8. Government for defense
and strategic reasons to preserve within the United States the abiiity to produce
a portion of our sugar regquirements. This has been done becruse sugar is an
esgential and vital food product nceded by American consiuners, the supply of
which on 8 worldwide basis has been marked by periods of alternatiug scarcity
ang surplus. ) )

A large portion of the world’s sugar production {s grown in tropical countries
with essentially one-crop economies, where cheap labor is abundantly available.
An additional large portion is distributed among the majority of the countries
of the world which, like the Unitcd States, provide protection to their sugar
industries. In these circumstances, it is unlikely that a significant amount of
sugar would be grown in the continental United- 8tates if American producers
had to compete on the open world ‘market with sugar produced with cheap
tropieal labor. - . - : : . S y
~ But there is siill & further and grave situation which would heppen
if the Sugar Act should be allowed to expire—even for a day, even
over the Easter weekend. The authority by which the President of
the United States keeps Communist sugar from Castro’s Cuba out
gf our country is in the Sugar Act. If the Sugar Act expires, even

or g little while, there is nothing to prevent any foreign sugar, in-
cluding Cuban sugar, from coming into this country immediately.

Castro would be able to divert shipments already at sea, now headed
to Communist China or Red Russia, and get them to our ports per-
haps in a few hours. Sugar ships now loading in Cuba would be
abﬁ; to reach our ports this week. I am sure that the minions of the
Kremlin now ruling Havana are watching with intense interest to
gee what this committee does here today. = B
. Mr. Chairman, T will take only a moment more—to recapitulate.
Representatives of established sugar producing and reﬁning indus-
tries of this Nation have asked me to urge you to approve today, and
send to the Senate floor by tomorrow if possible, the bill before you—
H.R. 5463—without change. A single amendment might necessitate a
conference between the House and Senate and passage again by both
Housss—snd there simply is not time for that before the expiration
hour of this act. The many complications involvid in developing
long-range sugar legislation, including full consideration of the as-
pirations of new growers, will be ex{)lored fully later in this session,
and X firmly believe a long-range bill will be passed later this session.
But the welfare of our Nation makes it imperative that this tempora
bill—H.R, 5463—be passed in the few remaining hours before. mid-
night of March 31. o B '
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That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. »
The Crairatan. Thank you very much, Senator Ellender.
(The letter previously referred to follows:)

WaABSHINGTON, D.C., February 9, 1961,
Hon. Harorp D. CooLEY,
Chairman, Commitice on Agriculture,
House of Rcpresoniatives, Washington, D.C.

* DEAR MR, CorgressyaN : This 18 a continmation of our telephone conservation

of last week, - o ‘ o :
"All segments of theé domestic sugar industry will heartily support your efforts

promptly to obtain an extension of the Sugar Act for a period up to 21 months,

The industry believes, however, that a short terin extenslon of the Sugat Act
should not delay an effort algo to obtain long-range legislation at this session
of Congress. It Is our understanding that you concur in this view.

In the past, the industry has not felt qualified to pass upon any emergency
Presidential power affecting the Dominjcan Republic which may be required in
any extension of the act; nor does,it now.

Are you know the act expires on March 31 of this year.. All who know the
requirements of consumers of this country, whether by way of household pack-
ages or industrial products, know that the national sugar policy embodied in
the Sugar Act should be extended by law well before thig March 31 deadline.

We deeply appreciate the consideration which you and your colleagues on the
committee have given to the problems of our industry.

Very sincerely yours,

For the Puerto Rican Sugar Producing Industry: Dudley Sinith, Vice

. Pregident, Association of Sugar Producers of Puerto Rico. HKor
the Hawaifan Sugar Producing Industry: Sanford L. Platt, Vice
President, Hawaiian Sugar Planters' Association. For the Lou-
islana and Florida Sugar Producing Industry: Josiah Ferris,
Washington Represcutative. For the U.S. Cane Sugar Refining
Industry: Irvin A, Hoff, Executive Director, U.S. Cane Sugar
Refiners’ Association. For the Domestic Beet Sugar Producing
Industry; Loren 8. Armbruster, Secretary, Farmers & Manu-
facterers Beet Sugar Association, Saginaw, Mich.; Richard W.
Blake, Executive Secretary, National Beet Growers Federation,
Greeley,. Colo.; Gordon Lyons, Executive Manager, California
Beet Growers Associatien, Itd., Stockton, Calif.; E. W. Rising,
Exccutive Vice President, Western Sugar Beet Growers Asso-
ciatlon, Washington, D.C.; Merrill E. Shoup, President, Yolly
Sugar Corp., Colorado Springy, Colo.; A. E, Benning, Executive
Yice President and General Manager, The Amalgamated Sugar
Co., Ogden, Utah; Frank A. Kemp, President, The Great Western
Sugar Co., Denver, Colo.; Robert H. Shields, President and Gen-
eral Counsel, U.S. Beet Sugar Assoclation, Washington, D.C.

" The Crammax. We are honored to have Senator Milton Young
with us. Will you proceed ?

STATEMENT OF HON. MILTON B. YOUNG, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA

Senator Youxd. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
committee, : ‘ B

I appreciate appearing before this committee, and especially taking
me out of order. . - o .. -

‘Mr. Chairman, in order‘to conserve time, I will ask that a telegram
from the Red River Valley Beet Producers Associgtion be placed in
tég,i*éfcﬁqr;i, lgs wel” as lettors from Mr, E. N, Dornackér, prasident ‘of
the North Dakota Tri-Cbun%Sﬁ sar Beet Association 'and Mr. C. J.
Campbell, sedretary of the Minnesota-Daliota Sugdr Beet Dévelop- -
meant Association.
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(The telegram and letters referred to follow :)

GraNp Forks, N. Dax., March 28, 1961,
Senator MiLtoN YouNo, ’
New Benate Office Building,
Washington, D.C,: .

Red River Valley Beet Growers Association of North Dakota and Minnesota
waunt 21-month extension of Sugar Act passed us soon us possible. We are op-
posed to ldea that any State or area be given special consideration of any kind,
However, If any should be given, we think we are entitled to consideration as we
have requests for 180,000 to 190,000 acres fromm furmers wie have land proved
to be adopted to growing of sugar beets. Please present thig to Finance Com-
mittee for their consideration,

R. T. ApaMs,

H. M. TROWBRIDGE,

NorTH DAXOTA TRI-COUNTY SUGAR BEET ASSOCIATION,
Mayville, N. Dak., March 23, 1961,
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE, i
Washington, D.C.

GENTLEMEN : In regard to the exteusion of the Sugar Act it is the feeling of
our members that if there is to be any special allotments given to any group or
area, under the short term Sugar Act, we request that equal consideration he
given our North Dakota farmers.

The Tri-County Sugar Beet Association is composed of 520 farmers, who
would like to grow 58305 ncres of sugar beets. Our farms are located in the
heart of the Red River of the north on the North Dakota side. Our farmer
members are farming about 400,000 acres of land. If we could get beet acres
we 1;*vomd divert 58,000 acres to summer-fallow and 08,000 ncres to sugar beets
each year.

In the case of barley of which North Dakota ranks firgt in bushels produced,
this would reduce our acreage of barley by 116,000 acres. The valley farmer in
our area averages 35 to 50 bushels per acre in yleld.

As you can see, should our members become beet growers, in our case it would
reduce the production of barley by over 4 million bushels each year.

‘ Sincerely yours, Y

' ‘ E. N. DorNACKER, President.

MINKNESBOTA-DAKOTA SUGAR BEET DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION,
March 24, 1961.
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE,
Care K. W, Rising,
Wasghingtonw, D.C. .

GeENTLEMEN ! I am gecretary of the Minnesots-Dakofa Sugar Heet Development
Association, which represents eight sugar beet development groups, located in
the Red River Vallr. of Minnesota and North Dakota. These eight groups have
a current dues pay.ng membership of 1,601 and have requested 130,819 acres of
sugar beets, .

Speaking for and on behalf of the membership of the Minnesota-Dakota Sugar-
Beet Development Association, I request that if any new area is8 to receive
special consideration regarding the growing of sugar beets under the present
extension of the Sugar Act, that thie area represented by the Minnesota-Dakota
Sugar Beet Development Association be given equal consideration.

Yours very truly,
C. J. CaxrBELL, Secretary.

Senator Youna. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in.
this telegram our producers are asking for an additional acreage from
180,000 to 190,000 acres. =~ . ‘ o
- If the committee sees fit to make additional acreage available, I

ﬁipectfuﬂy'r_equest that the Red River Valley of North Dakota and
~ Minnesota receive its proportionate share of any such increase,
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At the present time, over 98 percent of those farmers not having
sugar beet allotments have organized sugar veet development associa-.
tions to promote the production of sugar beets in their respective
areas. . : ‘ . S :

The Red River Valley of North Dakota and Minnesota is ideally
suited for sugar beet production. It has large farms of fertile, level
land, facilitating large-scale mechanized production.

It has adequate natural rainfall to provide the necessary moisture’
for sugar beats. - : : ~ : -

- The major crops of Red River. Valley, other than sugar beets, are:
primarily crops which are in surplus. R

This is an area which, I daresay in the past 5 years, has produced
an average wheat crop of 30 bushels to the ncre. It is also the principal
barley-produycing area of the United States, and another erop which
is-in surplus, ‘ ‘

I would like to point this out : In producing sugar beets in this area,
land must be summer fallowed, prepared -a year before, so when you
have a hundred acres of sugar beets, you are actually. taking 200 acres
out of production of another crop.

Sugar beet production in this area, is therefore, most desirable.

At the present time Red River Valley has approximately 1,200
growers of sugar beets, producing 103,500 acres. Ifrom the standpoint
of availability of suitable land this acreage could be tripled in the
next. 10 years, and farmers could increase their sugar beet acreage as
rapidly as processing facilities are made available. R o

Mvr. Chairman, there is very little time left for reenactment of the
Sugar Act before the expiration date.

I would be glad to support a committee recommendation for a simple
21-month extension, S

" I hope, however, that the time wiil not be far off when greater
sugar ullocations can be given to our domestic producers, o

I think the Red River Valley Beet Producers Association of North
Dakota, and other similar arganizations in this area, as well as cther
arens, have made a good case for increased production,

Senator ‘ANpersoN. Could I make a comment on what Senator’
Young said{ . : L - S

Senator Youna. Yes.” - O

Senator  ANDERsON. Senator, you are suggesting, are you not, that
the Red River area in your State has 108,000 acres now{

Senator Youna. Yes, 103,500 acres. - - :

‘Senator Apenson. And you think that could be tripled ?

Senator Youna. Yes, many times more than that. _

Senator ANpersoN. Do you believe, then, we should freeze it for 21
months to put it through’two new seasons so that they could not pos-
sibly increase it while 1t is being increased in Mexico and in Pery, the:
Dominican Republic? Don’t you believe that farmers in North
Dakota and Minnesota have some rights,too? - o -

Senator Youna. Yes, Senator, I would like to see our domestic pro-.
ducers given & better allocation.

“Senator ANpersoN, (Rood. .

Senator Youne. If that is not-possible, then I would support the 21-
month extension. But I think we should start working in this direc-
tion.
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Senator Anpunsox. I know how carefully and militantly and con-
-stantly you have supported the farmers of your State.

- Senator Youra. Thank you. ' ‘

_Senator AnpersoNn. Particularly on Durum Wheat, where I did not
‘always agree with you, but you huve done a fine job, Senator Young,
and I would be the very first one to admit it.

. Now, the situation of the very able Senator from Louisinna is a
little different. The cane producers are not using all their acreage
right now or were not the last time I noticed, so 21 months to them
does not mean a thing. But it means quite a Httle to you and to your
farmers. -

Senator BeENNETT. May I ask a question: Do you think between
now and Thursday night, considering the rules of the Senate, we can
rewrite the Sugar Act and get a bill through the House and take all
these very complex problems and solve them? Don’t you think we
need-—is not the real purpose of the extension, regardiess of the num-
%)er ;)f months involved, to give ug time to handle-this complex prob-

em . o : :

Senator Younc. I am not nearly as familiar with the handling of
the progiram as you and other members of this committeo are. But
T wanted to point out that I do believe that we should work as fast ag
we can toward giving domestic producers greater allocation, and if it
i8 not possible to do that now, I hope the time would not be far off.
I woulg therefore support an extension of the present act.

Senator AnpensoN. I would just like to remind Senator Young,
when we had this matter up in July of 1960, the House committes put
in a conferenco report. this language:

" A8 part of the understanding by the conferees, 1t was agreed that the con-
ference on the part of the House would undertake to pass a sugar bill and trans-
it such to the Senate on, the earliest possible date after the reconvening of
the House in August. . CoL

'That was August of 1960. S .

- We- would not have had a conference report. It was close in the
Senate, and we had to wrestle with it until early in the morning.
There were only three Senators from the Finance Committes pres-
ent, Senator Long of Louisiana, Senator Bennett, and myself, and
the only way we reached agreement was as the result of an absolute
ironclad promise that something would be done by August of 1960.

Does the Senator recall anything being donet We get this same
thing, I will say to the Senator, every time, 24 hours, 36 hours, at
thg most, “You have got to do it now. It is too late now to fool with
it. . B R

This is exac&lg what i8 being said here. . . . .

. “Do you think you can write & whole new Pill in 24 hours#” Every-
time.it is the sams story, because the House . sfuses to upset the situ-
ation. - - .. ST " N |
The only way the Senate will ever get any good done for its people
is to fool the House on it one time. .

Senator Curmis. Senator Young, you, with your longtime experi-
ence on the Committee on Agriculture, are you of the opinion that a
substaéntial incréase. in: domestic sugar production would: bs.a good
thing? o
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Senator Young. Yes, I can think of nothing that would help agri-
culture more in this country, and it would go a lang way toward solv-
ing the surplus problem. * . ‘

As I pointed out in my State in order to grow 1 acre of sugar beets,
you summer fallow the land a year before, so the land is idle for a
whole year. This means it takes £ acres for 1 to produce sugar bests.

Senator Curtis. And you would alsn agree that to do that would
be in the best interests of the toial economy of the United States, con-

-sidering our overall agricultural problems?

Senator Youne. Yes. I qn alarmed at, soetimnes at, the uncer-
tainty of our aup})ly of sugar from-foreign countries. ' :

Supposing we had trouble with Latin American and South Ameri-
can countries like we had trouble with Cuba, our supply of sugar
would bhe in a precarious situation. :

Senator Curtis. Well, entirely independent of that from the dollars
and cents standpoint, when we consider the low cost of the sugar to
the consumer over a period of years, as compared with other prices

.and when we consider the burden on the Treasury for our overnli
agricultural grogram, to have a {'ust and fair increase of domestic
production of sugar would be in the interest of the general economy,
do you not believe? o

Senator Youxc., Certainly. I think one of the big prohlems con-
tributing to our surplus trouble is our imports of agricultaral com-
.modities which we can easily produce in this country. - .= .

I realize that you have to import in order to export, but I do not
think we should {e importing commodities which faor various reasons,
it is better to produce in this country. 1 certainly think we should be
producing a higher percentage of our sugar needs in this country now
than we are. : :

Senator, Cortis. We are importing roughly 45 pecent of our sugar
consumption, and that is exclusive of what, we get from our offshore
possessions and territories;.is that not true? S

Senator Yopune. Yes; that is right; and sugar is made available to
the consumers of the United States at a reasonable price.' * ... -~ -

Senator Curtis. Now, my next question does not. call for an involve-
ment in what is the best procedure, and conflict with the House, or
anything of that sort, I do not want to 10inimizes those problems, but
I am not trying to discuss them at this time. . T

Do you feel that a long-range program of orderly and gradual in-
crease of sur domestic production should be undertaken as soon as
possible before additional foreign producers feel they have a vested
interest in our consumptive market here? Do you believe that?

Senator Youna. Yes; I do, and this is the danger: If you give a
greater allocation to foreign countries, which you cannot maintain in
the future, we are causing ourselves some trouble, and probably some
enemies. | ‘ x = e

‘Senator Curris. Yes. If they are given something temporarily, if
that temporary period is extended too long, and then it is changed at

.a later time, it may be regarded a3 an unfriendly act. -

Senator Youna. Yes; that is right. : : L

Senator Curris, Yes. I think also that the ficst step—1I see the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee here; I do
not want to solve all his problems—but I think one of the first things
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necessary in dealing among nations is that you win the respest of other
ﬁaopla, and certainly if there was any other nation in the world that

ad the agricultural problems that we have involving all of the bil-
lions of dollars, the billions it' does annually, and that other nation
happened to be importing 45 percent of a product that they could
produce more of, I am afraid that we would question them a httle bit,
and we would not. quite respect them as much as if they solved their -
problems a little better.

Senator Youne. Well, T have followed this situation quite closely
-for years, and I do not know of a single foreign country when they
find themselves with surplus furm products that do not impose some
kind of restrictions on imports, particularly from the United States,
and that includes our good neighbor to the North, Canada, as good a
‘neighbor as we have. ‘ o

Senator Cortis. Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to take further time,
but I ask unanimous consent at the close of Senator Young’s state-
ment that I may insert a statement in the record.

('The statement reforred to will be found at the end of Senator
Young’s statement.) ‘

- Senator Youna, Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. ‘

Senator Frnnrient, Mr. Chairman, may T ask him a question?

The Curairman. Senator Fulbright.

Senator Fusrieur. The Senator from Nebraska raised the ques-
tion. As the Senator from North Dakota knows, I am very new on
this committee, and I know very little about this subject.

Senator Youvxa. You are far better than a green hand. Tf I may
use the expression? _ *

Senator Forskicar, And he was asking about its effect on our
overall economy, and whether this would be a good thing.
~ Can you tell us how much have the sugar producers received in
direct subsidy since the Sugar Act has been 1n effect ? ‘

Senator Youna. Are you asking me that question? -

Senator FuLsrierrr. Well, yes.  You rre an expert on this subject,
are you not$ : o - ‘

Senator Youwna. I do not have the figures on hand. T suppose it
has run into a sizable amount, but there would be no need forany
subsidy - whatever if American producers were given the same im-
port protection that the producers of other countries are given for
their farm commodities.: : .

This is a crop which needs no subsidy whatever if we would just
regulate the imports a bit.

enator Foursricur. You mean You could change the subsidy to
a high tariff? If you would put a high enough tariff on it it would
enable you to sell it without a subsidy; is that what you mean?

‘Senator Youna. This is what other countries are doing. ‘When
the price of flax or rye in Canada is up, and the price is down in
the United States, we can start shipping up there. After awhile they
impose an embargo on-our grains. - S :

enator FuLerioHT. Senator, I do not know enough-about it to
argue with you. I am trying to learn about our own situation here.

s it a fact that we have paid a large amount of direct subsidy to
the producers of beet sugar in this country$ =~ . - :
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.. Senator Younc. Well, almost every segment of .our, agriculture
is now being subsidized in one form or another. This is so because
we permit these imports, - :

Senator FursricaTt., Senator, I am only asking you about sugar.
I am familiar with cotton. I know about that. I do not know about
sugar because wo do not grow any in my State, but do the sugar pro-
ducers receive a direct subsidy ? o

Senator Youxne. That is correct.

Senator FuLsricur. Do you know about how muchf

Senator Youna. Noj; I donot have the figures.

Senator FurpricHT. Is it in the neighborhood of $1 billion, $1.6
billion in the last 15, 20 years?

Senator Youxa. I have not gone into it. I am not a member of
this committee that deals with the financial—-

Se;mtor Fuuerieut. Does it run about $60 million, $75 million a

ear
y Senator Youxa. That is about right.

Senator Fursricrrr. How does it improve our overall economy, as
the Senator from Nebraska says, if this is the kind of crop we have
to subsidize to the tune of $60 million or $70 million a year?

Senator Youna. If we did not have this production here in the
United States, and you ran into a world shortage, we would be paying
through the nose to the tune of a much higher price, but because we
have at leaut some productien in this country, it tends to make us a
little bit more independent of foreign imports.

Senator FuLsrieat. That is not true in coffee, is it? We do not
produce any coffee. Do you think on the sume basis we ought to start
coffee production in this country ? :

Senator Youxa. It is not feasible.

Senator Furerigur., Why isn’t it? If you pay them enough it
would be.

Senator Youna. No, I do not think you could, no matter what
price you had. '

Senator I'nuprient. You could grow bananas, could you not?

Senator Youxe. No.

Senator FurrerigHT. I do not understand the argument that this
is good for the overall economy. There may be other reasons for it.
If this is not an economic crop that can be produced competitively,
then why is it good for the overall economy to subsidize it.?

Senator Youna. Going back to.your argument there——

Senator ForericrT. I am not arguing: I am trying to find out what
are the facts. : :

Senator Youna. If we only wanted cheap commodities, they can
produce cotton cheaper in Mexico and in many countries in the world
than we can in the United States.

We could import all of our cotton supply. We could get all of our
sugar supply from other countries; we could get all of our wheat
supply from other countries which have greatly expanded their pro-
duction many of them with our help.

."» We have to niaintain some semblance of a stable agriculture in this
Nation. Sugar is one of the best crops to produce.

Senator ForLsriaer. Why does not sugar have the same protection

that cotton and rice and tobacco have? Why does it have a special
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act and come under that act and not under the act governing the
same programs ag other crops?

Senator Youna. Because sugar and wool are import crops. We im-
port a sizable amount of our needs and, at times, they can E: produced
cheaper in foreign countries, I suppose both sugar ind wool could be
produced cheaper in other countries, and ws could get all the supplies
we wanted. We could just wipe out this industry entirely if we only
wanted cheaper production. ‘ ' C

Senator Fursrient. You have that great a variation in prices of
sugareven under thisact. Didn’t it goup very high during the middle
forties to about 150 percent of parity% ' " P

Senator Youxa. Q\’l}eneyer we have to depend on a foreign market,
then the price goes up: During wartime in the past we paid a pretty
high price for our sugar requirements, -

Senator Frinricur. We do in everything., But I mean the Sugar
.:}Ct 1}0@3 not stabilize the price. They go up and down anyway, don’t
they

Senator Youxe. No: Sugar, the price of sugar, has been maintained
at a very stable level for years. ‘ -

Senator ANpeErsoN. Would you permit me just a minute?

He speaks of the high prices in the 1940’s. That is v/hen we were not
under the Sugar Act. - :

Senator FururiaHT. There wasno Sugar Act?

Senator ANprrsoN. There was no Sugar Act in operation. It was
written in 1948.

Senutor ForsricHT. It was rewritten, but I though there was an
act—— - :

Senator ANpErsoN. Not in operation.

Senator FuLsrienr. Not suspended ¢

Senator ANprrsoN. Don’t give up on the coffee, either, because we
have some coffee in the Hawaiian lI')slands, and they are part of the
United States. ,

Senunior Fuumauiis. If there is such a good thing hore, do you think
we might grow it in- Arkansas.if we go high enough?

Senator Youxa. Pardon me? .

Senator Furprigurt. Do you think we could grow sugar in Arkansas
if the subsidy was high enough?

Senator Youne. I suppose we could, if it was high enough. But we
would not want to produce it if it was in areas uneconomical.

Senator FuLsrictit., What is your concept of being economical ¢

Senator Youx~ec. If wa produce at a reasonable price, and I think we
are producing sugar at a reasonable price in the present areas of the
United States where it is being produced.

Senator FuLeriauT. You believe that?

Senator Yoowa. Yes. .

Senator Fursricar. What is the price of sugar now in North
Dakota ? ‘

Senator Youne. There has been some variation, but for 10 years—I
do not have the figures. o -

Senator FursrieaT. Will this add to employment, do you think,
if you increase the production

Senator Youna. It would greatly increase it, and not only because
it requires a considerable amount of labor and expensive machinery—
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a beet 'bopper and loader costs about $15,000, and they only last 2 or 8
ears,
¥ Senator Furarienr. Thet is4ll.
The Cyamman. Any further questions?
-Senator Youna. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.
The Cuamrmax. Thank you very much, Senator Young. ‘
The statement by Semator Carl T, Curtis will be inserted in the
record at this point, as previously agre.d.
(The statement referred to follows:)

STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL T. CUBTIBS ON EXTENSION OF THE SUGAR ACT

For several years we have temporleed by extending the Sugar Act for short
periods of time to meet expiration deadlines, In so doing, we have falled to go
to the root of many problems facing the dowmsotic sugar industry,

We are in a perfod of time in which offshore prodiiction is no mngﬁr para-
mount in furnishing sugar needed for domestie consumption. At the same time
we must take note of the fact that the domestic eapacity can and should be
increased to meet our evergrowing consumption of sugar. We know well that
increase in sugar consumption Is in direct proportion to increase in population.

A year ago 1 made a survey in Nebraska and determined that many farmers
who now produce sugar beets would like to increase their acreage. " Also, many
counties which have elther surface or pump irrigation can well raise sugar
beets and should be affordedl acreage allotments. Some of these counties have,
through apnropriate channels, petitioned for an allotment of sugar beet acreage.

It does not seem prudent to me that we should deny domestic producers op-
portunity to shate in this ever-expanding market. We must increase production
and retining capacity gradually so that farmers can benefit from this orderly
development. It is my understanding that refining capacity in the beet area can
now process between 10 and 15 percent more beets than were processed last year.
1t is my hope that, in Nebruaska, we can increase sugar beet acreage by: 50
‘percent over the next 6 or 6 years and increase refining capacity in like mannper.
Again, there is no supportable reason for relying on offshore production for 50
percent of our domestic requirements. The totdl farm problem today requires
that we make every effort to seek solutions wherever they are afforded. In-
crease in the production of sugar beets will not, of course, solve the total prob-
lem, but it will provide economnic benefits for farmers and any acreage planted
to augm‘ beets will surely avoid the growing of anv crops which are now in
surpius.

Mr. . Chairman in .order that your committee might have a picture of the
situation as it exists in Nebraska, I want to recite some facts that I found after
making a survey of my own. 1 contacted the most authoritative source in a
few counties right around my home aren in Nebraska. 1 give you these figures
not representing the total picture for Nebraska, but rather as samples,

1 live in south-ceniral Nebraska in the county of Kearney. That county has
approximately 80,000 acres of land under jrrigation, 45,000 of which is pump
irrigation and the balance under the tricounty district. Kearney County had
only 1,100 acres of beets last year. This 1,100 acres was divided between 27
growers. My survey indicates that a great number of farmers have asked for
an allocation and that the county could handle several hundred more’ acres
of beets.

Buffalo County, which neighhkors my county on the north, has 1,800 acres of
beets. In this county, also, sugar beets are a very degirabla crop, Each yeéar
farmers who have never grown sugar beets are asking for an allotment and the
present growers want an increase in acreage. Buffalo County has 115,000 acres
of irrigated land, most of which is pump irrigaﬁou 'I‘he need for increased
sugar beet acreage is great. : ’

Phelps County i8 now growing about 810 acres of sugar beets. Beets are well
adapted to that area. I bava received a report that the county could well use
an allotment anywhere from 2,500 to 4,000 acres. Phelps County has 100,000
acres of irrigated land provided by the tricounty and 470 irrigation wells.

Furnas County reports to me that they have only 230 acres of sugar beets;
it is a desirable crop and they could well use an allotment of about six times

67619—61——2
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that amount, - They have 30,000 acres under irrigation, approximately one-half
of which is pump trrigation provided by 200 deep wells. '

Franklin County produces no sugar beets at the present time. Reports indicate
that it would be a desirable crop. The couuty has 28,060 acres under irrigation
and It would like a sugar beet allotment up to 8,000 acres at the present time.

Webster County is another county- withoyt sugar beet, . acreage .allotment.
They have.abcut 15,000 acres under irrigation. A great mapy farmers in Web-
ster County would like to raise'suguar beets, More than 20 made application
for allotments for 1060, but none was available; The area ib suited to the pro-
duction of sugar beets and they. would like to start with an acreage of at least
2,000 acres.

Nuckolls County has shown a great interest in a sugar beet program. The
Republican Valley Is irrigated from the Bostwick District, and sugar beet acre-
age is greatly needed to round out their economy. I have received a great deal
of supporting material from Nuckolls County. S ‘

Last year Hamilton County only bai 13 farmers with a sugar beel acreage
who grew over 700 acres of beets. Local people report to me that sugar beets
.are & desirable crop for the county. The county has 123,000 acres under irriga-
tion, all of it being pump irrigation. At least one-third of this irrigated land
could be used for the production of beets. Two years ago, 18 farmers asked for
sugar beet allotments, but only 13 requests were granted.

In Thayer County there are 34,000 acres under irrigation. Farmers are
hecoming interested in sugar beet production and some have asked for an allot-
ment, but there has been none. There is no sugar beet production in that county.
At this time it {8 estimated they could profitably use an allocation of 800 acres.

‘Dawson. County -has approximately 800,000 acres of land under irrigation.
This i8 provided by 2,800 irrigation wells and 70 miles of main canal bringing
water from the Platte. Thelr sugar beet allocation for 1960 was only 2,200
ucres. It was reported to me that mwore farmers are asking for acrcage and
that those who have a sugar bect acreage are seeking an increase. Dawson
County could well use a sugar beet acreage allotment between 10,000 and
20,000 acres. oo : )

Considerable interest exisis in Red Willow County for increased .sugar beet
acreage. - The allotment for 1960 was a little over 150 acres. Sugar beets are
regarded as a desirable crop for the area. Red Willow County has 21,000 acres
under irrigation and at the conclusion of reclamation projects underway in the
area they will have an additional 22,000 acres. They could use an increase in
sugar beet production up to 2,000 acres instead of the 150 acres they now have.

-T have been informed that Adams County produces about 100 acres of sugar
beets. This production is carried on by two farmers. An estimate was received
that indicated that Adams County could use a sugar beet allocation of 8,000
‘acres. They have almost 38,000 acres under irrigation, 56,000.0of which is from
‘pamp-{rrigation. Farmers are asking:for an acreage allotment: - ,

Those facta hive been gathered from.a limited number of counties. Theie
are many more counties in the State where sugar beet acreage is needed and
being requested.

At the present time the U.8. annual consumption of sugar is about 9.5 million
tons, Only 535 percent of this is produced ‘within the United States, including
Hawalii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. Many foreign countries who share
in our sugar-market are seeking an increase. Other foreign countries are lobby-
ing for a sugar quota fromn the United: States. - -

- Nebraska should have more sugar beet acreage. It will add to the income of
our farmers and to our economy generally. It will lessen the production of crops
of which we have an oversupply. It just does not make sense when we are beset
with low farm income and many agricultural problems for this country not to
produce a greater portion of our sugar needs. Allocations to domestic producers
of sugtr should be increased. The forelgn allocations should not be increased
either in volume or by adding new countries as suppliers. o

A long-range Sigar Act providing for un increase in domestie profduction should
be-passed by this Congress, S . C S S
~ The Cuarcman. The Chair has been requested to insert in the record
a statement ind enclosure from Senator Warren G. Magnuson of the
‘State of Weshington; a letter from Senator Frank E. Moss of Utah;
a joint stateinent from Congressmen Odin Langen of Minnesota, Don
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L. Short of North Dakota; ind Hfalmnr Nygaard of North Dakota.
(The documents referred to follow:)

STATF\(L!\T ON H R. 5463, EXTENSION OF THE SUGAR ACT, BY Smm*on WARREN G.
wausou

Mr. C.hairman and members ot the oommittee, I have appeared before you
. on numerous occasions torurge & provision:in the Sugar Act for new growers—-a
-provision’' that would let more farmers into the sugar beet business, Likewise,
I have submitted to you on at least three occassions amendments to the act
aimed at accomplishing this objective. These continued efforts have resulted
in some recognition of the so-called new grower problem but there are still
many farmers, particularly in irrigated areas like the great Columbia Basin,
who would like to produce these cash erops.

I submit for the record three telegrams I received this week from parties
at interest in the State of Washington: Earl 8. Gregory, secretary-treasurer
of the Quincy Columbia Beet Growers Association, Inc.; W. B. Tarver, secre-
tary, Quincy Valley Chamber of Commerce; and Lorin W. Markham, general
manager of the Spokane Chamber of Commerce. Also enclosed for the record
is a certified copy of a resolution adopted by the Washington State House of
Representatives.

Mr. Chairman, I realize that your committee faces a very difficult decision.
"The Sugar Act expires March 31. . Unless it is” extended, great harm might be
done to farmers currently engaged in producing sugar beets and even to con-
sumers of this country. If the aet expires, there will be no authority to make
benefit payments to over 1,000 farmers in the State of Washington, currently
engaged in farming almost 40,000 acres of beets.

You will note that my constituents recognize these facts and hence have
gone on record for a 9-month rather than a 21-month extension of the Sugar
Act, They take this position out of deep concern that a 21-month extension
will put less pressure on the Congress and the industry to enact long-term
legislation at this ist session of the 87th Congress.

Your committee will have to decide. whether there is time between now and

' March 31 to put a bill through the Sennte which amends the House version—then
hold a conference—and still achieve an extension before the Easter recess. If
you decide this question in the negative, then I strongly urge that you and your
committee use your great Influence to insure that long-term legislation is en-
acted before we adjourn.

Senator Jackson joins me in this statement,

' Quiney, WASH,, March' 23, 1961.
on. Senator WAREE:\ G nIAGnUnUN, ' ' L o

Q‘tr'nfn nm,m Du TALsr ]

s T P v ericuityy

Waakmgton, D C.:

Strongly urge you resist House verion of Su<ar Act extension. We want
only 9-month .extension making mandatory 4- or 5-year Sugar Act legislation
during this session with language provided to allow factory construc‘tion on new
areas where farmers want,to grow sugar beets. Not sensible to continue alloting
sugar quotas to foreign countries when our own farmers are pleading. for a
chancee to grow bects. .

QUI\CY C«\Immm BF,ET GROWERS
AssociaTion, INc.
. EarL S. meony, ‘
S¢eretary-Treesurer.,

‘ Qp@ncy, Wasm., 3 qrch 24, 1961,

.
[ REEEE:

‘T-fng_ Sonator Magn USO‘Z, "

Nsavswisa ava

Waslmzyton D. C

Strongly urge you, support only- Q-month extension OK %ugar Act making
mandatory 4- or 5-vear Sugar Act legislation during this session with language
provided to allow factory construction in new area where. farmers want to grow
wugar beets. Not sensible to continue allowing sugar quotas to foreign countries
when our own farmers are pleading for a chance to grow beets,

QUINCY VALLEY CHAMBER CF COMMERCE,
W. B. TARVER, Secretary.



11’6 ' SDGAR

- BroRANE, WasH., March 24, 1861,
Senator WareenN G. MAGNUSON, o . C
Senate Office Building, ‘
Washiugton, D.C.;

A great need exists for lncreaeed augar beet acmnge in Washlngton State,
especially in the Colambir Basin. Other Western States have like need. To
“permit this increase and congtraction of ‘needed factordes, imperativo.that Sugar
Act: extension now beiug considered by Benate be .limited to 9 wmonths. Such
~action will permit passage later in the scssion of 4~ or 8-year legislation giving
increased sugar quotes to new growers on lrrlgation projects. ‘Please support the

8-montlr extemsxon, Will phone you later. .
Lonin W. Muxmm, Gene' al Momxycr.

S r———

Housr oF REFEBESENTATIVES,
STaTE. OoF WASHIXGTON,
- . Qlympia, Maroh 25, 1961,
Hon. WARR:LN (. MagNusoN, . )
U.8. Senator, .
Benate Ofiice Building,
Waahmyton, D.O.
Dran SeNATOR MAusUBsON ; ha\e the honor to tranamit to you a certmed copy-
of a 'resolution adopted by the house of representatives on March 23, 1961,
: {’equestlng an exteaston ot the Sugur Marketing Act NoW” pending betore the-
§.: Senate.

Very rcsﬁectfully yours,
S. R. Horcoyms, Chief Otcrk.

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF WASHINGION - . °
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ) ,
' RESOLUTIQN nY'Rr.Pnz-;smimﬁvﬁs S1p, FLANAGAN AND Riomarp “Diok” G, CECIL.

Whereas only:-about one-third of the sugar consumed in the United States is
produced within the United States; and

Whereas recent- political disturbaneces in foreign countries threaten a future-
stable supply of sugar for the U.S. consumers; and

Whereas many thousands of acres of the highest beet producing land in the
United States are avallable in eastern Washington for the production of sugar-
beets along with a stroug desire by the¢ farmers in this area to engage in the-
production of additional sugar beets; and

Whereas the buildinig of additional sugar factories will contribute greatly to
the development of new reclamation areas not only in Washington but through--
out the other Western States, will add millions of dollars of increaged business.
volume, will cause increased employment, and will increase the value und
amount of taxable property iz fhis State; and

Whereas, the limitation upon increased sugnr pmducﬁon in thls Btate is the-
lack of sugar manufacturing capacity:; and
" Whereas the present proposed 21-month extension of the  Sugar. Act now
before- the U.S. Senate will- not ‘enable’ sugar companies to maké the Iarge-
investments required for the building of sugar factories because it gives no-
assurance to any company that it could retain sugar beet acreage for a long
enough perlod to justify such a capital investment: Now, therefore, be it -

Resolved, That we, the House of Representatives of the State of Washington,.
urge that U.8. Senators Warren G. Magnuson and Henry M. Jackson and the
U.8. Senators from Texas and New Mexico do everything possible to provide-
for a 9-month extension of the Sugar Act, with provision for a special sugar
marketing allotment to any company willing to build a sugar plant, and with
the undergtanding that during such 9-month period a new Sugar Act will be-
enacted that will) provide a’ lnrger share of the U.B market for U.S. producers-
and sugar companies to enable them to make the necessary expansion in this:

industry; be it further



SUGAR 17

Resolved, That coeples of this resolution be transmitted to Benators Warren
@G, Magnuson and Hemry M: Jackson. : o : .
* 1 hereby certity this to be a-true and oorrect copy of resolution adopted by .
the House of Represeniativas March 238, 1061, : »
’ ' 8. R. Horoome,

Ohief Ulerk, House of Represontadives.

U.8. SENATE,

CoMMITREE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR A¥FAIRG,, .

L4 o o - March 27, 1961,

Hon., Hagey F, Byrp, . :
Chairman, Senate Finawoe Conimmitoe,

Washington, D.C. :

DeAr Hagrry : I understand tbe Finance Cominittee will consider this morning
H.R. 6483, the bill the House of Representatives has already passed to amend
and extend the Sugar Act of 1048 for 18 months. o

The national sugar policy ag embodled in the Sugar Act has been eminently
successful. The present bill has the complete support of ail segments of the
domestic sugar industry. T am confdent that the members of your committee
will act swiftly on the measure 8o it may be brought to the  Senate floor for
action before the act expires at midnight on March 81. Should the act not be
extended by that date chaos would prevail in the sugar markets of America
and the world. ' _

I was recently in Utah where T addressed the Cache County Beet Growers’
Association at Smithifield, Urah. I found' there considerable anxiety among
growers as to what the future holds for' the sugar beet industry. 'As soon as
the measure temporarily ,extepdmit,t;g sugar law 18 passed by the Congress I am
confident that representatives of the sugar beet industry will be willing to meet
with their competitors in the cane sugar business, including the sugarcane
reflners, to reconcile the differences among themselves, and ‘together with their
friends in Congress and in the executive branch of the Government work out
legislation that is acceptable to all. 1 aiu confident also that these propusals
will recognize the world problems with which sugar has become so inextricably
involved in the past few years. . ‘

Sincerely, '
Frank B. Moss. "

JOINT STATEMENT Of HoN. OpIN Lanoer, MiwNesora, HoN. Dox L. SHorT, NoRTH'
‘Dakora, AXD Hon., HIALMAR NYGAARD, NOBTH DAKOTA, OX THE EXTENSION OF
THE BUGAR ACT N ‘

"We sincerely question thé wisdom of extending the present Sugar Aet for-
another 21 months. - We. do #o. because of the need for revisions. fn- the :law to
allow for greater participation on the part of domestic growers in preducing: the
‘Sugur requirements of : this i¥ation. - This meed naw Deen exnreszsd sver the past
many years ih terms of thegriat Joktds of suc B2 Biver Valley fariusis o grow -
beets, and by the fact that we have very substantial evidence of their ability
to do so. In our own Red River Valley area of northwestern Minnesota and
-eastern North Dakota, for many years farmers not presently growing beets have
been making applications for beet allotments without success. The present beet
indugtry which we do have in our area is ample proof of the feasibility of grow-
ing and processing beets in this avea.

In the light of the great domestic potential and the need for putting it into
-operation in terms of a longer-term revision of the Sugar Act, a 21-month exten-
-sion seems an unnecessary delay. If the law is extended for 21 months, it would
be 3 veurs before domestic growers ceuld be given any real consideration, and
I believe that present sugar producers and potential producers should be per-
mitted a fair share of U.S. sugar needs as soon as possible. Surely we have
ample time in the remainder of this session to arrive at # revised act which
will allow cur domestic producers to participate i fuifiiiing A greater share of
the sugar market. Therefore, a 9-month extension would seem to be very ample,
And in addition, if such a decision could not be reached this sesslon, it would
be extremely simple to add another extension later. I belleve our domestic
producers deserve at least this opportunity to present thelr case.
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- Another undesirable aspect of extendivg. the present act for 21 wmoenths ig that
it will tend to set a precedent for buying sugar from .foreign cauntries who will:
be: dissatisfied if a part or all of their Americon temporary merket has to pe
revised. This would be much less of 'a problem under a 9-month extension.

To provide thé committee with a brief picture of the interest in the Red River
Valley area in an.opportunity to expand sugar beet production, we offer the
following excerpt from 8 study prepared by B. BE. Youngquist, superintendent
of the Northwest Agriculture Experiment Station of Crookston, Minn. :

GENERAL Gon MENRTS BY THE SUPERIRTENDENT OF THE NORTHWEST EXPERIMENT
- 8TATION, CROOKS8TON, MINN.

1. The mrmers included in the 10 sugar beet development assor:lauons do not.
represent all farmers who have suitable soil and financial capability to raise
sugar beets in the Red River Valley.

IL. There are a number of reagons why the Red River Valley in gencral is
well suited to the production of sugar beets:

1. The large farws averaging well over 400 acres of fertile level land-
facilitates large-scale mechanized’ prodnction. "

2. The major crops of the Red River Valley which competé with sugar
beets are those which are already. in surplus production; therefore, the
sugar beets, among other cultivated crops, are particularly welcome to help
relieve the surplus problem.

3. The producer of sugar beets in the Red River Valley can compete suc-
cessfully from the standpoint of his cost of production with farmers any-
where in the U.S.A. domestic beet production areas, Natural rainfall pro-

~ vides \yatu- year after year. Farmland is lower priced than other areas of

'simna: fertility in the United States of America.
. The.sugar beet crop has experienced very little diseasé problems under
the ‘cool climatic conditions which exist.

II1. Currently, there are about 1,200 growers of sugar beets who produced
roughly 103,500 acres of beets in the Red River Valley this past season. This
acreage could be tripled in the next decade from the standpoint of the avail-
ability of suitable land and the actual eapacity of farmers to take on additional
acres. The farmers can increase sugar beet acreage just as fast a8 processing’
facllities can be made available. For the longer pull, as one studies the amount
of Fargo-Bearden Association solls in the entire Red River Valley, it is Teason-
able to conclude that 500,000 acres could he brought inte production.

IV. To summarize: The culture of the sugar beet fits unusually well with
much of the soil type, with the topography, with the ¢limate, and with the
type of agriculture found in the Red River Valley. These facts, along with a
commendable record of producing sugar beets to date, are reasonable assurance
that farmers would be inclined to stay with the sugar beet crop for the long
pull ahecad. As one examines all of the factors, it is not out of order to point
out that the Red River Valley should be among:rthe very top of those areas in:
the United States to receive first attention -when it comes to increasing processing.
facilities so -that more acres of sugar beeis'may be produced in.this favorable:
area. The farmers ars readv s cvide-adﬁition&l acres of augar heets as fast:
un silgur wiii'e ulmt.u.v is avaliavie:
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Sugar Beet Development Association, Red River Valley, N. Dak. and Minn.,

Jan. 1, 1961

Narne of sugar beet development Date or- | Number of [Acres of sugar
association Name and address of president] ganired [paid members] beets desired
. . . R L. Jan. 16, 1961
Marshall County Sugar Beut De- | William Robertson, Argyle, 1848 110 16,008
velopment Assoclation, Minn,
Pembina County Sugar Beet De- Fl}ol)'d Groene, 8t. Thomas, 1048 84 8,430
vilopment Association. . . Dsak.
Walsh County Sugar Beet Devel- | Arnet V ‘{tnlandet, Drayton,| 1048 86 8, 540
opment Association. - N, Dak:- -+, : -
Kittson County Sugar Beet Devel- | Vern  Holmquist,  rural 1948 " 119 12,070
opment Association. route, Hallock, Minn.
Minnesota-Dakota Sugur Beet | Byron Hanson, Hallock, 1041 [0 T PO,
Development Association. Minn,
Southern iled River Valley Beet | Ieo Yagel, Breckenidge, 1953 169 17,140
Development Association, Minn,
Roseau County Bugar Beet De- | Yilding Qrahin, rural routs, 1855 159 11, 200
velopment Association, - Rosean, Minn. :
TrCounty Sugar Beet Develop- | Hamy Oen, nwal -route 3, 1465 369 25, 401
ment Assoclation. Thief River Fulls, Minn,
Tri-County Sugar Beet Associa- | Ed Dornocker, Mayville, 1900 515 56, 800
tion, Mayville, N, Dak. N. Dak.
Mid-Valley Beet Development | R. (. Canning, Henpdrum, 1060 365 32,000
Association, Miuon,
b (1) {1 UL N PRSI P, 2,016 187,319

1 Not listed here as these members are nlr(;ady included in county sssoclations.
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Senavor A¥persoN. Mr. Chairman, do you have a statement. from
Con mgn Walter E. Rogers of Texas, and Congressman 'Thomas
G. Morris of New Mexico? . ' -

The CrameMaN. I have those statements. I now submit them for
the record.

There are more statements to be put in: A statement from Congress-
woman Catherine May of the Fourth District of Washington; and a
statement from Senator Clinton P. Anderson.

(The documents referred to follow :)

SrATEMINT o8 IHoN. WaALTER B, Rocers, Mmmoi OonNGRress, 16TH CONGREBSIONAL
‘ Distrior or TexAs, oN H.R. §463

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am honored to appeuar before
you to testify for a Hmited extension of the Sugar Act of 1948 as amended. The
district that I represent is the 18th Congressional District of Texas, commonly
referred to as the Panhandle of Texas, ‘This arca is one of the flunest sugar beet
areas in the United States; During the time that acreage allocations were in
effect, the entire State of Texas hnd slightly over 1,800 acres. You can readily
see the diletnma with which we were faced. Under recent estimates, I am ad-
viged that between 30,000 and 40,000 acres are necessary to sustain a4 sugar mill.
It is true that there are no present acreage allocations, It is also true that our
farmers are free to grow ag many sugar beets as they desire. This statement
has been made by Mentbers of the House of Representatives without full ex-
planation. Without explanation, the statement is grossiy misleading, The fallacy
lies in the fact that there would be no market for the sugar beets grown at the
present time, the reason being that thera is no sugar mill to process the beets
in that area and, hence, no one would purchase them. It would be impossible to
erect a sugar mill at this time without proper legislation first being passed... 1t is
my understanding that a sugar mill would cost from $14 to $15 million, which is
an investment that would hardly be made by any individual or group without
some assurance of a possibility of recovery, 'Tlie low history of our general area
and the possibility that acreage allotments could be reinstated does not mmake a
very inviting picture to potentinl investors. These facts constituted some of the
reasons far our insistence in 1960 that persnanent legisiation be-pdepted as soon
as possible to provide needed stability in the sugar program in this eountry. Yon
will all recall the heated controversy that surrounded the extengion of the Bugar
Act in the last days of the 86th Congress:. In fact, we stayed in session all night
trying to reach agreement as to future activities on this subject. Agreement
was finally reached by the conference committee on the night of July 5, and a
conference report was adopted by both Houses of the Congress.

The last paragraph of this conference report read as follews:

“As part of the understaiidiiug reached by the conferces, it was agreed that
the conferees on the part of the House would. undertake to pass a sugar bill
and transmit same (o the Senate on the earlieat possible date after.the recon-
vening of the Hones in Angunet? . - B T

It was the understanding of those of us in the Congress that this was an hon-
orable and binding agreement and we told our people that suck agreement was
made in order to provide an orderly procedure, and assured them that the faith
would hekept and that early action would be had on permanent sugar legislation.
1 did warn my people that there was a possibility that legislation might not be
completed in 1960, but that other Members of the Congress had assured me . that
every effort would be made to complete the legisiation early in 1861. It was due
to this sithation that the March 81, 1061, date was agreed upon as the termi-
nation date. . To my -utter surprise, the type of sugar legislation to which we
were addressing ourselves in that agreement was not taken up nor acted upon
in August of 1960. It is true that a bill was sent to the Senate, but it did not
treat the inequities of which we had complained earlier and did not purport to
solve any of the problems faced by domestic beet producers in the general area
of the Southwest. Hence, I take the position that this act was nothing more
than Up service to the agreement that had been made. 1 -Wwoukd Turiier add that
no action was taken ‘in the early days of this session.of Congress other-than to
ebtain extension of the act for an additional 21 montbs. And I pc'nt out in this
regard: that if -the 21 months extension is.granted, it will amount to the full



22 SUGAR

3.year ‘extension which was advocgted in the last Congress but -which was
deuled in the act that was passed in July 1960, which gianted an extension only
to March 31, 1961. In other words, the proponents of continued full importation
of sugar from the foreign countries of 45 percent of ouy sugar needs, and thé
‘absolute 'denial to-the American farmer of the rightsto participate further in
providing domestic sugar demands, will have been accomplished piecemeal. The
result will. be the same as if we had yielded last July and given these people a
3-year extension of the Sugar Act.

" All the Amerlcan farmer seeks is fair treatment in accord with the standards
employed by other segments of the economy. He desires the right to produce
a fair share of our domestic sugar needs. We all realize the .need for foreign
trade, bat we likewlise appreciate the fact that this country must not permit
itself to become dependent upon foreign nationg for sugar to the extent that we
cannot quickly build up our production capacity to weet our needs if the circum-
stances require it. We must not run the risk of another period of rationing and
scarcities with which we were faced in World War I1. Certainly, the American
farmer is entitled to produce a reasonable part of vur domestic needs.

At the present time, our domestic consumption is slightly above 9 million tons
raw value. Of this amount domestic producers provide approximately 53 percent
:(this includes Hawalil, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands). The remaining 45
percent i8 furnished by forelgn countries, both quota and nonquota. The Cuban
quota was equal to approximately 80 percent of our domestie needs. ‘This
approximated about two-thirds of our imported sugar or approximately 8 million
tons. The figures on sugar secin to be very complex for some reason, but it is
audmitted that Cuba has been selling us between 3 million and 3,250,000 tons
including raw and direct consumption. In any event, this 3 million tons of sugar
that is not being sold to us by Cuba because of the attitude of that government
and the cessation of relations between these two countries must be purchased
from other foreign countries. This.means that the American farmer is being
‘dentéd the-right to produce 80 much as 1 pound of the sugar formerly sold to
‘this country'by Cuba. - : ,

If the Sugar Act is extended for 21 months, {t will mean that this sugar will
be produced by foreign countries who have heretofore furnished less than one-
half of that amount. If this privilege or right is vested in these forelgn coun-
tries for 21 months, it will, no doubt, in the minds of those countries, ripen into
an absolute right and there will be little, if any. chance to recover it or any
part of it for the American farmer or for use in future dealings with Cuba un-
lest we are willing to run the risk of offending some of these foreign countries
‘and providing them with an excuse to move over into the Communist camp. -

We realize that thers is a need for a reasonable extension of the Sugar Act,
This is due to developments and circumstances that have lengthened our supply
line, We are told by the Sugar Division of this Government that the supply
line from Cuba was 6 days; that when relations between these countries were
severed, our supply line shifted to the Philippines which is a 8 weeks' supply
line: that in order to provide a balanced and uninterrupted flow of sugar; it
was necessary that the act be extended beyond March 31, 1961, so that the sugar
market would not be upset pending the adoption of permanent legislation by
the Congress. Accepting these statements at face value, we do agree that a
reasonable extension is necessary. Whether or not this extension should be
for 3 months, 4 months, or 9 months, we do not desire to argue. However, we
do Insist that the extensior should not be heyond this calendar year. Hence, we
contend that any extension granted should be for not more than 9 months.
People of this country and their duly elected Representatives in the Congress
have the right to rely upon the commitments made in the last Congresg and to
expect permanent legislation to be adopted this year in the absence of unfore-
seen national or international difficulties.

‘T would point out that the Director of the Sugar Division of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture has furnished me with the nanies of the continental refiners,
the importers, and the sugar beet processors. The importers are only 12 in
number. The continental refiners are 18 in number. In this connection I would
point out that all offshore sugar is cane sugar. Hence, there is no direct con-
nection hetween the heet processors and foreign or offshore sugar. There are 15
beet processors, 5 of which are located In Colorade, . -

According to information furnished me by the Sugar Division, they indicate
that beet sugar production is about 2.45 tons per acre. Hence, 500,000 tons of
Taw sugar would require approximately 200,000 acres. This would mean ap-
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proximately five sugar wmills in .this couutry at an average cost of around $12
‘milllon, or a total of $60 million, . . .

We fe¢l that early attenticn should be dlrected tovmrd a corroction of the
diserimination that hag been practicedl against the American farmer, both cane
and beet, insofar as the ratlo of domestic and foreign sugar is concerned.

We are daily confronted with the argumnent that this country is suffering from
unemployment. We are daily confronted with the argument that the farin
programs are not good because of tremendous surpluses of the crops which the
farmers car produce. We are daily confronted with the story that the outflow
of gold from this country is most serious.

I would also point put to the members of this. commlttee that much has been
said about the need to retain full control of the Cuban gueta, so that further
purchases could be made from Cuba should the relatlonship between our govern-
ments become reconciled to the installation of a unew government in Cuba. I
would hasten to say that the possibility of a change in the Cuban Government
would appear to be rather remote at this stage. However, it would seem to me
that at least one-third of the Cuban quota could be assigned to domestic pro-
«ducers immediately. Should our hopes for better relations between the people
of our Government and the people of Cuba who believe in freedom be realized,
the full tonnage allotted to domestic prodycers could be recovered by proper
application of the growth factor within less than 10 years.

Another point that should be noted is the fact that Castro is reputed to have
recently stated that he might counsider paying for some of the properties which
‘he confiscated from American investors, hut if he should decide to do this, it
would be necessary for the United States to purchase sugar from him. This, in
my opinion, is nothing short of international blackmail, In fact, it goes further.
If such terms were ever agreed to by our Government, it would be tantamount
to requiring the Awerican farmer to pay to investors of this country the losses
‘they suffered {n an assumed risk foreign lnvestment. Certainly, these investors
are entitleil to be paid for the property that wau stolen frém thew, but the
American farmer should not be penalized by the denial of the right to produce
a greater amount of our domestic sugar needs in order to appeuase Castro or
any other foreign government.

I respectfully submit that a proper treatment of the sugar problem with
relation to permitting our own farmers to further participation in providing our
domesic needs could and would help all three of these problems: (1) It would
help stabilize the economy in these areas where sugar beets and cane can be
produced; (2) it would help solve the surplus farm products problem because
it would enable the farmer to plant nongurplus crops (sugar beets) on land
now being used to produce surplus Ccrops; (3) it would help to stem the outflow
‘of gold from this country.

We respectfully submit that this is a matter requiring immediate attention
and we sincerely hope that this committee will see fit te approve an extension of
not more than 9 months and that its report on the matter will ‘contain reference
to ‘the need for speedy action in the adoption of permanent legislation.

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN Tnoz.us G. Monms oF \'zw “r.wxco Cmcuwme
EXTENSION OF THE SUGAR AcT

Mr. Chairman and members of the committes, thank you for this opportunity to
present for your consideration my support of a short extension of the Sugar
Act and an iperease in the production of domestic sugar,

Last year the House managers in the conference report on legislation ex-
tending the Sugar Act, stated, “As part of the understanding reached by the
conferees, it was agreed that the conferees on the part of the House would
undertake to pass a sugar bill and transmit same to the Senate on the earliest
possibie date after the reconvening of the House in August.” Assurance thus
was given to the American farmer that his right to grow sugar would be given
consideration : However, this cpportunity has not come. It is iny understanding
hearings will begin in May on pefinanent legislation. Then why must we have
this 21-month extension? Surely we can consider and pass umh permanent
measures hefore the end of the year.

Mr, Chairman, if this 21-month extension is put into effect, then for atl prnc—
tical purposes, new domestie producers might as well forget about any acreage
until 1964, Our farmers, processors, and the domestic industry will have very
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little change to regain their rightful share of the market. Lawrence Myers, Di-
rector of the Sugar Division of the Department of Agriculture, stated in an
address on November 18, 1860, '‘I'he fuct ramains, however, that when prics-
premiums amount to as much as $160 million a year, vested interesis are claimed
automatically. All the arguments in the dook will be put forth by produacers.
desiring to sell at such premium prices. Regaivdless of the wishes of either
Congress or the administrative agencies the vested interest arguments of new
suppliers wil] become stronger as the perlod of time they supply our market
increases.”

What is our answer when the countriee which now are Importing the sus--
peutded guota of Cuba acquire a $150 milllon a yoar vested interest? What
will be our answer when the time comes for us to give that suspended quota
fo someone elset - short-thme extenaion would@ emphasize to the present pro-
ducing areas that any reallocations they obtain are only of temporary nature
and give us sufficient time to pass permanent legislation for the bettermeut of
all concerned,

As was pointed out on the floor of the Houge last week, there is nothing that
will prevent any farmer from growing all of the sugar beets he wants to grow.
Allow me to say that this is only a part of the story. If the farmer is to grow
beets, he must sell them. Now, wheve can he sel1?- We are told the old processing
plants are operating at full capacity and can take only a small increase in
production. No new plants have been built in'the past § years; indeed, the
number of plants for the past several years has been steadily declining. Maybe
the answer is through constructing new processing plants. Permit me to quote
4 paragraph trom a letter I recelved from the Sugar Divislon, Department of
Agticallurer - >

“There is notmng in the act to prevent the construction of a new sugar beet
plant. However, it wowld require assurance that sufficlent acreage was avail--
able. ta’produce the beets needed to economically operate a plant.’ In addition,
ir it wou]d become necessary to relmpose sugar markeﬁng allotments in the
sugar beet area under provislona similar to those in the present act, it would
be necessary that such processor have a marketing allotment in order to market
the sugar produced. Accordingly, the decision to crect a new plant could be
made only with assurance that such a plant would have adequate sugar beet
acreage and a sugar marketing allotment.”

Then, how does one establish an assurance for sugar beet acreage? Again
let me quote from the Sugar Division, letter: “Section 302(b) of the Sugar Act
provides that proportionate shares for individual farms will be ‘determined by
taking into consideration the factors ‘past prdduction’ and “ability to produce’
(determined to mean demonstrated ability). For each of the crops of 1955
through 1960, the natiounal sugar beet acreage limitation was apportioned among
States on t.he baslis of the acreage planted to sugar beets during a period of years.
In each State, the acreage was then distributed among old producers with ree-
ognition of the same factors. A swmall acreage within each State allocation
was set aside each year for use in establishing proportionate shares for new
producers.”

Here are the ﬁgures tor new producers in sugar beet areas for venrs 1955 and’

U
3 Lt

Number of Acros Acres
requests 1equested established

xo&s.,-m.-...-.;.-....-.-..-..-.-.-..-.-...-...._---._. ...... .76 - 58719 13,210
............. AR SSSRSNR B 5,338 | 189, 442 A7, 282

Glearly then, 8. new plant couid not depend on such an allocation since we are
told that 20,000 acres would be a minimum amount needed to support a plant,
more than the total new producer allotment for the eatire United States. In
other words, a new plant will not be built unless a stable supply of beets is avail-
able. The stable supply cannot be established unless the sugar beet can be
marketed, and the farnier cannot market his commodity with a proii§ uniess =
plant Is avallable to take his beets—a circle of impossibility.for the new produe-
tion arca. " Private industry will not build any new piants until it has the assur-
-ance that permanent acreage is available, when resirictions are reimpoged. In
order to give reasonable assurance of at least suflicient acreage to guarantee tio
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investment in a plant, it should be stipulated in the law that allocations made to
new areas shall not be reduced below a minimum level required to utilize effi-
-clently the processing plants devoloped, With such a provlmlon, pr&vate fndustry
will build.

-With the suspension of Cuba's gquota and the ndturat (rowth consnmption.
something llke 3.2 million tons of sugar is belng reassigned. This reallocation
has prompted foreign requestd for sew and additionul guotas ia the amount of
4 to 5 million tons. 8o one can tell that &1l gugar-producing areas outside of the
United Statea would like to share in this profitable comnmodity. To date, the
sugar needed to replace this reallocation has been obtained from foreign sellers
at the same price as prevailed for U.8.-quota sugars, except for the Dominlcan
Republic. These foreign suppliers have benefited from higher prices maintained
in the American market with a quota premium in recent years of $2 a hundred
and raw sugar compared with the “world fre¢ market.”

In contrast, where the domesti¢ industry ‘has been prevented from lficreasing
its productlon. I am quoting below some facts and figures which point out how
-our Government has encouraged the expansion of sugar-producing areas outslde
of this country. I do not want to imply that T am opposed to somne of the invest-
ments that are being made to encourage production in these countries but I do
feel that our domestic producers should have at least an equal right to expand
and grow in thls unpoxumt commodity ‘

i

' KXPOBT-IHPOBT BANK

In 26 years, theé Bank has Issued 45 credits fn the amount of $50,753 102 to
sugar production and processing:

Philippines: Ecuador:
Nov, 22, 1967 e $70, 000 Feb, 17, 1950 e £02, 000
Feb. 17, 1809 42, 948 Feb. 2, 1960 . 58, 000
Apr. 30, 1959 . . 202, 144 Nov, 18, 1960w .. 32, 500
Apr. 8, 1900 12,142 . Dec. 13, 1080cu ... 14,500
Aug. 25, 1900 oo 110,736{ - Dec. 20, 1960.vueene—.. 110,000
Jan, 27, 1961 .. 167, 000 Dec, 29, 1960_____. __._ 118, 000
Mexico: Dec. 28, 1960 ... 98, 000
June 14, 1956 . 32, 000 Argeutinn
Feb. 14, 1957 o 33, 400 Feb. 28, 1966, e 310, 000
Apr. 8, 1958 . 8, 000, 000 May 9, 1957 e 97, 000
Mar, 4, 1960 e 22, 000 Mar. 31 1060 . 1,787, 000
Brazil: Aug. 12, 1960 o 110, 000
Oct. 9, 1957 e ' 32,100 | Honduras: :
Jan, 31, 1958 e ‘83, 500 Aug. 1, 1957 ___________ 1, 000, 000
Jan, 15, 1958_____ - 33, 600 | Peru:
: ' Mar, 28, 1957 . _____ 781, 000

A

DEVELOPMERT LOAN FUND

Bollvia: 1059, $2,500,000; 1961, $1,750,000.

Haiti: Applications were wnsidered and approved in 1960 for $8 millfon;
however, this was canceled in:1961. Another application has been reeeived. in
February of this year for $3 million. - .=

‘Guatemala: An application has been recelved for $5 592,000 This has been
reterred to the Exporblmport Bank, -

INTERNATIONAL COOPEBATION ADMINISTRATION

A large number of thefr loans are for general agriculture developments, and
actual flgures of support for sugar programs were not supplied. However, the
following countries have had sugar developments of some so;rt invo}.ved iu their
programs. »

Yietnam: Vnrious traming progrs.ms from mao-oo

Tunisia: 1059,

Indonesia Techulcal production. experimental plots 1959.

Iran: Juope 1552 untii diarch 1957, $635,000 to expand a plant. February 1953
antil March 1836, $931,000; two plants.

Sudan: Survey in 1959,

Taiwan.: Support to improve. raﬁmug equipment 195253, 1954,. 1955, ..
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INTER-AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK

Bolivia in a $10 milllon global credit received $1,800,000 to jncrease a sugar
processing plant by 50 percent. .
. Argentina has applied for a global credit of $800,000 to be used in sugar
developwent.. - | . . . ,

Haiti bas requested a global credit of $4 million and, if approved, part of the
money would go to double the production of an existing sugar plant.

Hondurag has presented an application, part of which is to increase a sugar
piant daily capaciiy by 40 percent. .

" INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR RuCONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT

The Bank has been making agriculture loans for several years, some of which
have goue into sugar production. However, flgures were not available showing
actual support of sugar. .

INTERNATIONAL FINANCE COBPbRATION

Tanganyika: June 2, 1960, $2,800,000 for sugar development.

There is no doubt you and many of our colleagues believe that our sugar-
producing areas should receive an opportunity to produce more sugar or establish
new production as well as participate in the reallocation of Cuba’s quota on an
equal basls with those countries who Import sugar into the United States. We
have an opportunity to implement. the President’s policy of developing New
Frontiers. These frontlers are at our own back door where our prospective sagar
farmers havé been denied the right to grow and sell sugar within their own
Nation to fulfill our domestic needs. We can add new jobs across:the Nation,
promote economic growth of our country, reduce the flow of gold from our Treas-
ury, and raise the farm income which in-the words of our President, has declined
25 percent in the last decade. - , : .

I urge you to give these American farmmers the chance they deserve, by reducing
the 21-month extension to not more than 9 months,

Thank you. :

STATEMENT OF HoON. CATHERINE MAY REPRESENTATIVE, FouTH DISTRICT OF
WASHINGTON, ON EXTENSION AND AMENDMENT OF THE SUGAR ACT

Mr. Chairman, it is gratifving that this committee, recognizing the need of
our domestic sugar beet growing industry for a greater share of our Nation's
sugar consumption, is eonducting a hearing on this vital matter. . .

It is indeed paradoxical that we have the strong desire and ability to grow
and process this sucecessful crop domestically, yet we import nearly half of the
national supply from foreign sources. Oftentimes we grant these foreign sup-
pliers with quotas they are unable to meet, yet we heretofore have refused to
encourage new domestic growers.

As a member of the House Agriculture Committee, I am well aware of the
difficulties-involved in attempting to rewrite the.Sugar Act to conform to the
wishes of all segments af the sugan.industry... Qertainly, as:Representative of
a district compriging both *“0ld” and “new” grawers, I .am aware that the old
growers woulil not like to see a reduction of their quota to satisfy the needs.of
the new growers. But if the new areas can be granted their wish for a better
chance under the Sugar Act without damaging old areas, the two are agreed.

I support the view that this can be accomplished; that it is possible to recon--

struct the act so that the changes will be detrimental to no one. I believe that
with true cooperation fromn the various segnients of the industry and the Con-
gress, the proper formula will be forthcoming, -~ -~ - ‘
- T therefore believe that it 8 most necessafy at this time; .in order to pave the
way for equitable provisions in long-term legislation in the future, that we do
not extend the act for periods longer than necessary to hold hearings adequate
to draft the proper legislation. I am opposed to a 21-month éxtension. Such
a long extension will merely invite delay to solution‘of our problems. )

Let me emphasize the reasons I-feel it 18 necessary that enactment of the ex-
tension of the act be for precisely 9 months beyond March 81 of this year. -

An extension for any period of time less than this would ‘cause most serious.
administrative difficulties of the act. An axtdnsiow in excess of 9 months would
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run the risk of throwing vonsideration of term legislation over into the 2d session

of this Congress, or to & completely new Congress, and would increase the likeli-

hood of firrtlier’last minufe decisions that have plagued the Congress in con-
slderation of sugar legizlation during the last 2 years.

One other matbter givea mé great concern, a concern which T am wre is shured
by this committee and all of Congress, the sugar industry, and the American
pitble.  This is the {mmediate und disasterous effect on the. U.8. market if the
Sugar Act should be-dllowed to expire. . While I am certjiin that this is the
last thing any of us would want, I raise the point because of the uncomfortably
brief time left before the explratlou date. March 31 is so close you can count
the legislative hours remaining: the days ean be counted on the fingers of one
hand. 1 point out that if the act were to terminate, there would be no control
or authority the President might use in preventing foreign sugar from flooding
the U.S. murket causing unstable price conditions not in the interest of the iny
dustry or the housewife. It is reported to me on good autharity that at this
very moment vessels are loading raw sugar in Cubn, which have as their destina-
tion the Iron Curtain countries. Those vessels could very easlly be diverted to
ports in.the United States. : In addition, I understand there is a considerable
quantity of white refined sugar of doubtful origin being held in bond in New,
York which could be" dumped on the U.S. market immediately upon expiration
of the act.. :

The chairman of the House Committee on Agricultyre has pledged that he.xr-
ings will be held in the House in early May.so that all segments of the industry
may testify on needs of long-range legislation. I am sure that this committee
is anxfous that full and deliberate.hearings can be scheduled without'the neces-
sity of being forced into hasty “11th hour” activns,

A 9-month extension will provide both House and Senate with adequate time
to fully and reasonably consider the needs of new and old growers, and of all
segments of the indus,try.

Ag scon as-it was known thgt today's hearing was l‘eing called, I received
telegrams from the Quincy (Washington) Columbia Beet 3rowers Association,
and from the Quincy. Valley Chamber of Commerce, urging that I support &
9-mmonth extension of the Sugar Act. Thelr message Is as follows:

“Strongly urge you support only 9-month extension of Sugar Act. Mukiug
mandatory 4- or 5-year Sugar Act legislation during this session with language
provided ‘to allow factory counstruction in new areas where farmers want to
grow sugar beets. Not sensible to continue allowing sugar quotas to foreign
countries when our own farmers are pleading for a change to grow beets.

. “QUINCY CoLUMBIA BEET GROWERS
.. “AssocIATION, INC.,
“LAuL S. Gnmom
“Secrclary-Treasurer.,
CMQuUINeY VALLEY CHAMBER OF CCMMERCE,
“W. B. TARVER,
Sccretary.”

The Quincy area is part of the vast Columbia Dasin project in the State of
Washingtonh, which received {rrigation water long after the Sugar Act was
inade law. In the Coluinbia Basin, mostly through transfer of acreage from
othier hreas, 14,439 -acres of sugar beets were grown- in 1960, including about
.é,GOtO acres in the Quincy area under contract with a sugar company in another

tate.

As the comniittee is well aware, the removal of Government acreage allot~
ments for the 1861 crop has been very helpful to some of our new grower areas
and I am hopeful that this committee will, in its report, recommend that the
‘Secvretary of Agriciilture not reimpose controls until long-term Ieglslutlon is
adopted bv the Congress.

‘Hoiever, theé inere lifting of contro!s for 1 years does not proﬁde prospectlve
new factories with' the necessary ‘assurance that -they will have crops to
process in'later vears.” If the Congress has a little time, I fcel certain that the
proper consmemtion ‘to the problem of the new grower can be given and that
the new grower can beé treated fairly. I feel that a Smonth extension of the
act at this time would be in ‘the best ‘Interests of our Nation, and I stmngly
urge that thls commlttee amend the House bm to a s-month extension '
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STATEMEKT BY SERATOR CLINTON P. ANDEBSOX

The United States is by far the largest consumer of sugar of any nation in
the world. We have only 6 percent of the population, but we congume nearly
21 percent of the world sugar production. Nearly 70 percent of oux. require-
ments ave met by imports. - -

Because of the availabllity of large eupp‘tca of supar abx'oad and the imum-
ciency of domestic production we have depended largely on foreign sources for
this important food product.

Perhaps we have relied on foreign supplies to a greater extent than we should
have begause of the proximity of Cuba, who has been supplying nearly one-
third of our requirements. Even with nearby sources Congress early felt that
we must insure some dowestic production. and this prompted sugar legislation
practically since the birth of our Nation, . .

As times and conditions changed, and as one war fouowed another, we hava
had to revaluate our sugar situation and revise our sugar laws. Under the
Bugar Act of 1948, as amended by the 82d, 84th, and 83th Congress we have
done a pretty good job of providing the American consumer with an adequate
supply of sugar at fairly reasonable prices.

Developmients in Cuba during the past 2 years and the economic situation
in regard to sugar have brought on the necessity for an early revlew and re-
vision of our sugar policy and sugar laws,

A few yeirs ago none of us would have dreamed tnat our Cuban supply of
sugar would ever be jeopardized or completely ‘cut off. The sudden halting of
sugar shipments from Cuba has jolted us into the realization that we must never
again become so completely dependent on a foreign source for such a strategic
product. We would have been placed in a difficult situation if our sugar supply
had been cut off snddenly in World War I1.

When the 1948 Sugar Act was approved 90 percent of our sugar beet crop wan
harvested by hand. - At that time our sugur beet farmers and processors were
unable to compete with foreign producers. ‘It is true that the forsign producers
atill hold some economic advantages bat domestic producers anid processors are
now in a much better position to compete than éver before. With ‘our improved
mechanized farm operations, one tractor with proper attachments can now do
the work of 20 “stoop laborers.”

Considerable advance has been made in development of new strains of sugar
beets that are disease resistant. Yields per acre have increased by 25 percent
during the last decade. Recently, new discoverles and improvements in our
refining processes have made it possible for our refineries to almost double their
output without the necossity' of large expansion of existing facilities. Hereto-
fore, sugar beets, because of their perishability had to be processed immediately
after harvest, But now we find they can be made into a thick syrup that can be
atored for a year, thuy epabling the mllls v carry on a continuous opuration
during the year.

The Sugar Act expires March 31, 1961. The House of Representutives has
approved an extension of the proseut act for a period of 21 months, I cannot
agree that this is the proper action to take. When we extended the Sugar Act
1ast year, assurances were given by the House ini.the conference rapert thgt
efforis would be mude during August 1960 to write a new law,. In that connec-
tion I refer you to page 14711 of the Congressional Record of July §, 1960, the
last paragraph in the statement of the managers on the part of the House in
regard to the approval of the conference report, which reads as follows:

“As part of the understanding by the conferees, it was agreed that the con-
€arees on the part of the House would undertake to pass a sugar bill and trans-
=2it. same to the Senate on.the earliest possible date after teconvenmg of the
House in August.” Sy
-+ bater further assurances. were given in both. the House .and t.he Seuate that
at the latest the matter,would be considered early in this session, ... . -,..

.."We must. provide the,answers;tg some guestlona in regard to the augar atm&
tlon now or face greater complications later on,, We must. declde what 18 to
become of the Cuban sugar guota? - What must the. done in regard to the estab-
lishment of new contracts with countries where gentiment toward the United
States 18 ip jeospardy? ,What are we to do about expanding our domestic sugar
industry? These and other questiong will not be made easler of solution by
walting another 21 months to find the answers,
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Perhaps the first problem we should look at is what we are to do ahbout provid-
ing some expansion of our domestic s'igar industry. None will deny that many of
our farming areas need attention now. My State of New Mexico happens to
be one of those areas, I have just read in the Department of Agriculture Farm
Income Situation released February 1961, that New Mexico's 1960 individual
farm income is down 19 percent from 1959. This was chiefly due to decline in
receipts from cotton and cattle. This was the greatest decline for any State.
We can grow sugar beets in New Mexico and other areas of the southwest with
probnbly the highest sugar content of any place in the country, A few thousand
acres allocated to New Mexico, Texas, Arizona, Oklahoma, and other reclama-
tion areas of the Southwest would greatly help our farm income situation and
depressed areas,

I am opposed to the 21-month extension of the Sugar Act voted by the ITouse,
The situation demands that we write a new sugar law at this session of Congress.
Top priority should be given to building the legislation around.ihe expansion
of our domestic sugar industry.

The Cuairyax. The next witness is Mr. Edwin M. Martin, Assist-
ant Secretary of State for Economic A flairs, accompanied by Thomas
C. Muann, Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs.

I would like to say that Senator Ellender has suggested if any
members of the committee desire to ask him any questions, he would
be glad to respond.

STATEMENT OF HON. EDWIN M. MARTIN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
OF STATE FOR ECONOMIC AFFAIRS, ACCOMPANIED BY THOMAS C.
MANN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INTER-AMERICAN
AFFAIRS, AND LAWRENCE MYERS, DIRECTOR, SUGAR DIVISION,
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Mr. Martin. Mr, Chairman and members of the committee, I ap-
pear here today in support of H.R. 5463,

Senator ANpErsoN. Do you have a copy of the statement?

Mr. Mar1IN, Yes.

There is a copy available, I think,

Senator ANDERSON. You know, under the Reorganization Act, they
are supposed to be prepared in edvance,

Mr. Mar1'N, I understand.

I am here today in support of H.R. 5463, approved by the House
of Representatives on March 21, 1961. The Sugar Act of 1948, as
amended, expires at midnight on Friday of this week, If the act is
not extended a period of uncertainty over prices and supplies is bound
to follow, with unfortunate results for our domestic sugar industry.
Foreign suppliers who depend on this market and its quota system
would also ll))e injured. It is therefore a matter of urgency that con-
tinuing legislation be considered promptly by the Senate, The De-
partment of State fully supports the bill as passed by the House, and
requests this'committee to give it favorable consideration.

he bill would continue the present authority of the Prasident to
determine the quota for Cuba. In addition it would give the Execu-
tive discretionary authority as to whether any sugar needed to re-
place Cuban supplies should be purchased from any country with
which the United States is not in diplomatic relations. Effectively,
this means that the President need not authorize the purchase of that
sugar from the Dominican Republic. Under the statutory formula
provided in the present law, that country would otherwise be entitled

67619—61——3
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to a major share of allocations made to replace Cuban supplies. It
is not presently considered that this would be in the national interest.
Mr. Thomas C. Mann, Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-Ameri-
can Aflairs, is here with me today, and he will be pleased to respond to
any questions you nm?' have in this regard. I would like to say that
the discretionary authority requested is considered essential to the
proper conduct of our affairs in this hemisphere, and that such au-
thority was contained in a bill approved by the Senate last August.

In_addition to providing certain discretionary authority with re-
spect, to sugar from the Dominican Republic, H.R. 5463 would extend
the present Sugar Act for 21 months until becember 31, 1962. The
present balance between foreign and domestic suppliers of the U.S.
market would be maintained during this period. In the meantime
the administration can give thoughtful study to the recent sugar re-
port prepared by the Department of Agriculture at the request of
the House Committee on Agriculture. Adequate time will also be
provided for consultation with domestic sugar industry. Should it
prove Fossible to enact long-term legislation during the present ses-
sion of Congress, such legislation could, of course, be brought into
}f)glr]co before the expiration of the 21 months provicied in the present

ill.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I wish to say again that the bill under
consideration provides the authority we need at this time in the con-
duct of our foreign relations, and I respectfully request favorable
consideration.

The CuamrMAN. Thank you, Mr. Martin. Any questions?

Senator BERNETT. I would like to ask a question, but 1 will wait for
Senator Anderson.

Senator ANpersoN. You want the bill as it passed the House,
adopted ? :

Mr. MarTIN. Yes, sir.

Senator ANprrsoN. What is the occasion for tha 21 maonths?

Mr. Marmin. I think the 21-month period was inserted by the
House in the feeling that this provided assurance that we would not
again have a lapse in legislation, that——

Senator ANDERSON. \%’hen did we nave a lapse in legislation ?

Mr. Marrin, Well, I am sorry, we did not have one, but we came
very close to having one last summer. We are a little close now, and
it was felt undesirable to have to rush through emergency legislation
without full consideration again. .

I think it was recognized that if you get long-term legislation that
you can easily reduce the 21-month period.

Senator ANpersoN. What does this do with reference to the coun-
tries that have produced from 3,000 to 5,000 tons of sugar? Does it
give them any protection ¢ ‘

Mr. MarTiN. My impression is that this is an extension which
makes no change in that present situation.

Senator Anperson. Well then, I renew my question. What does
it do for the producers of 3,000 to 5,000 tons? Does it give them some
protection ? ‘ :

Mr. MarTiN. I would like to ask Mr. Myers of the Department
of Agriculture if he would like to elaborate on this point. It has
come up. o
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Mr. Myers. I am Lawrence Myers, Director of the Sugar——

The Cuairaax. Mr. Myers, would you first identify yourself for
the record ?

Mr. Myens. My name is Lawrence Myers, Director of the Sugar
Division of the Department of Agriculture.

In answer to your question, Senator, amendments enacted last sum-
mer provide that for countries thut have over 3,000 tons but less than
10,000 tons quota under the previous legislation shall be increased to
a total of 10,000 tons. That is mandatory, first, in the reallocation of
any sugar denied Cuba.

Senator ANpErsox. Does it stop at 10,000 tons? 4

Mr. Myers. It is not necessary that it stop at 10,000 tons.

Senator ANpersoN. Did it stop at 10,000 tons?

Mr. Myers. We did on those that had no more than 10,000.

We increased it further on some such as Haiti, that did have addi-
tional sugar, :

Senator AxpersoN. Now, what did you do with all the countries
that did not have any quotas, the nonquota countries? Did you fili
up everything that Peru had, for example, first before you turned
to the nonquota countries?

Mr. Myers. Under the act again, under those amendments, it was
necessary to turn to Peru for all the sugar it could supply, because
it was a quota country, it is a quota country, and under (1i1) of the
amendments passed last summer, we are required to go to those coun-
tries, and ifli may summarize the formula for reallocating Cuban
sugar, we first go to these countries that have over 3,000 and less than
10,000, and raise them to 10,000 tons.

That takes a very minor quantity of sugar.

Senator ANDERSON. Sure.

Mr. Myers. There are five of them.

Wa naxt. are required
o Senator ANpDErsON. You might a: well put in the record what the

Ve are,

Mr. Myers. The five are Haiti, Netherlands, Formosa, Costa Rica,
and Panama.,

We next must reallocate 15 percent of the remainder to the Republic
of the Philippines.

Last, we must reallocate the remaining 85 percent to all other coun-
tries that have quotas in proportion to their quotas.

Senator ANpersoN. So if a country did not——

Mr. Myers. Now, then, I get to the point that you are raising.

Last year, for example, and again the first quarter of this year,
Peru did not have enough sugar to supply its entire formula quantity,
and, therefore, we were able to reallocate that on a discretionary basis
to other foreign countries and, may I say, since I think you are getting
at the point of the domestic producers, there is no provision in the law
for reallocating such sugar to the domestic areas.

Senator ANDERSON. Precisely.

Mr, MyEers. I beg pardont

Senator ANDErsoN. 1t can go to any other country in the world but
America.

Mr, Myeis. That is provided in the act.

Senator ANDERSON. Do you think it is a good provision ¢
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Moy, Myers. It isnot for me to characterize.

Senator ANpersoN. What does the State Department say about it?

There has been a lot said about Africa for the Africans. How
do you feel about America for the Americans?

Mr, Marrin. It seems to me, Senator, that you are drawing a dis-
tinction hetween a temporary arrangement, which this is, and 1 per-
manent arrangement.

As this stands, there is no limit on the amount of sugar which the
Americans can grow. Their limit has been removed.

Senator ANpersoN. Yes, But theve is a limit as to how much they
can sell?

If you are a farmer would you be interested in growing material
that you are barred from selling ?

Mr. MarTIN. Areyou barred from selling?

My, Myers. Senator, last year there were no restrictions on market-
ing sugar as such from many of the domestic areas, because they had
reallocated to them as a result of our increases and our total quotas
and the deficits in other ureas, they had a larger quota than they could
fill.  They had not prepared for it,

Senator ANpersoN. Now, Mr. Myers, you and I have worked to-
gether in the Department o Agriculture on the sugar question.

Mr. Myers. And very happily. If you will come back, I will be
happy again.

gmmtor Ax~persoN. Will you state whether or not. the farmer in nor-
mal years can go on and plant what he wants to with any assurance
that he can sell #¢

Mr. Myers. Senator, there are two restrictions on marketing, and
I wanted to get into both. There is, first, the marketing of the beet
sugar. That we took off last year because they did not have the sup-
plies to fill the requirements,

Now, secondly, is the acreage, and we have had acreage controls
in effect on sugar beets since 1955 through 1960.

By the time this arrangement came along it was too late last
sunmmer to revise the beet acreage, and it would have been an idle
gesture, so we did not go through the monkey business of taking
off the restrictions last summer.

But, for 1961, there are no restrictions on the planting of beet
acreage. There is this restriction, and this is, I know what is bother-
ing you, your growers cannot find the market for additional beets
because there are only two factories in southeastern Colorado, tribu-
tary to your State, that can take beets, and they are filled up. One
factory, of course, went down in 1959 in the general area. So that
New Mexico, Texas, southeastern Colorado, and Kansas, for all prac-
tical {mrposes, are londed up. They have no place to go with addi-
tional beet acreage. :

Senator AnpersoN. So it would do very little good to say that the
growing is unrestricted if they cannot find a place to market.

Mr. Myers. That is absolutely correct. They cannot find a beet
factory to contract with., ' . .

Senator ANpBrsoN. Now, Senator Young testified that they can in-
crease the beet acreage in the Red River area in his State to triple
the present amount. :

Mr. Myers. After they construct new plants.
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Senator ANprrsoN. But there has to be a mill.

Mr. Myers. They have to have additional factories.

Senator AxpersoN. And there won’t be a mill as long as the foreign
countries can take it all.

Mr, Myens, Certainly, we can produce all of the sugar that we can
market under present quotas with present. factories, and more, too.

Senator Axperson. Now, the first surplus that comes in the 4- to
10,000-ton group consists of IHaiti, Netherlands, Formosa, Costa Rica,
and Panama. What happened with Brazil last year? Did Brazil
have a surplus of sugar, and does it have one now?

Mr. Myens. Ithink it did have a surplus last year.

Senator ANpeErsoN. You think it has one now, do you not ?

Mr. Myers. Ithink it does; yes, sir.

Senator ANpersoN. How much?

Mr. Myers. Well, last year they notified us that they could supply
us with 500,000 tons. They were insistent that they have a quota
of not less than 300,000. 'They finally got 100,000,

Senator AxpersoN. Yes. And they have a million tons available,
isthat right ?

; Mr. Myers. 1 believe they could if they knew they had a market
orit,

Senator ANpersoN. Now, can the State Department tell me why
it wants to do business only with Costa Rica, Panama, Formosa, the
Netherlands, and Haiti and does not. want. to do business with Brazil?

Mur. MarTiN, We certainly have no objection to doing business with
Brazil, Senator.

Senator ANpersoN. You said you wanted the law just as the House
passed it.

Mr. MarTin. But the law, as the House passed it, does not prevent
us from doing business with Brazil. As Mr. Myers pointed out, we
did buy 100,000 tons from them last year, and we assume we will be
able to buy a substantial amount again this year of unallocated sugar.

Senator ANDERsON. But you bought a lot more than that from cer-
tain other areas that do not have the quota.

Mr. MarTIN, Yes.

Senator AxpersoN. You bought 200 and some thousand from Nica-
ragua or Mexico, which wus that?

My, Myrrs. Mexico. That was a formula country, incidentally.

Mr. MarTix. Thatis a quota country.

Senator ANpersoN. Now, India has some sugar it would like to
sell. Do you have any objection to doing business with India?

Mr. MarrIN. No.

Senator Anperson. The State Department policy is that it is all
right to do business with India ¢ )

Mr. MarTin. We are going to consider this very carefully; ves, sir.

Senator ANpErsoN. But you want the law renewed just as the House
passed it.? . ) .

Mr. MarTiN. Yes, siv. That gives us, we think, adequate discretion
to deal with the Indian situation.

Senator AnpersoN. Would the Indians think that gave them ade-
quatl? di?scretion or shut them off from the market, shut them out of the
market

Mr. MarTixn. I do not know what. they think. They have not had a
decision yet, so they have not any basis for thinking.
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Senator ANpereoN. They had a decision last year, did they not?

Mr. Marmin. Yes. Ido not think they came in as actively last year
as this year.,

Senator AnNpersox. How much did they get last year?

Mr. Myers. None, Senator. We had no application from them lust
year. They have not been regular exporters, as you probably know.

Senator AxpersoN. Well, there are many countries which have not
been regular exporters that hiave become that.

Mr. Myers. Another point there, of course, is, to complete the rec-
ord on this subject, we had to get sugar from places where we could get
it in a hurry, and that, for the most part, was Central America, the
Carribbean avea and Brazil, and this nearby area.

Mr. Marmin. I want to point out, too, Mr. Senator, this year we
will have more sugar to allocate to nonquota countries than last year
if the legislation passed the House is enacted because we will have
some Dominican sugar.

Senator ANpersoN. But the present act requires that all of the
Cuban quota. ha purchased from other foreign countries, does it not.?

Mr. MarTIN, Yes.

Senator ANpersoN. And it is that part that I am wondering about
why you will want that done. Why wouldn’t you let some of these
areas like Senator Young was talking about, produce some sugar?:

Mr. MarTiN. Well, T think that our problem here is that to do so
would require, as has heen pointed out—they need—it. would require
that they build mills. Nobody is going to build mills until we get a
permanent allocation. Therefore, we need permanent legislation be-
fore this question can be resolved.

Senator ANDERSON. You are sure of that, are you not?

Mr. MarTin. That is my understanding; yes, sir.

Senator ANDERrsoN. Last year a mill ran nearly all year-round and
produced far more sugar than it produced before. Is there any reason
why these mills cannot increase their capacity ?

Mr. MarTIN. No,sir;and I do think there is anything in the legisla-
tion to prevent them from running all year-round if they wish.

Senator ANpersoN. No, because they have not a chance to sell their
sugar; because you have to bring them from the foreign countries,

Ir. MarTIN. My understanding, as Mr. Myers has indicated, is that
there will not be a limit on 1961 sugar as to acreage.

Senator ANDERsON. Do you think they are going to build a mill on
the possibility that somebody will take it away. from them in 19627

I\Il:‘. MarmiN. No. That is the reason why I think permanent legisla-
tion can help.

Senator AxpersoN. Why do you want to carry it for 21 months, and
then have another situation saying that there would be a session in
August to pass on permanent legislation; and there would be another
promise as soon as we got together and considered it again, and then
we get a bill from the House 5 days before the deadline ?

Mr, MarTIN. So far as we are concerned, we have no objection to
the enactment of permanent legislation and having it put into effect
as soon as enacted. ' ' )

Senator AnpersoN. Do you have any objection to the enactment of
Sld‘lﬁl:gt-temn legislation that would require the writing of a new sugar
i | A
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Mr, Marrin. I do not think this is a matter that involves foreign
policy considerations. If the Congress wishes to do this, I think we
will do our best to carry it out. We do feel it desirable to have some
protection over the long-term future, median-term future, as to what
our sugar is going to do, and where it is going to come from.

Senator AxpersoN. What do you regard as long-term, for how
many years?

Mr. MarTix. In this context I was thinking of 21 months as being
a desirable arrangement.

Senator ANpERsON. But the sugar people may not regard that as
a long-term future, if you wait for a sugar act for several years.

Mr. Marmin. I think permanent legisiation certainly has to have a
longer period than that, a longer perio%l.

Senator AxpersoN. Do you favor this legislation—is it all right to
ask Mr. Myers the position of the Department of Agriculture?

The Crxarrmax. Yes.

Senator AxpekrsoN. Does the Department of Agriculture favor this,
as passed by the House ?

Mr. Myers. Yes, sir; Senator, for two reasons: No. 1, on April 1,
sugar can come in here from anywhere, including Cuba.

Senator Axperson. Well, let us get away from the killing of the
act and separate the two sections. Do you favor passing a 21-month
act as against a 3-month extension ?

Mr. Myers. Well, Senator, a 3-month extension makes it almost
impossible to operate. After all, some of our sugar is on the high seas
for 6 weeks getting here.

Senator Axperson. I have been reading about that. How has it
been getting along this month? Youmade a speech about that.

Mr. Myers. We are getting along this month, very fortunately and
very well, for one very good reason, and that is the sugar trade of this
country has taken it upon itself to start sugar here from distant ports
without waiting for this legislation. If they had waited for the legis-
lation we would have had a catastrophe on our hands. :

Sgnator AxpersoN. But it has done it and it can do it again, can it
not ¢

Mur. Myers. I could not say that it could not do it, but I would say
that we are living very, very dangerously. ‘ ,

S(;nator AXNDERsON. You would not say it could not be done, would
you?

Mr. Myers. I would not say that it cannot be done. But progres-
sively as we go farther and farther afield for our sugar we have to have
more and more lead time. .

Senator ANpersoN. Did you make a speech to the Sugar Club of
New York on Thursday, January 19 of this year? '

Mr. MyErs. I certainly did.

Senator ANpeErsoN. Inthisdid yousay:

Great danger is involved in delaying too long extension of the Sugar Act. It
requires anywhere from several days to several weeks of sailing time for sugar
to reach our ports from points of origin. It requires additional days for loading.
Frequently it requires an additional 2 weeks to secure ships. A delay until
Marecii 31, in amending the Sugar Act, therefore, could have rerious consequences.

Mr. Myers. I did. ‘

Senator Anperson. All right.

Now, tell us of the serious consequences.
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Mz. Myens. Senator, I think the only reason why you do not have
& serious consequence is that the trade, anticipating that the act is
going to be extended, have gone ahead and arranged for sugar to
come, and they have not waited for it.

Senator ANpersoN. What did you say in your speech last January
that they were not to be serious consequences; all T read there was
that there was going to be a serious consequence. Did you leave a loop-
hole in that speech ? )

Mr..MyEers. I do not recall; I did not pull any puches. T was very
serious, and I am very serious today.

Senator ANpErsoN. Punches? What were the punches?

Mr. Myers. Yes, sir; I was dead serious on this point, that if we
do not have legislation in time to arrange for our sugar imports in
an orderly fashion, we can get into trouble,

Senator ANpersoN. And it ig your testimony, as head of the Sugar
Division, that a 3-month extension would not be of any value?

Mr. Myers. I would not say it would not be of any value. I just
say it is difficult t5 run the sugar business on a 3-month basis. We
are doing it this year, and it does get into difficulties. Some of these
quotas are very small and some of the sugar is on the water a long
time. Thatisall Icansay.

Senator Axpersox. Well, does that tend to help the areas that now
have domestic quotas in this country and discriminate against the
new growers, in your opinion?

Mr. Myrrs. Senator, this legislation has not involved the shifting
of foreign quotas to domestic arcas and, let me say, that this whole
quota fight is going to be the most difficult one this time .t I think
we have ever seen, hecause of the ambition to get quotas both by
domestic areas and by foreign areas. It is going to be a major job
overhauling that.

Senator Anpersox. What happened to the growth factor domesti-
cally in the last 5 years? 1Will you give us the amount of sugar
acreage in 1956, 5 yearsago? '

Mr. Myers. I beg your pardon?

Senator AxpersoN. What was the amount of sugar acreage in 1956,
5 years ago?

Was it about 850,000 acres?

Mr. Myrrs. That is correct; yes, sir.

Senator AnpersoN. Now, what is it this year?

Mr. MyEns. 1t is, well, unlimited this year.

Senator Anpr.<oN. What is the acreage going tc be?

Mr. Myers. Estimated to be just under 1,100,000.

Senator Axperson. 1,100,000¢

Mr. Myers. That is right. -

Senator AwpErsoN. So it has gone from 837,000 to 1.1 miilion in
5 years. How much is this new area, not just new neighborhood;
how much moved down into Kansas and North Dakota and Senator
Curtis, who wants 5,000 more acres in Nebraska, and so forth; how
much of it moved{ .

Mr. MyEegs. Senator, we do not try to differentiate between a new
grower in Nebraska or North Dakota or New Mexico or anywhere
else. A new grower is a new grower. _

Senator ANpersoN. What have you done for new areas then?
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Mr. Myrrs. Senator, there has been nothing done for new areas
1l§dSllCh for the very simple reason that the Sugar Act does not pro-
vide it.

The Sugar Act states, and I quote:

“In determining the proportionate shares with respect to a farm,
the Secretary may take into consideration the past production on the
farm of sugar beets and sugarcane marketed (or processed) within
the proportionate share for the extraction of sugar or liquid sugar
and the ability to produce such sugar beets or sugarcane.”

There are other provisions, but those are the important ones.

Senator AxpersoN. Why don’t you stop after “the Sccretm;y shall,
imsofar as practicable, protect the interests of new producers” ?

Mr. Myers. New producers, that is correct.

Senator AxpersoN. That is what we are talking about.

Mr, Myers. And we have required a minimum of from 1 to 2
percent cumulatively to go to new producers. In some cases, also
part of that was used for small progucers.

Senator AnpersoN. Are they neighbors of the present producers,
or do you ever go into new areas?

Mr. Myers. Well, they go on a percentage basis because of the pro-
vision I just read. It goes on a percentage basis into the areas on the
basis of the production of the State.

Senator ANpErsoN. Actually, Mr. Myers, haven’t you sat there con-
stantly trﬁing to freeze the pattern to the men who have got it now,
their neighbors and their friends?

Myr. Myers. Senator, I am going to usk you to do me the kind
favor—you have been kind enough to honor me with reading some of
my talks, and I am going to asE you to read two others in which I
touch on that,

Senator ANDERSON. I read two others, and then some.

Mr. Myers. No, we have pointed out repeatedly that the new
growers must be taken care of, and in a talk I gave or I was prepared
to give—this bill stopped me from getting there—to the California
Beet, Growers Association——

Senator ANpersoN. San Francisco, Friday, January 20¢

Mr. Myers. Exactly.

Senutor ANDERsoN. Good.

Mr. Myers. I went to the extent of pointing out there, I believe
you will find it somewhere, that the old growers had to be prepared
even to take a cut in order to give acreage to new growers if we are
going to have these control programs.

Senator ANDERSON. Now name the grower that had his acreage cut;
just “a,” not “a‘é%y ” not “a thousand,” just “any,” “a.”

Mr. Myers. eil, Senator, we have been gradually increasing the
acreage, and this past year, this year, we have no restriction. Obvi-
ously there has been no cutback this year. There was a cutback from
1955 to 1956.

Senator ANDERsON. You have gone from 837,000 acres to 1.1 million
acres, and you have taken care to see that no new acreage goes into
Texas, no new acreage goes into New Mexico, no new acreage goes into
Kansas, into Nevada, into Arizona, and so forth, :

Now is that a pattern, or is it not ¢ S -

Mr. Myers. Senator, please let me correct that.
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You are mistaken. Those States, with the exception of Nevada,
which had no basic acreage, have obtained the same percentage increase
as other States. The point—-

Senator Axprrsox. Well, Nevada has the same inerease: 100 per-
cent of zero is still zero.

We have had the same acreage. We have had 1 percent increase
on o hundred acres. That is 101 acres.

Let me read you what some people got. ILet me read you a little
bit from the Farm Journal of April 1961.

When the Farm Journal told you lnst December that a 10 to 23 percent sugav
beet acreage was In the cards for 1961, we weren't stretehing it a bit—
and then they tell what Amalgamated got. It isup 18 percent, with
the big bins coming in south central Eidaho; American Crystal of
Denver is up 17 percent; coming down to Montana, that company has
contracted 52 percent more acreage.

Now you gave us 1 percent on 100 acres. You could not have spared
us an acre of this 52 percent.

M:. Myers. Senator, if you can find a plant to process the beets——

Senator ANDERsON. You cannot find a plant because you will not
allet any acreage. They do not dare come down there,

Mr. Myers. Senator, the plain fact is that some of your plants have
gone out that were tributary; you had no plants in New Mexico, as
you know, and in the——

Senator AxpersoN. I do not know because I have seen one, but it
isnot there now.

Mr. Myers. Well, I do not have a record of it, I am sorry. But
in southern and southeastern Colorado and southwestern Kansas,
plants have been going ont.

In 1959 a plant went out at Swink; in 1956 the plant went out in
Garden City. '

Senator AxpErsox. Why did it go out in Garden City ?

Mr. Myegs. It went out in Garden City apparently because it had
difliculty in getting acreage in competition with other crops.

They had some difficulty with pests over the years, and farmers
apparently found it more profitable to grow other crops.

éenator Axpersox. Now the Grand Island, Nebr., plant is up 39
percent of American Crystal. ‘

Mr. Myers. It has been operating at a very, very low rate of capac-
ity for the last several years and, therefore, it v:as able to step out
this year and take acreage. :

Senator, please don’t get me in a position where I scem to be arguing
that I do not like your folks to have acreage, hecause that just is not
so. All I am trying to explain is the physical fact thai the plants are
not thers to process additional acreage. :

Senator ANpERsoN., Of course, the farmers out there think hand-
some is as handsome does. They see southern Minnesota of American
Crystal up 58 percent. Could you spare a little of that acreage for
Congressman Rogers of Texas over there? ,

_Mr. MyErs. Senator, I have no interest in whether it is grown in
Texas or in Minnesota or elsewhere. Again you have a plant that has
not operated at anything like capacity for a number.of years,
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Senator AxpersoN, The mills tell our farmers they will be glad to
contract with them if they will get a guarantee of so much acreage,
but they cannot get any guygantee of any kind or description.

Instead of that, it goes up into southern Minnesota with a 58-per-
cent increase,

Mr. Myers. Well, Senator, all T can say is I have heard quotations
from these plants on both sides of the fence. The representatives of
the companies are here. 'They can testify. I do not know whether the
plants—the companies—will put up additional plants there or not.

Obviously you cannot build a plant on the spur of the moment. It
takes time; it takes planning,

Senator Anperson. Is that why you want to lock it up for 21
months so that they cannot plan?

Mvr. Myrrs. Senator, if you can get a sugar act, a permanent sugar
act, passed in 15 minutes from now, there would not be anything that
would make me happier.

Senator AxpersoN. Well, you sat with the Secretary of Agricul-
ture’s ofice when one was gotten up in 1948, and it was not done in
15 minutes, so both you ang I understand how absurd that would be.

But is there any reason why it cannot be done in 15 years? You
understand, for example, this reason for the 4 to 10,000-acre limita-
tion in the act, don’t you?

Mr. Myers. Four to 10,000?

Senator ANpErsoN. Yes. People who have quotas from 4 to 10,000.

Mr. Myers. You mean that little 10,000 tons?

Senator AnpersoN. Was that designed to defeat somebody with
200,000 tons?

Mr. Myers. No. None of those little minor countries could utilize
that much anyway. .

Senator AnpersonN. Have they stayed minor countries in the pro-
duction of sugar?

Mr. Myers. Those little countries are still little, yes.

Senator ANpersoN. They are?

Mr. Myers. Costa Rica, Panama have gone up some, but they are
still minor. They are not up.

Senator ANDERsON. So one of them got 26,000 tons. That is not too
small, isit?

Mr. Myers. Haiti, it is true, Haiti, got more; and it may well be
that some of the little Central American countries will get more, but
they will not be up in the 200,000 tons.

Senator ANpErsoN. Mr. Martin, my only concern is that the State
Department wants this done for 21 months again to freeze this same
pattern again, which the existing mills wants frozen, and I do not
see why the State Department is concerned as long as you have trade
with these other countries.

Mr. MarTIN. Mr. Senator, we do not want to freeze it for 21 months
for this reason: We want a 21-month extension because we feel it is
desirable to have an arrangement which would last that long in case
we do not get new legislation this year.

We do not object to getting new legislation, and to work hard for
it. We think it is going to be, as Mr. Myers has said, a very difficult
problem. We have foreign interests and domestic interests in con-
troversy, and we will be glad to cooperate with the Congress in work-
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in_g1 on new legislation just as soon as the Congress wishes to start
with it.

Senator Anpzrson. But is not your testimony in favor of the for-
eign interests aiid against the domestic interests ?

Mr. Marrin. I do not think it is in favor of the foreign interests
and against the domestic. I think they both have arguments on their
behalf which have to be taken into account. :

I would point out that we do have a real problem in finding markets
for things which can be made in many of the less-developed . ountries
of the world to which we are trying to give assistance.

We want them to be able to pay back loans we have made them.
We want them to be able to support themselves at some early date, and
it is difficult to find things that they can economically produce and
sell in the markets of the world.

Sugar is one of the things that they can produce more efficiently
than most other people and, on the whole, more efficiently as has been
pointed out, than American growers.

This does not mean we want to upset the 45-55 adversely to Ameri-
can growers, but we do think it is a major policy decision to move the
other way. '

Senator AnpersoN. What nation is the largest producer of sugar?

Mr. MarTIN. I suppose

Senator AxpersoN. Russia, of course.

Mr. Myers. Russia at the present time

My, MarTIn. Yes, sir.

Senator ANpeErsoN. I did not think it was these Central American
countries. We have to develop some of these other markets.

Mr. MarTiN. But they are the people we are buying sugar from.
Wae are not buying it from Russia, and I hope we will never do so.

Senator Annerson. Why, if it is so advantageous to keep bringing
in and to find a basis of trade?

Mr. MarTin. I was suggesting that we were trying to find a basis
for trade with countries we were giving assistance to, and whose econ-
omy we think, from a security standpoint it is important to build up.

Senator ANDERsON. I8 not Brazil a country with whom we would
like to have good relationships?

Mr. MarTIN. It certainly is.

Senator ANnersoN. Isn’t Brazil’s sugar production increased some
3 million tons recently, they would like to sell some. Yet we do not
amend the law any to give them a chance to. 'We do not for India,
and we have a half million tons. ‘

My, Marrin. I think that this raises some very difficult problems.
We have said to India and we have said to Brazil and these other
countries, that:

At thie moment we are temporarily in the market for additional sugar outside
the quota. This is a temporary situnation which canunot he expected to continue
indefinitely, but pending the onactment of permanent legislation. We have a
special Cuban problem. You should not increase any additional sugar capacity
by @ penny in reliance on the U.S. sugar market.

I think that is the only right position we can take at this moment.
Now, when we get to revising the Sugar Act on a permanent basis,
we certainly will want to consider Brazil and India, the Brazilian and
the Indian claims. But I think it would be a difficult thing to decide
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now in the light of the various issues from other countries and from
domestic growers that permanent legislation is going to solve the
Brazilian or Indian desire for a long-term market in the United
States; and under the present arrangements for this year, 1961, we
think we will have substantial sugar which we cannot buy from quota
countries, which we can buy from Brazil and India.

Senator ANpersON. But you do not want to give them any rights in
the market.

Mr. MartiN. I do not think we want to without the most careful
consideration.

Now, if we should enact permanent legislation which would do so
pl.'i?r to the end of this calendar year, that certainly will be all right
with us.

Senator AnpersoN. Well, you have been able to get by with exten-
sions, right along, on a short-term basis. Why wouldn’t a short exten-
sion be desirable now and give a chance to some people in the consid-
eration of a long-term program? Don’t you foel that the regulations
that are written into this Iaw were written at a time when we never
anticipated that anybody other than Cuba would be our biggest pro-
ducels:'l,?and might be revised in the light of what has happened in the
world ? ,

Mr. Marrix. I think they must be revised in due course.

Senator ANpersoN. Why do we set it for 21 months?

Mr. MarTiN. I think the problems are those which have been stated
by Mr. Myers in operating our program.

Senator ANDERsON. Mr. Myers knows we can go ahead perfectl
with a 6-month, 9-month, and I think, with a 3-month extension.
have not had his experience in sugar, but I have had a little of it.

I bought two Cuban sugar crops of over $300 million.

‘Mr, MarTin. I will not deny that we cannot live with it, I think I
have indicated we would do what the Congress chooses to do. But we
feel it would be a more comfortable situation with a 21-month
extension.

Senator Dougras. Mr. Chairman?

The CrammaN. Senator Douglas.

Senator Doueras. I would like to ask, what is the price which the
United States now pays for raw sugar which it imports from abroad ?

Mr. Myers. Senator, the market was quoted on the 24th at $6.25 a
hundred pounds, duty-paid— -

Senator DoueLas. Just a minute. - Is that raw sugar?

Mr. Myers. That is raw sugar. ,

Senator Dnuaras. - Does it include the processing tax?

Mr. MyEezrs. No; it does not.

Senator Doucras. So it is raw sugar which has not paid the
processing tax, :

Mr. Mvers. That is correct.

Senator Douvaras. Has it paid the tariff?

Mr. Myrrs. Yes.

Senator Doteras. So, to deduct the tariff, what would it be, $5.75?

My, Myers. It would be $5.75 on the basis of the Cuban tariff
of 50 cents a hundred pounds. It would be $5.625 cents for other
foreign countries, which have a duty of 62.5 cents.
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Senator Douaras. Tet us say then that it is 0.57 cents & pound or
$5.75 per hundred pounds. :

Now, then, what is the price of sugar on the so-called free world
market?

Mr. Mvyers. On the same date, it was $3.02 per hundred pounds.

Senator Doteras. So there is a difference; that is, we pay 2.5 cents
a pound more for imported sugar than this sugar sells for on the
free world market?

Mr. Myers. A gross difference of $2.60. However, in fairness, one
would have to recognize the ocean shipping costs of perhaps 30 cents
n hundred pounds, which would bring 1t down to, say, $2.30 a hundred.

Senator Dougras. 2.3 cents per pound?

Mr. Myers. That is correct. '

Senator Douvoras. That comes to $46 a ton ?

Mr. Myers. That is correct. '

Senator Dovaras. Now, this enables the price of sugar grown
‘domestically to rise by this, to this degree?

Mvr. Myers. That is correct. '

Senator Doucras. And we have consumed each year approximately
10 million tons of sugar? -

Mr. Myers. Our consumption was not that much. Our overall
quota potential it that much. We have actuallv used probably this
vear something like 9 million, and 9,600,000. ,

Senator Dovaras. 1 am using approximate figures.

Mr. Myers. For rough figures, all right.

Senator Dovceras. Approximately 10 million.

So the consumers pay 10 million times $46 a ton, or $460 million
more than they would pay if they were able to get the sugar at the
free world price; is that true? , '

Mr. Myers. Yes, with just one qualification, and that is that if
we were to throw our demand suddenly onto the world market, of
course, we would cause a terrific shortage.

Senator Doucras. Yes. But just a minute,

Mr. Myers. Ibeg pardon.-

Senator Dovaras. Go ahead.

Mr. Myers. Over a period of years it is uncertain where the world
price would go.

Senator Doucras. Now, two questions: Is it not true there is a big
surplus of sugar on the world market at the present time

Mr. Myers. There happens to be this year. '

In 1958, there was a shortage on the world market. '

Senator Douaras. But the publication, “Special Study on Sugar”
which, I presume, you had something to do with, states that the carry-
over at the end of 1958-59 was more than 4.7 million tons. That is
on affre 27; and on the same page it states that this surplus increased
slightly in 1959-60 and was expected to increase sharply in 1960-61.
So would not this produce a surplus probably of, not far from ¢ mil-
lion tons? o . :

Mr. Myers. Yes, Senator. But keep in mind, that is on the basis
of about 60 million tons of sugar produced and consumed in the world.

Senator Doucras. I understand. But is it not true that you esti-
mate the production of sugar in the world for the current year of
1960-61 at approximately 58 million tons?
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Mr. Myers. I believe that is correct.

Senator DougLas. And consumption at 58.5 million tons?

Mr. Myers. That sounds like—

Senator DoucLas. That leaves a surplus of 4.5 million tons for this
year alone, and if you add that to the previous surplus, that comes to
well 2over 9 million tons surplus existing at the present time; is that
true?

Mr. Mygers. We ure most fortunate, Senator, that at the time when
we were having these Cuban supplies cut off, that we have hit a period
of ample world crops. We could have been in a bad situation.

Senator Dougras. I understand. What I am trying to get at is the
subsidy which the domestic consumers of sugar pay to the producers
of sugar, both domestic and foreign, and it would seem to come not
far from the difference between t e world price and the American
price which, as you say, comes to about two and a third cents a pound,
or around $46 a ton, or in the aggregate to somewhere around $460
million; is that not right? ,,

Mr. Myers. That makes sense; yes.

Senator Doucras. Did you answer the question ?

Mr. Myers. That is correct; yes.

Senator Douaras. Yes. ’ ’

Now, in addition to that, there is an excise or processing tax of one-
half cent per pound on sugar, both domestlc and imported ¥

Mr. Myers. That is correct.

Senator Doueras. Which comes to $10——

Mr. Myers. A ton.

Senator DoucLas. A ton on 10 million tons, which comes to another
$100 million; is that not true?

Mr. Myens. That is correct.

Senator Doucras. And there is a tariff, as you say, 50 cents on
Philippine sugar, if we had any Cuban sugar——

Mr. Myers. On Cuban sugar, 50 cents a hundred on Cuban sugar.

Senator Doucras. Yes.

Mr. Myers. On full duty sugar, it is 62.5, and on Phxhppmes, it is
about 5 cents. .

Senator Douaras. And Philippines?

Mr. Myers. Five cents a hundred at the present time,

Senator Doucras. I see.

Now, what is the average? :

8 Mr. Myers. Well, we usually use the Cuban duty, in round numbers,
10 a ton.

Senator Douaras. Now, then, on the 4.5 million tons that are im-
ported, this comes to another $45 million; wouldn’t that be true?

Mr. Myers. That would be¢ srrect.

- Senator Doucras. But this em:,bles the domestic prlce to rise 9

Mr. Myers. Yes, s g

‘Senator Douvcras. So thls comes to another subsndy of $100 mllhon?

Mr. Myers. Thatisright, - '

Senator Doucras. So in all, the consumers pay a subqldv of $600
million to domestic and forel gn producers :

Mr. Myers. Yes.

Senator Dougras. Or 3.2 cents 8 pound
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Mr. Myzrs. The only qualification on that being what would hap-
pen in a world crisis.

Senator Doucras. Tunderstand.

Mr. MyErs, Yes.

Senator Doueras. Or 3.2 cents a pound.

Mr. Mvyers. Thatis right. .

Senator Doucras. And the domestic price which the housewife pays
is about 12 cents a pound ¢

Mr. Myers. At retail, that is a little on the high side.

Senator Doucras. Around 12 cents a pound.

Mr. Myzrs. That isnot too far from that.

Senator Doucras. So that about a quarter of her price goes as a
subsidy. On the sugar sold at wholesale in carload lots, the average
price there is about 91/ cents?

Mr, Myers. That is correct.

Senator Dotorss. So that about a third of that price goes as a
subsidy ?

My. MyERs. Yes.

Senator Douceras, And this tends to be passed on to the producers
of candy and cakes and soft drinks, and so forth, so that the consumer
ultimately pays?

Mr. Myers. Well, it is hard to say. Some American citizen must
ay it. About two-thirds of our sugar reaches the consumer in the
orm of sugar containing products such as soft drinks and the like,

and it is hard to say to what extent a small change would be passed on.

Senator Doucras. Taking our total consumption of sugar, the aver-
age American consumes just a little short of 100 pounds a year.

Mr. Mygers. Of refined value; that is correct.

Senator Douaras. So with 3.2 cents a pound, that is about $3.20 or
let us say $3 per person of a subsidy.

Mr. Myers. Per person.

Senator Doueras. And for a family of four, about $12 a year.

Mr, Myers, If thisis all passed on. AsI say, a large part of it may
be absorbed by the manufacturer.

Senator Dougras. Mr. Chairman, I think it is very important that
\\ie should consider the price which the American consumer pays for
the sugar.

Now, there is another question I would like to ask. We formerly
were importing from Cuba approximately 3 million tons a year, or
two-thirds of the foreign——

Mr. Myers. That is correct. There were about 314 million tons.

Senator Dotaras. May I ask this question: If we reallocate this
amount of 3 million tons either to foreign producers, as the Depart-
ment of State advocated, or to domestic producers, as some of my col-
leagues seem to wish to cio, for the next 2 years, will you not build up
a series of vested interests which will not want to let go when we come -
to the enactment of a permanent sugar bill ?

Mr, Myers. That is a great possibility.

Senator Doucras. Isn’t it a probability ¢

Mr. Myzrs. In that speech that Senator Anderson was kind enough
to quote from I called attention to that problem,

Senator Doucras. Isn’t it probable? '
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Mr. Myers. I think so.

Senator Dovaras. I think our Government acted correctly in cut-
ting off the importation of sugar from Cuba because of the provoca-
tive acts of the Cuban Government under Castro.

But we all hope that some time there would be a Cuban Govern-
ment that would reverse its policy and pursue a policy of friendship
to the United States. What that happens we do not want to see the
Cubans penalized or the new government penalized by the fact that
this consumption has been divartad either to ather countrics or do-
mestic producers; isn’t that true?

My, MyEers. I think that is true, and I am sure Senator Anderson
would agree with me that during the wartime, the postwar period,
until this present Castro government came in, we got excellent co-
operation from the Cuban Government and the Cuban industry.

Senator Doucras. Let me ask you this question: If the %ubans
know their 3 million tons have been reallocated either to foreign pro-
ducers or to domestic producers, and will know that naturally these
people once planting acreage and building mills will not want to let
go, won’t this diminish the incentive which the Cubans will otherwise
have to change their government. Won’t they feel that they have
been shut out more or less permanently from the American market,
and that even if they do change their government they will not be
able to export much sugar to us%ge

Mr. Myers, Well, Senator, on that score I would just like to say this:
That I think it is with great wisdom that the Senate and the Congress
last summer used different language to—on the reallocation of the
sugar to—emphasize it was temporary.

I listened with great interest to the emphasis that Mr. Martin put
on it a moment ago. I think these hearings are putting emphasis
on it, and are of great value to try to stop the builts)ing up of vested
interests.

Senator DoucrLas. But, as Senator Anderson has pointed out, we
extended this for 6 months, and now we extend it for 21 months. You
are extending it over 2 years, and are you not going to inevitably dur-
ing that period of time, which is at Jenst 2 and possibly 3 years, 3 grow-
ing years, are you not going to build up a series of vested interests
which will want to hold onto the market and which, in effect, will tend
to prevent Cuba from getting back into the market if she wants to
behave herself ?

Mr. Maxn. Senator, I would like to say in response to that that
the aspiration of Latin America, which is the area that I know best,
for a greater share in the U.S. sugar market antedates the Castro
problem, antedates the Castro problems.

This has been, as the Senator knows, a controversial subject for as
many years as I have been rround the State Department, and I simply
point out that the aspiration is not only there, but it has been there
for some time. -

We do recognize that to the extent that we temporarily, and we hope
it is temporary, deprive Cuba of its quota, there may be in the minds
of some people the hope that this is a permanent market. But we
hope to, we intend to, set the record clear in writing—we have already
done so orally, as we have done this morning—in diplomatic notes
pointing out that this is not a permanent arrangement, and until

67619~—61-——+4
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Congress, in its wisdom, has amended the Sugar Act, that this has
to be provisional and very temporary, and I do not want to say that
the aspiration that this will cure tl’xve problem exists, but I do not
think we are going to be in a substantially worse condition a year from
now than we are today.

‘Senator Douasras. Now, may I try out a possibility upon you gentle-
men and see what you think of it.

Suppose instead of reallocating this 8 million tons of sugar, Cuban
sugan either to other foreign countries or to domestic industry at the
subsidized d)rioe, we buy it on the open market, the open world market,
not from Cuba, not from Russia, but on the open world market, and
pay for it the world price of 3.2 cents, plus any increase that would
oceur.

This would save at least around 2 cents or $40 a ton, and on the 3
nillion tons which would thus be imported, levy a tax equivalent to
the difference in price, and thus net tﬁe Treasury $120 million. This
would not disturb the domestic situation too much, not disturb the
domestic producers, not disturb existing foreign producers, but would
transform the subsidy which the consumers pay on the 3 million tons
into revenue for the Government. Wouldn’t that be the healthier
proposal than the one which we now have?

Mr. MaxN. Senator, if we bought the Cuban sugar at, the world
price, this would mean—— g

Senator Dovagras. It is not Cuban sugar that I am proposing.

Mr. Ma~nnN. Itissugartaken away from Cuba.

Senator Doucras. Yes, that is correct.

Mr. Maxnx. If we bought it at the world price the sugar which nor-
mally under the act would have been bought from Cuba, it would mean
that we were paying some countries the world price and some other
countries the U.S. price.

Senator Doucras. But we would be doing it impersonally through
the market. You know, one of the things that I resent in the per-
formance of Castro was that he criticized the United States for pay-
ing Cuba 214 cents above the world price, and then praised Russia for
puying‘hiﬁn slightly less than the world price. This s what I resented
very much.

Iydo not see how anyone could object if we paid the market price,
because the market price is independently determined.

Didn’t you do that, precisely that, with the Dominicin Republic
last summer? , ‘ -t

Mr. Max~. We did. But this was on a discriminatory basis because
the sugar has to be bought, especially if you wanted to avoid trans-
shipment of Cuban sugar, you have to buy this under the quota ar-
rangement. in the law, I believe, from particular countries, and you
would, Senator, be paying the country two different prices for sugar,
substantially different prices. You would be paying Mexico, which is
a regular quota country, a very high price, and Brazil, which is not a
quota country, a low price. o . :

Senator Doucras. But is it necessary that these countries should be
paid above the world price on everything that they should send to the
United States—even 1f this is in excess of what they previously had
been sending to us? Would it not be sufficient if we paid them the
subsidized price on the quotas which they formetly sent to us, but on
the added quantities, we paid the world price?
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Mr, Max~. Well, I am sure, Senator, that in the case of some of
the Latin American countries, that they would believe and state that
they were entitled to equal treatment in terms of the price which they
received for their sugar.

Senator TaLmapge. Will the Senator yield at that point ?

Senator Doucras. Yes.

Senator TavLyapce. Why is it necessary to pay the subsidy for any
foreign sugar produced, that is, sugar not produced in the United
States or its territories?! Why do we give a foreign producer of sugar
the same protection that we do a domestic producer of sugar? I would
like the State Department’s views ¢ that, and Mr. Myer’s views.

Mr. Maxn. Welly I was not here, Senator, at the time the sugar
act was passed in 1948, I believe Senator Anderson said, but I presume
that the history of fluctuations on the price of sugar prior to that date
caused Congress to decide that in order to have price stability in this
country that the system, the quota system, and the price system set out
in the act was the best way to achieve it, and certainly it has worked
well insofar as stability in the industry is concerned. It must have
ber1 one of the major objectives, but I am not the expert on it.

Senator Tararapge. Mr. Chairman, may I have Mr, Myer’s comment,
on that just before we leave that issue? :

I would like your comments on the same question I asked the State
Department, to wit: Why should we pay a subsidy for foreign sugar
production, that is, the same subsidy we pay the domestic producers?

Mr. MyEers. Senator Talmadge, that goes back to the 1930’s actually,
when there was a feeling—— : _

Senator ANDERSON. It goes back to what? -

My, MyEers. The 1930’s, :

lSena?tor Bexxerr. May we have Mr, Myers in front of the micro-
one ?
P Mr. Myers. This procedure of paying foreign countries a premium
for their sugar started back in the 1930’s.

Following the tariff act of 1930, which some people felt had a good
deal to do with the depression, the economic depression in foreign
countries, there was a very sharp drop in our imports of Cuban sugar.

That drop came from a peak of over 4 million tons in the early
1920’s down to a million and a half tons, as I recall, in 1933.

The world price fell to a low of a half cent a pound, for several
years it was less than a cent a pound, and it was the feeling on the
part of the American Government, enunciated very clearly by the then
Chairman of the Tariff Commission, that it was unwise for the
United States to solve its problem of the domestic sugar producer by
further tariff increases, and therefore they devised this quota system
that would, one, put restrictions on our domestic producers, because
by expanding production, of course, they had cut down on imports;
and, two, it would give some of the benefits to our foreign suppliers,
which was then substantially Cuba. The Philippines, at that time, of
course, was part of the United States.

So the quota system was devised, and the quota premium paid to
the Cuban producers as well as to domestic producers.

That continued up to the war when, of course, the U.S. Govern-
ment took over the entire sugar supply problem.
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Senator Anderson handled that one, and can testify in more detail
that I can on it, and in the post-war period we went back again to the
same procedure that we have had in the past, but with fixed quotas
in 1948.

You will recall, Senator Anderson, in the 1948 act, the act that you
revised, we would let Cuba off of this wartime plateau we had built
them up to by giving them in the early days 95 percent of the Philip-
pine deficit, and then substantially all of the growth in production,
with-fixed domestic quotas until such time as Cuba would have a
market that would let them run along on a level.

I would say, Senator Talmadge, that Cuba did a marvelous job of
standing along with us in coordinating her sugar supply problem with
our requirements.

‘When the Korean fighting broke out in 1950 the world sugar market
took off into the sky. Cuba sold us not only its full quota supply, but
an additional 600,000 tons at a price below the market at the time I
had to negotiate 1t afterward, and again in 1957 and 1958 when the
price, when the world market price rose up, they again filled their
quotlgs, filled the quotas on the U.S. market at less than the world
market.

Since Mr. Castro has come in, we obviously have had no cooperation.

Senator Taryance. Would you supply for the record at that point a
statement showing the imports of sugar that we have had since the
adoption of this quota system, the price we paid for it, and the equiva-
lent world price at that time, and what I want to ascertain is whether
or not we are getting a bargain in subsidizing the foreign producers.

Mr. MyERs. shaﬁ be glad to put that in the record.

Let me say this, the record, when it is supplied, is going to show
that Cuba got paid over the years very handsomely for what they
supplied us. But they did cooperate with us, and let me also point
out, Senator, to complete my statement, the 1948 act put fixed quotas
on the domestic areas, in the amendments enacted in the House in
1955, but in _the Senate in 1956, the domestic areas collectively were
able to supply 55 percent of the increase in our domestic requirements,

(The information referred to follows:)



Selected data concerning sugar imports, prices, and price premium in the U.S. market

U.8. price, Indiceated price for ship- Difference, U.S. price
caist. insur- | Freight and ment {rom Cuba to— from world price
Calendsr year ! Cuba Otherforeign | Philippines? Total unce and insurance, Premium to
countries freight basis, Cuba to Cuba
New York New York United World Cents per Dollars per
States market pound ton
1,000 tons Cents per pound
Million
dollars
1,886 30 1,088 2, 984 1.50 0.13 1.37 0o +0. 46 +9.20 17.2
1,830 11 917 2,758 2.33 .12 2.21 .88 +1.33 +-26. 60 4R T
2,102 29 985 3,116 2.69 13 2. 56 .88 +1.68 +33. 60 70.6
2,155 89 901 3, 235 2.5 .18 2.35 1.13 +1.22 +24. 40 52.6
1,941 75 981 2,997 2.04 .14 1.90 1.00 <+, %0 +18.00 34.9
1, 830 62 980 2,972 1.91 17 1.74 1.43 <+.31 +6.20 12.0
1,750 17 981 2,748 1.89 .22 1.67 Ln +. 56 +11.20 19.6
2,700 190 855 3, 745 2.48 .39 2.09 1. 46 -+.63 +12.60 34.0
1, 796 39 23 1, 858 32.99 .61 2.48 269 -.21 ~4.20 -7.5
2, 867 114 (1] 2,971 32.99 .83 2.46 2.69 -3 ~4, 60 -13.1
3,618 106 0 3,724 32.99 .40 2.59 2.69 - 10 -2.00 -7.2
2,803 87 0 2,890 13.00 .35 2.685 314 —. 49 —9.80 -27.5
2,282 46 0 2,328 33.86 .44 3.42 424 -.82 -16.40 -37. 4
3, 943 45 0 3, 988 35.46 .49 4,97 5.08 -. 06 -1.20 —4.7
2,927 62 252 3,241 504 .40 4.64 4.23 +.41 +-8.20 240
3,103 52 525 3, 680 5.31 .37 4.94 4.16 +4.78 +1560 45. 4
3,264 61 474 3,799 543 .34 5.09 4.98 +.11 +2.20 7.2
2,946 13 706 3, 665 5. 56 .49 5.07 5. 67 ~. 60 ~12.00 —-35. 4
2,980 51 860 3, 891 576 .41 5.35 4.17 +1.18 +23. 60 70.3
2,760 1 932 3,803 579 .36 5.43 d.41 +2.02 +-40. 40 111.5
2,718 113 974 3, 805 5.59 .38 5.21 3.28 +1.95 +39. 00 106.0
2, 862 118 977 3,957 5.45 .45 5.00 3.24 +1.76 +35.20 100, 7
3,089 126 982 4,197 5. 59 .49 5.10 3.48 +1.62 +32 40 100. 1
3,127 217 806 4,250 5.74 .43 5.31 516 +.14 +-2.80 8.8
3,438 279 980 4, 697 5.77 .36 5.41 3.50 ~+1.91 +38.20 131.3
3,215 279 980 4,474 5.74 .39 5.35 2.97 +2.38 +-47. 60 153.0
2,394 1,430 1,155 4,979 5.80 .45 5.35 3.14 +2.21 +44.20 4105.8
27-yesr total. ... 72,398 |oo e JRRIURI SUURIPIRSUII FUURUPPUII SRR SRR PO PO R FO 1.123.9

1 Quotas were not in effect Sept. 11 1939, to Dec. 26, 1939, and Apr, 12, 1842, to Dee. 31,

7.
2 Domestic area through 1946.

2 Price on record U.S. refiners (plug0.75 cents duty) by Commaodity Credit Corporstion.
¢ Cuban sugar not imported after July; premium would have been $58 miltion higher
if importation had been continucd.
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Senator Curtis. Mr. Chairman, would Senator Talmadge yield
right there?

Senator Axpersox. I want to just supplement the statement because
in the words of the Sugar Act of 1948, which were done in the office
where T spent a little time, and it was not purely the question, I do
not think, of going into a lot of fancy figures—actually nearly all the

uota went to a small group. They were the domestic cane and
domestic beet producers of the United States.

This was the bible that we used at that time, you may remember.

The blue—this is not tonnage, this is a relative percentage of the
market—the blue represents Cu a; the white represents U.S. cane.
You will see how U.S. cane is almost squeezed out during the war
years because we had to ask the American producer of cane patri-
otically to switch to something else, and he did, one of the reasons
why we had Public Law 12, was it not, Senator Ellender, the one
that Steve Pace put in about guaranteeing prices for wartime, was
that we had to give time for tgese producers who had been squeezed
out here in the white sections to shift back to other crops. But we
depended very heavily upon the Cuban production.

We did it again in this period where again Cuba comes in with it.

The red represents U.S. beet, and that sort of regularly grows.

The yellow was Hawaii, and that comes down there at times and
then spreads out again.

The %reen is Puerto Rico, and it becomes an important area.

The Philippines were terminated, of course, in the period of the
war, and then we developed these other areas which came mto it, and
frankly, the other areas were not regarded as extremely important.

We were concerned with Cuba, which was our next-door neighbor,
and which bought in flour and various other commodities amost an
equivalent of all it sold us in the way of sugar. This was an even
trade arrangement.

If Cuba had wanted to get a lower price for its sugar, we would
have given it the same dump price on grains we do with other coun-
tries. But this was a straight trade across the board, and they sold
us so much sugar and we sold them so much flour and various other
commodities.

But the areas for Cuban, United States cane, United States beet,
Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Philippines are here. But these were
all areas under the American flag or close to the American flag.

Cuba had been very close to us for a long, long time, and we regard-
ed it as a sort of bastion, and I think one of the reasons why no greater
worry was expressed as to the fact that they got the same subsidy
price was that the other areas were very minor, almost miniscule, and
we paid no great attention to them. :

ow, when you get to an area like Mexico which had a quota of
115,000 tons, but picked up 284,000 other tons last year, or the Do-
minican Republic which had a quota of 130,000 tons and picked up
321,000 other tons, they became very important areas, and it was not
in the contemplation of the people who wrote the act in 1948, and
what I have been trying to say is, I think we ought to take time
enough now to take a look at what was done in 1948 and rectify some
of the things we did then, depending upon Cuba to be the principal
source of our sugar supply. That has changed.
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That may change the whole subsidy picture now, Senator Tal-
madge, because the same considerations are no longer there.

Now, the cane people, and I see two representatives here from that
area, have never been under great distress, so far.as we are concerned;
they have sometimes used their full acreage, not aways used their full
acreage, and whenever America got into a war difliculty, they quickly
clmngu& and planted the types of crops that America needed to take
care of the food.

I say that in compliment to the cane areas. They are not in great
distress now. I do not mind an expansion, and 1 am happy to see
an extension in the cane areas. I do not want to freeze this pattern
with other countries and have trouble at a latzr date and leave our
friends, who are our friends such as India and Brazil and all the in-
dividuals who happen to run the steamship lines up to this country.

Senator Doucras. Would you forgive :ne for just a minute, Sena-
tor Curtis?

Senator Cortis. Yes.

Senator Doueras. Is it not true that the basic Sugar Act, the Jones-
Costigan Act of 1934, stated that not only were the interests of pro-
ducgs to be taken into account, but the interests of consumers as
wel

Mr. Myers. That is correct, and that still continues to be the fact,
Senator.

Senator Douveras. Well, it continues in the law.

Mr. Myers. It continues in the law,

Senator DouerLas. Now, let me ask you, do you thing it continues in
the observance? Notice what happens: The price of sugar is in-
creased by the amount of the difference between the price which
United States pays domestically and the free world price. This
results in, as you say, to about 2.3 cents per pound; it is increased by
the amount og the tariff, which amounts to about half a cent a pound;
it is increased by the amount of the excise or processing tax, which
amounts to half a cent a pound, and then the producers, as the Senator
from Arkansas brought out, get production payments amounting to
about $75 million a year foich, suppose, can be said comes from
the excise tax on the tariffs. , ) '

But if my figures are correct, consumers are paying about $660
million a year more than they would in a competitive situation, or
3.2 centg a pound. e

Now, if we did not have this situation, housewives would only have
to pay a little less than 9 cents when they went to the market, 45
cents instead of 60 cents for a 5-pound bag. .~

The soft drink manufacturers, the cheap candy manufacturers, and
the rest, would pay only 6 cents instead of 9.2 cents & pound. So
that we have to consider not only the housewife but the industrial
users of sugar as well. . . _ o

How does the consumer receive protection and how is the consumer
protected in any fashion under this bill as it works out in practice
As a matter of fact, is he not compelled to pay through the nose for
at least three, and possibly all four, of these measures, namely the
quote premium, the tariff, the excise tax and, possibly, producer pay-
ments, in addition? . : :



H2 SUGAR

Mr. Myers. Well, Senator, of course, there are two factors. The
world price has gone down. Qur domestic price has been relatively
stable. It has gone up slightly not steeply.

In the Sugar Act, section 201, in case you would like a reference,
in there are set forth the conditions for determining supplies for the
United States, and that provision states, in part, as foli)ows:

The Secretary of Agriculture—
in making these determinations—

shall take into consideration the relationship between the prices at wholesale
for refined sugar that would result from such determination, and the general
cost of living in the United States as compared with the relatlonship between
prices at wholesale for refined sugar and the general cost of living in the United
States obtaining during 1894749 as indicated by the Consumer’s Price Index.

That originally said instead of 194749, it said, “During the period
of price control in 1947.”

We never achieved that high a level of prices, and so in the amend-
ments finally enacted in 1956, this language was written into the bill,
1947-49 as a base. In order to drop that index of requirement to
about half the distance between what it previously had been and what
we had achieved, and I might say that today, if memory serves me
correctly, and I ixope I will be permitted to correct the record if my
memory 1s wrong, I think it would require a wholesale price of 10.2
cents a pound instead of 9.35 New York basis that we have today.

Senator Doucras. Well, Mr. Chairman, all I wanted to bring out
with my questioning was first, the fact that the consumers, both in-
dividual and industrial, pay through the nose for the Sugar Act, and
T think their interests should be taken into account.

But I do not think I got an answer to my question as to what would
happen if the premium on the redistributeg Cuban quota went into
the Treasury instead of to the foreign or domestic producers now get-
ting or who would get the 2.3 cents a pound. ‘

This comes to around $46 a ton and, on the 3 million tons of Cuban
quota of $120 million a year.

Now, I personally would like to see that reflected in a lower price
to consumers. But this issue is so complicated that it would be hard
to do, but could not the consumers, as taxpayers be helped by having
this revenue of $120 million or more go to them rather than to the
people who will be called in to fill the former Cuban quota and who
will build up vested interests which will make it very difficult for
us to get a friendly Cuban Government in the future?

T would like to get an answer on that.

Mr. MarTIN., Might I make a comment on that?

Senator AxpersoN. I have to be on the floor this afternoon, Mr.
Martin, and I am afraid I may miss some of the discussion. Before
I left. I wanted to make it abundantly clear for the record that I sup-
ported the resolution before us 2 months ago to try to free the hands
of the then President of the United States,

T do not conceive it to be any of my job to conduct foreign rela-
tions. That is his job, and I feel the same way now. . :

T am not questioning the authority of the President to deal with
these matters in any way that he deems proper. The only thing I do
not want to do is to freeze this quota again and freeze out American
producers who may want to produce sugar and who may, in the long
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run, be more valuable to us than some of the things we are building
up that could cause us trouble if at a later date we wanted to be friend-
ly with Cuba again. I did hope it might be clear to you.

Mr. Marrix. Thank you very much, Senator.

I would like to make two or three points, Mr, Chairman,

Senator Douveras. Do you have the question in mind ?

Mr. MarTIN, Yes, sir, very definitely.

I think one of the problems, one of the major sources of free market
sugar at the present time is the Cuban sugar we are not buying and it
would be hard to make clear that. we were not again buying Cuban
sugar if we went on the world market.

More serious, however, is the fact that we have tried to establish
the position that our refusal to buy sugar from Cuba was taken
for good and sufficient political reasons and not in any petty spirit
of economic or other retailiation.

If we were to secure a financial advantage out of refusing to bu
Cuban sugar by enacting the provision you have suggested, I thin
it would rather tarnish the attitude that other countries have with
respect to this action, which has not always been fully understood in
Latin America; and, lastly, it would seem to me that it might well
accomplish just the thing you are concerned about, namely, discour-
aging the Cuban people about the possibility that they wiﬁ again be
restored to a favored position in the U.S. sugar market for the kind
of reason that Mr. Myers was suggesting.

If we are able to save $120 mil%ion by not buying Cuban sugar, but
buying in the world market, why should be ever want to buy Cuban
sugar again?

enator Dougras. We have been buying Cuban sugar for almost 30
years at a premium. I mean,I have always felt we should have stressed
this argument much more in our dealings with the Cuban people.
Granted that a large %ortion of the consumption was intercepted by
American companies, but still a portion trickled down to the Cuban

eople who probably, over the course of time had been given $2 or
3 million in excess of the world price.

But does this give them a vested interest to have this forever? Or
we might even go back to it after there is a hiatus. Why could be not
simply say to the foreign countries, “You are proposing that we buy
more sugar from you. We will buy this sugar from you but we will
buy it at the world price, which otherwise would be all that you would
get if you did sell in the world market.”

‘We would be doing them a favor in purchasing additional quantities
from them, and we could even earmark that $120 million for foreign
aid to Latin America to help pay for the new program there, and in
this way we would distribute the money where it was needed and not
mzxc‘lely to the countries which grew sugar which, perhaps, do not
need 1t.

I woula be willing to say that $120 million could be put in an im-

ressed fund to help finance foreign aid for Latin America, and then
1f, will go where it is needed.

Mr. N. I would just like to suggest that while there is un-
doubtedly great logic to what you have said I think it would be very
difficult for us to get through to the Cuban Feople against the counter
speeches by people down there who are so able at making speeches, that
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this change in past policy did not mean a permanent change in any
way in our attitude toward them and our desire to support the people,
and get them back into a position to control their own destinies.

But I think this is a very difficult thing to explain to a people who
are in a highly emotional state at the present time.

Senator Dougras. Must we lose $120 million or more because of the
irrationality of other folks? I am inclined to belicve if this policy
goes through we will be as irrational as they are.

Mr. Marmin. 1 am not sure that we lose 1t, Senator. It seems to me
a very high percentage of it goes to countries that would otherwise be
in a position where we would be giving more foreign aid to them, and
the more we can have their financial resources come through trade
channels rather than aid channels, this hag its advantages.

Senator Douaras. This—it is accidental that the sugar countries——

Mr, MarTIN. It happens to be at the present time.

Senator Doucras (continuing). Are also foreign-aid countries,
and also some countries that are not sugar countries need foreign aid.
Coffee countries are in trouble; the tin countries may be in trouble;
not the oil countries, but the tin countries.

Mr. Marmin. I ain not suggesting this is a general panacea for our
problems in foreign aid, but it just happens we have had this, and it is
disruptive to change it. ‘ : ‘

If the countries that were receiving & benefit were not aid countries
our position would be quite different. : '

Senator Doucras. If you will forgive me saying so, I do not think
you are sufficiently athletic in the position you have taken on these
issues in Latin America. Is it not true that Russia is paying 2.6
cents for the Cuban sugar? S

: Mg. Martix. I think this is about right. Do you have a figure on
that? : A ‘

Mr. Myers. I think they pay something like 2.8 for what they
have bought last year. They claim they are paying 4 cents now, but
it is pure hogwash.. They are paying:

Se;mtor Doveras. Eliminating ‘the Russian hogwash how much
is it ? : ‘ '

Mr. Myers. They pay 80 percent in trade goods and only 20 per-
cent in money. Therefore, any price that they pay is largely fictitious.

Mv. Marrix. This 13 the main point.

Senator Dotaras. If we pay 3.2 cents we would be paying probably
more than the Russians are paying. .- Don’t you think that our State
Department is sufficiently able to show that the Latin Americans
are getting more even now than they would if they sold to Russia
and, besides, Russia cannot buy any more and probably cannot con-
sume what she is using. ' ‘ ; -

Mr. Martin. T would suggest, if I might, as Mr. Myers is pointing
out, that the Russians are paying primarily in goods, and it is very
difficult to pinpoint for the people what the difference is between
goods and sugar. S

I may say also, however, that the fact that the price does compute
out less than the world price has not helped the Soviets at all in Latin
American; and it has not ‘helged them. This has been a propagsnda
poiiit I wish we would be able to make something of. - S




SUGAR bb

Senator Doucras. Let us make some more out of it. We will be

paying 3.2. o

fr. Chairman, I think I have taken up enough time, We have
discovered $120 million or more which the American taxpayers are
paying, and if these gentlemen are strong for the [j:rogmm of foreign

id to Latin America, as I personally have been, I would be willin
to provide for the $120 million or more to be impounded and u
for aid needed in Latin America.

We are probably going to aid Latin America anyway, so this will
diminish the burden upon the budget.

- Mr. Martin. X would just like to say again that most of these Latin
American countries, despite some people’s belief, do prefer to earn
their money througil trade if they possibly can, and it is more self-
respecting, and one of our real problems there is finding the local cur-
Tency resources to conduct aid programs that we think are desirable.

Woe wish, as the Congress and ynu gentlemen do, I believe, to use our
aid primarily for forei%;;-nid eapenditures that are necessary, and
if we deprived them of this income it would just mean we would have
to have more flexible authority to cover local currency than we now
have and is, on the whole, a good thing, perhaps. '

Senator FursrieHT, The present arrangement gives them a vested
interest which they would not want to see changed to their great dis-
advantage. ‘

Senator Douaras. I think these countries ought to be very grate-
ful to us that we are not buying on the world market now.

If we were buying in the world market this other million and a
half tons would be purchased at 3.2 cents, and we would effect a further
saving of around $30 million.

Senator BENNETT. Mr, Chairman?

The CuairMAN. Senator Benuett. . o

Senator BENNETT. Itis half past 12. T have a few questions I would
like to ask. I will not take toolong,

Is it yowr thought that we wiﬁ keep going for a while or should
we recess ai.d come back at a later time ¢

The Cuairman. I think we will have to go for a little while, and
then we will have another session this afternoon. We will go, perimps,
to 1 o’clock, and then we will recess until 2 :30. T

Senator BExNeTT. I have listened to this discussion with a great
deal of interest. My father used to say that a butcher that has no
sausage can offer to sell it for a penny a pound.

Now, here we have a world market, so-called, on which the American
economy has not drawn directly.

Temporarily in that world market we have a surplus. :

How long (io you think the fpri(ye‘ would stay at around 3 cents a
pound if American refiners of cane sugar were dependent on that
world market as individual purchasers rather than as purchasers who
would draw against a fixed quota? How long do you think we would
have an assured supply of sugar, off-shore sugnr, at the current price
if we were dealing in a world market ? : :

Mr. Myers. Well, Senator, I think it would depend upon how
much sugar we had to import. : S

Obviously, if we were to destroy our domestic industry at once and
go onto the world market we could cause, well, a disaster in the world
prices by higher prices.
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Once the price starts up there i3 a cumulative effect to that, as you
know, until the bubble bursts.

As I pointed out to Senator Anderson some time ago we were very
fortunate that at the time when we cut off the Cuban supplies there
was o good supply of other sugar in the world market, and certainly
we would not want to cut off our own domestic supplies and go out into
the world market for some additionl 514 million tons of sugar. You
just cannot do that sort of thing.

Now, what would happen if you took 10 or 20 years I do not know.
Certainly if you did it quickly and obviously if we deztroyed the sugar
program, our domestic sugar industry or a large segment of it would
go downthedrain very quickly.

Senator Bennprr. Let us Kmk at the immediate situation. These
countries abroad and, particularly Cuba before Castro, had an assured
market in the United States for sugar at around 5 cents a pounds.

Could they not, therefore, average their price out and afford to sell
it at the “world market” or at or below cost, knowing that they had an
average income which was assured by the substantial percentage that
came 1nte the United States?

Mr. Myers. And, of course, just as that was done in the case of Cuba
and in the case of the other world exporters who had to sell on the
world market. That, of course, would not be true for some of the world
exporters which had little or no quotas in the United States, they had
to take a world market price for all of their product.

Senator Bennerr. Have you got any idea about the approximate
cost of sugar that is sold in the world market? Is this a profitable en-
terprise if you only sell in the world market?

Mr. Myers. Senator, there is a good deal of talk about costs of pro-
duction throughout the world, and you can ask half of this audience
here and they will cite you 4 cents or some other figure.

Let me say, to the best of my knowledge and belief, there is no single
figure. Everybody’s costs are different from everybody else’s and
they vary up and down. /

Senator Benxerr. Bul is it not generally assumed that the so-
called world market is a distress market ¢

Mr. Myers. That is absolutely so, and it represents about 12 per-
cent of the world sugar supply; it is a dumping ground when there is
a surplus; and it is a hunting ground when there is a shortage. That
is why you can go from a very low price to a very high price just the
moment. there is some slight increase in the world-demand.

Senator BennNETr. I have been told that you should never ask a
question unless you know the answer in advance, and I do not know the
answer to thisone.

Are there other countries that buy sugar out of the Carribbean and
other obvious sugar-producing areas at prices above the world market ?
Does Great Britain allow its colonial producers prices better than the
world market.?

Mr. Myers. Yes, definitely. Britain has a Commonwealth sugar
program under which it pays premium prices to Commonwealth pro-
ducers and that, of course, would include producers in the British
West Indies.

1 am told, as a matter of fact, by the British that onr U.S. Sugar
Act has been the model for some of their Commonwealth programs.
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Senator BENNETT. There are other countries abroad that are in the
same fix we ave in. They produce part of their sugar, usually with
beets, and then they purchase raw sugar, to make up the diﬁ};rence
they need from roughly the same sources where we buy.

Do they buy at the distress price to keep their programs going or
do they but at the “world market”?

Mr, Myens. Well, they vary. 1t is customary for them to buy at
premium prices from their colonial producers.

The French West Indies producers, I think, get a premium above
the world market. The others will buy part of their requirements;
and France is in this group of countries which will buy part of their
requirements at the world price, and then average them into the
domestic support prices when they sell to the consumer.

Senator ﬁENNETI‘. Then the American program which has been
paying premium prices to the sugar producers in the Caribbean is
not completely unique?

My, h}YERs. Not completely unique, no. .

Senator Ben~EerT. Earlier Senator Douglas was questioning you
about the high prices the American consumers were paying for sugar.

Do you have and could you put in to the record a comparison of
retail sugar prices the American housewife pays as compared to
prices paid by consumers in foreign countries.

Do you have and could you put into the record a comparative scale of
prices showing the rate at which sugar prices have increased as com-
pared with other supported crops in the United States?

Mr, Myers. Yes,sir,

Senator Bennerr. And would you please put in as a kind of scale
9fdc01rqlparison showing the rate of increase in the consumers’ price
maex:

Mr. Myers. Ishallbe glad to do that,both of them.

Senator Bennerr. I have the impression when you see that kind of
a scale, you will find that the prices on sugar have gone up at a slower
rate than the prices on the other supported and even the unsupported
food products we produce in the United States.

Mr. Myers. As I pointed out to Senator Douglas, when the Sugar
Act in 1948 was written, the comparison with the consumers’ price
index was to be 1947. We never anywhere near achieved that.

In 1955-56, in the amendments of that year, that was scaled down
to male the base period of the average of 1947 to 1949, and we are
somewhat below that.

(The information referred to follows:)
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Sugar: Retail prices Jan. 1, 1960, and per capita consumption, 1959: sclected
countrics

IMPORTING COUNTRIES

Con- Con
Price! sump- Pricet sump-
tion ? tion t
SINEANOTe. o veccaecccaeaans 5.4 ) .o France (metropolitan)........ 1. & 73.0
Aden. ..o 56 323 Ieeland ... ... ... ... 11.5 120. 4
Jordan..e .. oiiimeniiieacan. 6.0 151.0 |] United Btates..voeouenoe oo, 1.6 1104.0
Colombla. ..o 6.3 342.0 {| Netherlands. .. ... ... ... 11.9 1100.7
g 1t o 1 SRR 6.9 4.3 Iran__......... .- 12,1 35.5
Sudan....ooecimiiicinaaaan 7.2 26.3 || Venezueln....... - 12,4 1.6
Bolvia, oo 7.6 44.0 ] Argentina....... - 12.7 81.3
Malaya......_. PO PR 7.8 470.8 }} Bweden.... ... .- .- 12,7 101. 4
) {1 1 PO, P 8.1 63.2 || Ceylon.... . 13.1 42.4
NOTWAY e acaeevcccaccceeaenan 8.6 988 || Cambodia. ... ... . 13.4 |..........
Irelend. ..o oo ——.- 8.7 3110.0 |} Germany, West.__........... 13.5 170.0
Bwitzerland........... ceen 9.1 105.9 |{ United Aradb Republic
Neow Zealand.._...... 9.3 08.2 (Eg?'puan region) .._......_. 15.7 2.0
United Kingdom... - 9.3 127.7 || Pakistan.......o..o..o..... 18.1 53
Moroceo...ocacanac - 9.4 69, 5 {! Thatland. .. ae- 16.1 0.0
anada..... caae 0.5 103.0 |} Finland... .- 16.6 95.7
Spain. .. ...c..-. . 10.3 34.3 || lsrael...... .- 16.6 175.0
Portugal........ ceen 10. 4 35.1 |} Greeco... 16.7 128.0
1 1:1 1Y U, 10.5 22,8 || Italy.... - 17.8 3.7
United Arab Republic Japan..... .- 17.9 31.4
(8yrian region). ... .. 10. 6 20.8 j| Vietnam..... - 2.0 4.2
Austria...._.. [, . 10.8 386.0 | Yugoslavia. ... - 25.7 36.0
Ethiopla.ce e aecacieae 1.0 4.6 || Xorea, South...... [, 3.7 50
EXPORTING COUNTRIES
Pert. e rneeas 3.6 356.0 || China (Talwan)......_....... 9.6 326.0
Brazil....... - 4.4 383.0 || Costa Rica.cooeeon.. 9.6 7.0
Panama..... e 4.7 43.2 |I ElSalvador.__.. _.__ 9.8 30.2
Cuba...... . 55 1100} India.o.ooooeeooo.. 10.1 11.6
Mexleo. oo eeaan - 5.6 70.3 | SBurinarz.........._....... 1.6 t54.7
Unlon of 8outh Africa........ 58 103.7 || Dominican Republic 1.9 62.7
dones .- 5.9 18.1 {j Belgium. ... ... 13.7 70.3
Halth. .. ... .- .5 22.9 |1 Turkey....ooovceen... 10. 4 330.0
Denmark -- 7.9 125.5 || Qermany, East.. .... 19.4 370.0
Guatemala . 8.0 38.2 §| Hungary.......coo... 10.9 61.4
Philippines............ R 9.3 SA.7 oland. ... L .ol 22.7 69.7
Australfa. .. .o.ooaaooo. 9.3 1243

1 U.8. cents per pound, from “Sugar Yearbook, 1959;" International Sugar Councll,

1 Pounds per capita raw sugar basis. Unless otherwise {ndicated, derived from Imternational Sugar
Council dats for eonsumption, and United Natlons data for population,

3 Foreign Agricultural Bervice data used. Calendar year per capita consumption otherwise indicated
would be out of line with trend.

¢ Includes Singapore,

¢ USDA estimates used, :

¢ Includes Cambodia, Laos, Vietnam.
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RAW SUGAR QUOTA PREMIUMS AND DISCOUNTS

Monthly Comparisons, FAS. Cuba Prices of Row Sugor for
Shipment to US. and World Morkals
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Movement of prices of sugar and and sugar crops in rclation to other prices

{1933=100}
Refinerd
Year Cotistiners | All foods at sugar at All farm Sugar beets | Sugarcane
price index wholesale Now York, crops !
wholesale
. 100 100 100 100 100 100
104 117 102 138 142 152
107 139 113 145 130 121
107 138 100 152 112 117
11 142 109 166 132 119
109 122 104 110 120 114
107 117 105 114 125 119
109 119 100 124 128 119
127 139 115 152 152 155
135 167 125 203 170 176
136 178 127 262 210 181
140 175 127 279 245 103
151 178 125 283 235 214
173 219 147 N7 25) 215
187 p 272 187 360 2065 264
185 204 176 355 240 217
187 | 267 1R2 314 245 233
19 272 182 324 252 286
202 306 101 369 260 233
207 303 196 312 265 255
207 289 108 334 258 207
209 289 108 338 242 257
207 281 105 321 250 240
211 231 200 324 262 203
218 2489 207 34 250 256
224 306 211 310 260 214
227 289 213 307 250 262
229 204 215 307 260 267

t About 70 percent of which are subject to some forms of price support.

Senator BenNerr, If that had not been changed in 1955-56, how
much approximately would you be further below, if we were still
trying to match the 1947 control prices?

Mr. Myers. Senator, I hope I may be permitted to correct the rec-
ord, but my offhand guess would be that it was close to 11 cents per
pound wholesale, compared with 9.35 at the present time.

Senator Bennerr. Thank you.

I would like to ask a couple of questions of your friend from the
State Department.

Senator Fursricur. Will the Senator yield on that last point? I
wanted to clear up something on page 6 of‘/ this study.

Senator BeEnnerr, Yes,

Senator FursrieHT. In this study which is before me, I find this
statement : )

The retail price of sugar since 1947—19 has been free of sharp movement.
It has risen somewhat more than retail prices of food generally mostly because

prices to growers of sugar crops have been better maintained than prices of
most other farm products. .

Down at the end of that paragraph it says:

Thus we find in the recent period while raw sugar prices have returned to-
ward the level of a year ago, the price of refined sugar at retail has not.

That would indicate that sugar has been maintained at a higher
price than other agricultural commodities, )

Senator BENNETT. Of course, I have been in the Senate long enough
to know that is the numbers game. It depends on which base date
you take.
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I would like to take 1934, the date of the Sugar Act, and let us look

at the whole range, the effect of the Sugar Act as a whole on this pro-
ram, !

€ I think we will find that sugar prices have risen much less than the

prices of most other agricultural commodities.

Mr. Myegrs. Senator, two points are involved :

No. 1 is the base period, as you so properly point out.

That other is the index that you use.

The comparisons, Senator Fulbright, that you were reading are
between sugar and other foods. : :

Senator Forsricur. Yes. :

Mr. Mvens. The Consumer Price Index uses foods, I belive, as one
of its components, and it has a number of other tilings, including
personal services. . ‘
~ So (tlhat you get different comparisons depending upon which index
is used—— :

Senator FuLsriarr, Relative to other foods, is what I thought you
were discussing, and in that case sugar has, according to this, been
higher, mair‘ained higher. , e

r. Myers, The Sugar Act to which I have referred in my discus-
sion with Senator Douglas requires us to consider the Consumer
Price Index, which is a somewhat different type of animal. . - :

Senator Bennerr. Well, in my request I asked that both of them
be put down, the Consumer Price Index arid the change in other
foods so we can seé how the two parallel, - ,

Mr, Myers. Did you mean, S};nator Bennett, other foods at whole-:
sale or other farm cro&s;? C y -

f‘Sinator Bennerr. Well, I think it would be interesting to see both'
of them, - C b : Lo

Mr. Myers. Fine. Thank you.

Senator BENNETT. Mr. Martin, can you come back ¢o the wire again
for & minute { o - :

Mr. MarTIN. Yes, sir. . = : o

Senator BEnNerT. In the questioninﬁébys Senator Douglas, much
was made of the fact that we ought to be in a position to give Cuba
back its quota as an incentive for these rebels to overthrow Castro.

Maybe Mr. Mann might want to comment,, rather than you, on this
question, One of the things that Castro claimed he was going to try
to do for the Cuban people was to get them off the one-crop economy
and to try to get their agriculture on a broader basis. o

Would you think this would be the kind of thing we would want’
to encourage? - o . ‘

Mr. Maxn~. Senator Bennett, I would think we would want to
encourage this, but at the same time, I think we have to realize that:
this is a long-term process. . . .. . a0 o

The reality of the situation is that if there should be a free Cuba
again, they will be heavily dependent upon sales of their sugar, which
is their principal export to the world market, and particularly to
this market, and I think most of us believe that we have to bear this
very much in mind and avoid-freezing the sugar pattern in the
meantime,

67619—61——5
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Senator BEnnErt.-]1 agree with that. But I am' wondering if we
have to concern-curselves with being in a position to give Cuba back
314 million tons.

Mr. Many. : Well, this is something that we have thought about a
great deal, but I do not believe we have reached any conclusion.

I think it is hard to do that in advanee of knowing the time span
we are talking about and what the consequence will be at that par-
ticular time. : : :

Mr. Marrin. I might like to say, Senator, if I said at some point
or you got the impression that I was referring to restoring to Cuba
its quota, I did not intend to be that precise.

Senator Bexnerr. No. R - “

Mr. MarriN. The implication of what I'would say is that Cuba
must pgain become a major source of supply from the United States,
and I would not think we could go beyond that at this time, for the
reasons Mr. Mann has stated. '

‘Senator BEnNeTT. You and I would agree with'that. But I got
the inferonce from the questioning that Senator Douglas felt that
this should be preserved, that you should reach out and take all the:
sugar away that might be labeled reallocated Cuban quota, and return
it to.Cuba. e o - '

I also have the impression there hag been rather serious damage to
the-crop and to the capadity for the production of sugar in (/guba,_
as a result of the revolution down there. R :

I am not sure Cuba could take back the responsibility of assuring
us 8 million or:3%4 millior:tonsn year, at least not to start with.:

When I came this morning I had just one question for:you; and
I am saving'that for the last one.: ‘You have answered it:pretty well
d}ltl'ing your colloquies with my colleagues from the other side of the.
aisle. L T O R T

#But I want to nadbit downg oo oo 0 e e

The State Department has no objection to the earliest possible con-

sideration of permanent legislation ¢ A S R A
+#Mr: MaRTN. That is.corréct,sir.. =, -~ 1 i o s
_Senator BeENNETT. Isithat correct®: . - . . v L G
-Mr; Martiny: That is potrect. o of 0 0 a0
..Senator BenNerr. You:are: willing:to participatein thé develop-

ment of that legislation, insefar as your:interests rd concerned? - . »

My MARTIN, Yes, Bt oo (0 e e T

Senator BenNerT: I 'assume,: from, my experience: with the State.
Department in: thei previotis administriation, that you: are willing to
leave to this committee largely, almost entirely, the problem of allocat-:
ing the domsstic sharé:among:the domestic preducers? .You:have no
diréet involvement in-that®i:i: 1 ooii o 0 ]

Mr. MarTIN, I think we have enough else-on our
involved in that. oo et 10 vl 7 e B e e e T

. Senator Bennerr, If the Senator from Utdh could :write the Sugar-
Act to please himseif, he would give the State Department. the sole re-.
aponsibility.of allocating the offshore sugar, and saving this committee:
from.the pressure it always gets from the highly paid lobbyists who
come here representing these foreign countries? S

Mr. MarTin. I do not blame you at all, sir.

Y

platter. not to get.
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Senator Bex~err. I wili not ask you whether you would like to have
us solve it in that way, Mr. Chairman. :

Senator Curris. Kollowing Senator Bennett’s question that you
would have no concern about determining how we would divide the
domestic quota, do you consider and concede that it is the Congress
that should decide what proportion of our total sugar consumption
should be domestic and what portion should be foreign ? )

Mr. Marrin. Well, I am sure it is the Congress that decides it, but
I think we would like to be in a position to express the views in the
matter.

Senator Curtis. Now, are these countries that we are buying sugar
from temporarily, are they being directly notified or warned that they
are not being given anything they should rely on in the future?

Mr. MarTiN. Both the State Department and the Department of
Agriculture are beseiged regularly by these people, and none haye
ever come into my office in which I have not made the statement. We
have notified our missions about it, we have notified some of them by
formal notes to this effect, but there has been a consistent line that we
must assume that we will at some future date again wish to buy a
major portion of our supply from Cuba and, “therefore, you should
not spend a penny of capital to expand your capacity.” ,

My impression is, on the whole, there has been very little spent to.
expand acreage. C -

Senator Cur11s. Are you also advising them that there are interests
in the United ‘States that would like to produce more sugarf :

Mr. Martin. I have not so advised them in any conversations, T
doubt if there are any embassies here who are not aware of this fact.

Senator Curris. But if it is a fact, in fairness and in order to keep,
their friendship and to prevent misunderstandings, they should be so
advised, should they not?. =~ =~ L

Mr. MarTin. I think it'is a reasonable statemént to make, sir,

Senator Curtis. Yes. S L

There is also the danger though, if a temporary arrangement goes
too long that theére is a feeling, an automatié feeling, that they have.
a veste mterest;isn"tth'atrig t? L

‘Mr, Marrry. I think that isa problem, I think we have been lucky
so far .in the sense that there have been ‘l'iuni'per crops during this
Eq_riod of existing acreage so there lins been little justification for any:-

ody to invest in expanded output. Théy have had trouble enpugh
selling what they have beeh able to produce with existing conditions.
. This has resulted in some lowering of the world prices, which. is
dlso a break, so thus far I think we have gotten through pretty well
without any more anticipations than there have always been of a de-
sire to get into the U.S. market. , e

Senator Curtis. I wquld,suggest to the State Department that any
failure to advise foreign countries that there is not an earnest and
widespread and sincere demand for more sugar production in the,
TInited States would be to overlook a basic fact that exists,’ o

In reference to this automatic claiming of a vested right by reason
of a temporary situdtion going on for several years, you al?uded to.
that in your New York speech, did you not, Mr. Myers? o

Mr, Myers. Yes, Senator; I did. ’ ’
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Senator Corris, And when you said :

The fact remains, however, that when price premiums amount’to as much as
$160 milllon a year, vested Interests are claimed automatically. All the argu-
ments in the book will be put forth by producers desiring to sell at such premium
prices. Regardless of the wishes of either Congress or of the administrative
agencies, the vested interest arguments of new suppliers will become stronger
as the period of time they supply our market increases.

Mr. Myers, That is correct. :

Sepator Curris. And you were speaking of the foreign suppliers?

Mr. ‘Myers. That is correct.

Senator Curtis. Now, I do not want to drag along in something too
academic, but coming back to what is a world price, I believe I under-
stood you to say to Senator Bennett that only about 12 percent of the
sugar moved in the world price. .

r. Myera., That is correct.

Senator Curris. So, in other words, 88 percent of the sugar moves
in a sugar program of some sort or another?

Mr. Myers. Under some form of protection.

Senator Curtis. Yes. '

Now, does that follow that the consumers of the 88 percent of that
sugar obtained more than they should pay?

r. Myers. No; I do not personsally attach morals to prices. It is
two different categories. ‘

They are paid above the world price. I do not know what the
world price would be if we did away with all forms of protection.
We 1(vivould obviously shift production about tremendously in the
world. . :

Senator Curtis. What is a subsidized price? First let me ask you
this: In general, do the consnmers of sugar and, of course, in pro-.
portion to the amount of sugar they use, 1[)a.y the cost of our sugar
program and the cost of the sugar, with all the ‘related costs in con-
nection therewith? ‘

Mr. Myers. I think that inevitably is so; yes.

Senator Curris. Now, we get into a question of definition and
semantics, do we not, when we talk about a subsidized price?

Mr. Myers. Absolutely, and there will be as many definitions as
you will have people defining the term. ‘

Senator Curtis. Yes, If we take a definition of a subsidized price,
if it really costs a dollar and a half an article, and the Treasury pays
50 cents of it and sells it to the consumer for-$1, that would be very
clearly a subsidized price, would it not?

Mr. Myers. Yes; g think every dictionary would agree that would
be o subsidy. ‘ :

Senator Curtis. But definitely the operation of the Sugar Act is
not that kind of subsidy, isit? ‘

Mr. Myers. No. There is a question, of course, when you get into
the Sugar Act payments whether they would be defined as a subsidy.
under all definitions of the terms, L o

~ Frankly, I think this whole discussion of the semantics of subsidy
) mt}lller futile one because I see no difference in one technique versus,
another. , 4

Why is it any different, you have a protective tariff that gives you
a half percent than to have a tax and a payment that gives you a
half cent? It is both a half cent. I do not see any difference.
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Senator Curris. I understand that. But the point I am getting at
is that the general Federal Treasury is not paying any part of the
sugar that the housewife buys or the sugar that the manufacturer
buys; isn’t that correct?

fr. Myens. They are not getting into the problem today whereas
we did during the war, and as many foreign countries do, of buying
the sugar and selling it to their consumers, either at a higher price or
at a lower price; that is correct. ‘

Senator Curtis. Yes; and in the main, has the Sugar Act been self-
sustaining so far as general revenues of the Treasury are concerned?

Mr. Myers. It has been decidedly better than self-sustaining.

Senator Curris. What do you mean by that? :

Mr. Myers. The tax, the processing tax, which the Sugar Act estab-
lishes is for one-half cent per pound or 10.cents per ton on the total
quantities that we consume in this country, which is roughly $90 mil-
lion a year and Sugar Act payments amount to something in the
neighborhood of $70 milion a year, so there is a gain there in the
Treasury of about $20 million a year.

Senator Curtis. It has been through the years——

Mr. Myers. It has been through the years from $15 million to $20
million a year, |

Senator Curmis. Yes, So la,ying aside what has been accomplished
or has not been accomplished insofar as order within the sugar indus-
try is concerned, the fact remains that our General Treasury is about
$20 million better off by reason of the act.

Mr. MvEers. Each year.

Senator Curtis, Each year?

Mr. Myers. Correct. |

Senator Curris. And there are many things that governments do
which are designed to reise prices to a fair level for producers or to
raise wages to a fair level for workers that are not in the category of
subsidics whon we use the definition of paying part of the price out of
the General Treasury; isn’t that true? .

Mr. Myens, There are a great many that have cubsidies; that is
correct; yes. , ‘ ‘

Senator Curris. Yes. In other words, this is an act that has the
same objective of all farm legislation, is it not?

Mr. Myers. Yes, indeed.. ‘ |

Senator Corrs. To raise to a fair price, and I do not think I will
take any further time on that question of subsidies because, as we
say, we can go on and Iget as many definitions as the English langua
could put together. But I am pleased at your statement to make 1t
clear because there is a great misunderstanding in the country on‘the
question, -

1 I think the people who buy and use sugar should be the ones who
P y?‘ for the sugar, and that is what happens in this program, is it
not ‘ ‘

Mr, bivens. That is correct. V

Senator Curris. Yes, : ,

You share the view that the sooner a long-range program can be
worked out, the better it would be for everyone? '

- Mr, Myzrs. Oh, yes, Senator tz{ all means; and if the Congress
at this session could get one worke out, it would be a great thing for
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the sugar industry of this country and foreign countries, as well, and
to make it eflective by January 1, 1962,

I do call your attention to the fact that the House started its hear-
ings and action on the sugar program in 1955. It was not possible to
ﬁet it through the Senate that year, but it had to drag over and got

wrough the Senate the following year, and when was it that we finally
got it signed into law? ‘

Senator Bennerr. It was about this same time, April or May.

Mr. Myers. It scems to me as though it were late May of 1956, I
cannot put my fingers on it at the moment.

So I think that it is that time schedule, and let me say, that the
problem that confronted the Congress in 1955 was child’s play com-
pared with the problem that I think is going to confront you this

ear.
y Senator Curtis. I think that is true.

Now, as head of the Sugar Division of the Department of Agricul-
ture, you received communications and requests from citizens of the
United States asking for a sugar quota or an increased sugar quota?

Mr, Myers. Senator, if I may be a little bit facetious in answering,
asking is an understatement. They demand it.

Senator Corris. Well, it is quite widespread.

Mr. Myers. Yes; it is. It isespecially widespread in the beet areas
with a number of focal points of special demand.

I would call your attention to the Red River Valley, to the Pacific
Northwest, the great Columbia Basin, portions of California, and the
Southwestern States, from Arizona, New Mexico, Texas, Oklahoma,
and southwestern Kansas.

I think those are the areas of greatest demand. "

I know in the beet area that your State wants more acreage, too.

- _‘Then we have something growing up, and I was terribly concerned
‘about Senator Anderson’s discussion because I think he may not have
‘heen aware of the expansion that is going on in Senator Holland’s
State of Florida. » x o

- It is, I think, a situation where there are four mills being in some
stages of construction down there at the present time, Senator Holland.

I only hope that they will be put up officiently and effectively be-

cause when you get an expansion of that sort almost overnight it is
more or less shear accident if everything works out well, ‘
- Most of our sygar industry that is efficient and earning high profits
today in the domestic areas have taken years in the developmental
p Senator Curtis. I am very plessed that we have two eminent gentle-
.men, from the State Department here to hear your recitation of not
only the requests but the demand in the United Staces for a right to
produce. more of the sugar.that our.people use and, as I said a: bit
ago, I think it would be an act lacking in frjendship if all the foreign
countries were not told of that. -

As a matter of fact, Mr. Myers, if we say to .all 'the rest of ‘the

American economy, “You are not only permitted to grow, you are
urged to grow, we-are going to give you Government incentives to
grow,” and then pick out one little corner of our economy and make it
‘1mpossible for them to grow, the chances are that its efficiency will be
.cut down, too, will it not? There is an element of stagnation when
there is no chance to grow; isn’t that right?
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‘Mr. Mygrs. Well, there could be; very fortunately, I must say, the
indications of stagnation, fortunately, have 1.0t been very apparent in
our domestic sugar industry. C o :

Senator Curris. I have been very much aware of that.

Mr. Myers. That is something we should be very proud of. I
think that question is a rather large one because historically we have
been importers of sugar. Now we have worked up a sugar program
under which we give our domestic growers a respectable price.

Originally there was an expectation that that would be a fair price
for a limited quantity. Now it becomes a matter of judgement com-
pletely within the province of you gentlemen in the Congress as to
what share we.should grow of our sugar domestically and what pro-
portion we should import. ’

Senator Corris. You would agree that an increase in a domestic
quota or anybody’s quota should extend over a reasonable period of
years, in order for an orderly operation, both from the standpoint of
the farmers as well as from the processors; do you not ?

Mr., Myers. 1 think it is absolutely essential, Senator, and when
you think that a modern sugar beet factory costs around $15 million
or more for the factory alone, plus all of the investment that the
farmers have to make in their production, you see that there must be
long-range planning, and it must be a long-range program.

Senator Curtis. I just have one more question. Referring back to
this demand of farmers and their representatives, I want to say to
you, there is a %reat deal that you do not get because—- ’

Mr. Myzrs. That is true. '

Senator Curris (continuning). Many Congressmen and Senators
are aware that you are working under a basic lJaw that Congress has
.to change, and you have no discretionary power to increase that, and
so you are getting a tiny portion of the demand for new production.

How would you compare it to previous years? Has it increased?
.. Mr. Mygrs. Yes, it has strongly increased ; greatly increased in-the
pastZor3dyears. . .. ., T A

Senator Curtis. That isall, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAraMAN. We are honored today to have with .us' Senator
Holland, who will make a.statement. > . =~ .. v, B

I first want to thank the previous witnesses for giving very en-
lightening statements. .. . ., ..., . e
a %\Ir. Mryers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is always a pleasure
to be here. ‘ , TR )

The Cuamasan. Senator Holland.

STATEMENT, OF HON, §PESSAED L HOLLAND, U.§, SENATOR FEOM
THE STATE OF FLORIDA e

Senator Horeany., Mr, Chuirnian’ and:members ' of the coinmitiee,
it will only take me a few minntes.; it

First T want to say, for myself and my State and, particularly, for
‘the sugar industry of Florida, we support the'statement alteady thade
by: my; esteemed colléaghie; the .Sentor.Senator ‘from Louisiana; Mr.
Ellenders‘ L e g e b e B
.."To elaborate upon that only briefly; we:think that a fixed extensgion
that can be agreed upon by-the two:houses betweern now and the clos-
ing moments of this month is an absolute necessity.

) iy

JERETISH
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- It seems to:us that the best way to have such an agreement is for
the Senate to concur with the House bill as to the 21-month extension
already incorporated in that bill,

To elaborate just briefly upon what has just been stated by Mr.
‘Myers, our State is feeling acute growing pains in this industry. Our
largest factory is putting in a large new plant which I understand
mey cost $20 million. ' '

here have been three smaller plants purchased, I believe in Ioui-
siang, and transperted to Florida, or in the course of being recon-
structed there.

There is great demand for the ability to produce by individuals
who have heretofore been largely in the production of vegetables,
sweet corn, cattle, and the like. '}I,‘hey have formed one or inore co-
operatives for that purpose. '

There is a substantial inmigration to us of sugar people who form-
erly produced i» Puerto Rico, whe wish to transfer their operations
to our State. S 3

There are several groups of Cubans in sizable numbers who are prac-
ticed in the production of sugar, who are trying to get into our pro-
duction because they are new refugees from their own country. The
-pressure is very good for additional productive potentiality. How-
ever, I do not wish to present that at this time in this heaving, and I
hope the committee in its wisdom will not conzider any such request
from any source. . ‘

I simplg“wanbed to briefly mention that subject because I would
certainly be vemiss if any such consideration as that should come into
any domestic area without our being heard and without our being
considered at that time. -

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the expedition which you have given to
this hearing. ' |

The CuairmMaN. Thank you very much. :

Senator Horranp. I am ready to support you when you get to the
gg)ﬁ)r, as I did in the Cuban matters and other matters relating to this

I N N

Thank you.

The Cuammman. Thank you, Senator Holland.

The committee will recess until 2 :30. ‘

(Whereupon, at 1:05 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at
2:30 p.m. the same day.) - '

AFTERNOON BESSION -

The Crzarman. The commibteé will com to order.
‘The first witness is Martin McLain, the American Farm Burean
Federation.

STATEMENT OF MARTIN McLAIN, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU
_ FEDERATION

- Mr. McLain. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, we
appreciate the opportunity to appear briefly bafore this committee
and give our views regarding the extension of the Sugar Act. "
‘We continue to support the Sugar Act as a means o%adealing with
the problems peculiar to the sugar industry.
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The primary provisions of the act do not relate to pogment{s, but
to (;q(imtas that regulate the marketing of imported and domeetically
produced sugar, :
Our policy resolutions recommend the extension of the present
Sugar Act for 5 years with provisions for the following five things:
1) Immediate and substantial increases in basic quotas for main-
land cane and beet areas; :
- (2) A substantial increase in the domestic share of increased con-
sumption due to growth;
(3) Retention of the present formula for reallocating domestic
deficits to domestic areas; ﬁ
(4) Provision for sugar production in new areas;
(5) Protecting the interests of domestic growers. ‘
~ Realizing that the present law is scheduled to expire March 31,
1961, and that producer organizations have had no opportunity to
present their views to the ¥iouse, we agree tha’ a1 interim extension is
needed to permit an orderly exploration of the changes that are needed
in the basic act. At the same time, we believe that it would be highly
desirable for Congress to proceed as quickly as possible to develop
long-range sugar legislation so that producers and processors can plan
ahead on an intelligent basis. - We, therefore, recommend that the
current extension provided in the bill, H.R. 5463, passed by the House,
be limited to 9 months which would extend the present program to
December 81, 1961. This would clear the way for full-scale hearings
on the changes that should be incorporated in more permanent legis-
lation, and we sincerely hope that. hoth this committee and the House
Agriculture Committee will begin such hearings as soon as possible.

[t is our judgment that long-range legislation can be developed and
enacted during the current session of Cgolngress if the necessary hear-
ings are started promptly. We are deeply fearful, however, that the
proposed 21-month extension would lead to an undesirable delay in
tha development and enactment of longer range legislation.

We want to thank this committee for its dedicated efforts in trying
to solve the difficult problems associated with the present sugar situa-
tion,

“The CaamryaN. Thank you, Mr. McLain.

Any questions?

(No response.). :

The Cuarrrran. Thank you very much.

The next witness is Mr. Roscoe Fletcher of the New Mexico Farmy
and Livestock Bureau. ‘

STATEMYENT OF ROSCOE FLETCHER, NEW MEXICO FARM AND
LIVESTOCK BUREAU

- Mr. Frercuer, I want to apologize; members of the committee, I
havn changed my statement and I don’t have but one copy now.

I appreciate the opportunity to present our views on the proposed
legislation afecting the Sugar Act. The New Mexico Sugar Beet
Committee, of which I am State chairman, is a statewide organization
composed of sugar beet committees, all of which could and would like
to produce sugar beets. _

Our committee is a commodit{) grou% directly responsible to, and
represents the policies approved by the board of directors of the New
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Mo iico Farm and- Livestock Bureau.: The New Mexico Farm ' and
Livestock Bureau:represents ‘over 8,500 farm families, a very high
percentage of the total farm familiesin New Mexico. " - RS
" Senator 'Bennert, ‘Mr. Fletcher, befors you go further, I am in-
terested in your name. Are you the New Mexico branch of the Farm
Bureau with the: words “livestock” added to it, or are you a different
and separate organization ? ’ P

Mr, Fusroner, Our name is New Mexico Farm and Livestock
Bureau, that is the total name. F ~

Senator Bexnerr. That is right, but is there in addition in New
Mexigc.o a farm bureau which is a different organization than your
own . | S

Mr. Frercner. No, there isn’t. ~

Senator Bennerr. You are the Farin Bureau of New Mexico, and
you have added the word “livestock” ?

My, Frercuer. We have just added that to it.

Senator Benxerr. Thank you. |

Senator Curris. You are affiliated with the National Farm Bureau ¢

Mr. Frercuer. Yes,sir, We are a State organization.

Senator Bennerr. Mr. McLain just testified through the American
Farm Bureau Federation. Are you a part of that federation?

Mpr. Frercuer, Yes, we uve w member State of that organization.

Senator Bennerr. Thank you. o

Mr. Frercuer. We support the position of the American Farm
Bureau Federation in asking for an immediate 9-month extension of
the present Sugar Act in order to avoid disruption of the entire in-
dustry and consumer cost of living for the balance of this year. This
short extension will give Congress time to enact a new long-range pro-
gram to become effective at the end of this year. '

Wo favor immediate and substantial increaze in basic quotas for
domestic beet areas.

No. 2, a substantial increase in the domestic shave of increased
consumption due to population growth. ‘ _ ‘

We favor a fair formala for reallocating to old and new growers
domestic deficits. ‘

Wa favor sugar production in new areas like New Mexico to permit
establishment of a mill. o

With regard to the New Mexico Sugar Beet Committee, in February
of this year a survey was made by county committees to determine the
number of acres which would be grown if we receive a quota. The

uestionnaires returned indicated an interest of over 37,000 acres.

Since that time a great deal more interest has been shown by prospec-
tive growers, so undoubtedly this figure would be adjusted upward.

A mnew cash crop is vital to the future of a sick agriculture economy
in New Mexico. According to the latest USDA figures the cwerage
realized net income in our State fell 19 percent in 1960. At the same
time, the total cash receipts from farm and ranch marketing dropped
by 10 percent, the largest drop in the Nation. )

Only a little over 800 acres of sugar beets ave allotted to New Mexico
at present, and producers of these are operating on a marginal basis
due to high transportation cost to the nearest plant at Rocky Ford,
Colo.

We are opposed to short extensions of more than 9 months dura-
tion. Our proposal would:



SUGAR 71

1) Enable sugar companies to have a firm basis for building a new
refinery in New Mexico that would be assured of being needed over a
long period of time.

(2) Permit greater diversion of acreage from surplus crops grown
in New Mexico such as wheat, feed grain, and corn. :

(3) Redice the amount of sugar purchased from foreign nations
and thus curb the outflow of gold from the United States, 3

Experimental work with sugar beets by New Mexico State Univer-
sity shows that they are readily adapted to New Mexico and produce
high yields and a high sugar content. Several companies have indi-
cated a real interest in establishing in New Mexico, provided long--
term legislation can be passed.

Figures from a company on the effects on the economy of the area
where a typical sugar beet plant processes 2,500 tons per day are
enlightening. Such a plant would add $20 million each year to the
gzonomy of the area in which it is located and from which it draws

ets. ‘ : » :

" The figure breaks down as follows: payments to farmers; employee
payroll; transportation and value created; fuel cost and $90,000 in
local taxes. Such a plant means the employment of 300 to 350 men
during the processing season and 2,000 men in caring for and harvest-
ing the beet crop. Such a plant would require each 24 hours 2,500 or
more tons of beets, 350 to 450 tons of cosl or the equivalent in natural
gas, 6,000 to 7,500 pounds of paper for sugar containers, and 4,000 to
4,500 pounds of burlap for 'dried-pulp containers. Refineries cost
from $12 to $15 million each and are able to process from 25,000 to
40,000 acres. ~ .

Tt has been a pleasure to appear before this committee. On behalf
of the New Mexico Sugar Beet Committee, we again urge a 9-month
extension of the Sugar Act as is, and trust that our long-range pro-
gram might be adopted to aid our economy. :

~Thank you very much.

The Caamyan. Thank you, Mr, Fletcher., : :

The next witness is Mr. Hoyt Pattison, of the New Mexico Sugar
Beet Association.

STATEMENT OF HOYT PATTISON, NEW MEXICO SUGAR BEET
' ASSCCIATION

Mr. Parrisox. Senator Byrd and honorable Senators of the Senate
Finance Committee, it is a pleasure to be able to follow Mr, Fletcher,
who has given you a picture of the general situation in New Mexico.

1 would like to now tell you about an individual county in our State.

We are a nation of individuals, where the individual is important.
I bring you & statement from individual farmers by one of them.

Gentlemen, I bring you greetings and petitions of the members of
the Curry County Sugar Beet Association. This group is an associa-
tion of some 97 members who are dedicated to the proposition that we
in Curry County, N. Mex., and in the whole State or New Mexico—in
fact, in our whole southwestern area and any other interested area—
should have the opportunity to play a part in the production of the
sugar that we use in our Nation.
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Let me give you an example of the interest in our county alone in
the production of sugar beets ag a new producing area. A recent
survey by our county agricultural extension agent shows that approxi-
mately 120 irrigation farmers are interested in planting approxi-
mately 11,400 acres of sugar beet,

The agricultural economy of our county is based on the production
of wheat and grain sorghums. Both of these items are in surplus

roduction at the present time. If we were permitted to produce

1,400 acres of sugar beets, this much land ang more, considering a
rotation program, would be taken out of production of thege men-
tioned surplus crops. ‘

Gentlemen, we ask that you pass into law at this time only a very
short extension of the present gugar Act, so that before this year is
out you of the Congress of the United States of America can create
8 new permanent gugar Act. We ask that such an act free our
Nation forever from dependence on foreign sources for any great
amount of our sugar.

In considering the defense of our Nation we cannot-afford to be
caught short in time of war of an item as important ag sugar.

. A permanent Sugar Act increasing our domestic quota for all
interested areas would also help solve the depressed economic and
employment conditions in these areas.

ntlemen, we who present you this petition for the right to grow
sugar beets as a new producing aren ask for not one cent of Govern-
ment money for dcing nothing. We only ask for the opportunity to
help ourselves.

o the average man in the field on the tractor in our county and
to the average man on the streets of our cities, it is inconceivable why
anyone would consider giving all of Cuba’s presently available sugar
quota to anyone else without first taking care of our own farmers,
laborers, and storekeepers. :

I thank you. .

Senator Bennerr. Mr. Chairman, with Mr, Pattison there, I would
like to ask Mr. Myers a question.,

Maybe Mr. Pattison can answer it or help answer it.

Mzr. Pattison has made the point that if the farmers in New Mexico
were allowed to replace acres now used to grow feed grains and
wheat with sugar, then the money spent to support those programs
would be saved and the acres used to produce them more than an
equal amount, would be taken out of the present problem.

-Has anybody attempted to estimate the relative “subsidy” that is in-
volved in changing from one crop to another?

My, Myers. Senator Bennett, I do not know of such study. The
only point that I would make in connection with it is that this year,
with the largest beet acreage in all of our history, we are growing
something less than 1,100,000 acres. The acreage that is involved
in wheat, cotton, corn and other feed grains runs well into the millions,
a3 you know.

Senator Bennerr. That is right. .

Mr. Myers. In other words, sugar beets are a very much more in-
tensive crop. Therefore, the expense per acre would be nothing like
the expense per acre for the feed grains, and the total acreage in-
volved would be minor, of course.
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 Senator Benxerr. Looking just at 1 acre, or looking at these 11,000
acres in this one county, what would be the effect on this problem of
subsidy, how much subsidy is bein% required to m{xiplgorb those 11,000
acres to grow, let’s say, just wheat, because iv wonld ha epsier to make
a comparison with a single crop. How much Federal subsidy goes
into the output of these 11,000 acres if theK are planted in wheat, and
how dces this compare with the premium that is paid for sugar if they
are planted in sugar?

Do you have any ideas, Mr. Pattison ?

Mr. Parrison. Yes. As I said before, I can only speak for my
own county.

But were we to achieve the goal of 11,400 acres of sugar beets in our
county, there weuld be that much acreage not planted in grain sor-
ghums for every year that that acreage was planted in sugar beets.

I say this because——

Senator Benxerr. Let’s assume then that is right. Now, what
effects would that have, or what would be the comparative effect upon
this question of support payments and premium payments?

Mr. Parrison. One acre of grain sorghum under irrigation in our
county would yield approximately 5,000 to 6,000 pounds of grain per
acre, say 3 tons per acre; 11,000 times 3 tons is 33,000 tons of grain
sorghum which would not be placed on the surplus market for grain
sorghums. Furthermore, the grain sorghums which were grown on
other acres would have a market in the livestock which the byproduct
from sugar beets would promote, the livestock market would be—the
livestock production in our county would greatly be enhanced by the
production of sugar beets and the feeding of their byproducts.

Other grain sorghum and feed produced would not go into the sur-
plus pile for our county individually because they would be fed to
the additional livestock. ‘

Senator Curris. Would you yield to me at that point?

There is this difference, too. The subsidy, say, on the sorghum
grains, if the support price is beyond the market price, the difference
thereof is a burden upon the general revenue of the Government, its
General Treasury.

Mr. ParrisoN. Yes, sir.

Senator Curris. Which weuld probably fall in everybody’s de-
finition of subsidy. If it were changed to sugar, the entire price of
the sugar would be borne by the people who consumed sugar, isn’t
that correct ¢

Mr, ParrisoN. Yes, sir.

Senator CurTIs. You have certainly given us a good statement here,
and while it varies in some communities I want you to know that
there are many communities in my State that would fall in the cate-
gory that you have described here.

ere is this county in New Mexico?

Mr. Parrison. It is right in the middle of New Mexico on the east
side; you go right down the east side, and it is in the center.

Senator BENNETT. What is the nearest large town ¢

Mr. ParrisoN. Amarillo, Tex., is 100 miles northeast, Lubbock,
Tex., ig 100 miles southeast, and Albuquerque is 250 miles west.

Senator Corris. Where is your closest refinery ¢
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. Mr. Parrison. Our closest refinery at the present time is Rocky
Ford, Colo., some better than 300 miles away. .

_Senator Corms. In other words, what vou need is in addition to the
right to grow sugar, you need i, over a long enough period so that both
producers and processors can plan fc: it and make it worthwhile; is
that not right % v

. Mr. Parrison. Yes,sir. We of the Curry County Sugar Beet Asso-
ciation, of which I am chairman, are trying to help do this for our
whole area. The freight for transporting sugar beets as far away as
Rocky Ford, Colo., is too much for the processors and producers alike
to make it economically worthwhile. So we need a mill in our area if
we are to produce sugar beets, and we need a Sugar Act of long enough
extension to make this economically feasible.

Senator Bennert. I have no further questions.

Senator Long. As I underStand it, though, you need a longer term
Sugar Act than we have here. And I would like a longer term Sugar
Act than we have hero,

But from the point of view of the State that I ropresent, we need at,
least 21 months, we would do better to have 4 years or longer. But as
between the two, we will have the act expire when we go to plantin
in the fall. We have to plant our cane around October, as I recalﬁ
and then when it grows up for a year it is cut back, and it produces
second growth,

Now we need an act longer than this, but I don’t know that it is
helping us to get in the position of voting for a shorter act, because
our neople have to get their planting done, and they don’t have any
act upon which to harvest their crop later on.

Nine months might meet your problem, those that are planting
seed now wuold be in the position that they could harvest in the
fall and have a Sugar Act when they harvest. But it seems to me
that 9 months for the sugar quota would be very much against the
interests of those of us who will be permitted to produce cane over
into the next year.

Mr. Parrison. Our reasons for wanting only a short extension of
the present act at this time are that the present ast doesn’t help us
produce sugar beets at all. 'We can’t produce any as it is, because,
as it was pointed out this morning, we have no market available
for them.. We hope that with the short extension that Congress will
pass a permanent act which will include onr area with other new
growing areas, expansion in old areas such &s yours in a permanent
act of 6 years at least, or more so that we can all be assured of a
market in the future for what we plant in the way of sugar produc-
tion.

Senator Lone. It would seem to me, though, if a 6-year act is desir-
able we are a lot better off to have 21 months than 9 months. But
you are ruling just the opposite direction. We need, from our point
of view, as long an extension as we can get to give the industry some:
assurance so that they can plant ycar after year.

Woe have had these acts expire on us, and invariably we have been
confronted with this problem of trying to get an act extended, and
somehow they always seemed to be putting a hammerhold on us to
get, any extension of the act at all. :
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I can’t see where we will be any better off in States that plant cane
if we have a short extension than we would to get the longest exten-
sion that we can get. Twenty-one months is a lot longer than 9 from
our point of view,

Mvr, Parrison. Yes, sir. But wouldn’t a 6-year act be more desir-
able than a 21-month act? I

Senator Long. Yes, but we do not know that we are going to get any
G-year act. By the time we pass a 9-month act like you are advo-
cating we might be in a position to have to settle for another 9-month
act, another 21-month act. And we are trading with the House
conferees on the next bill. I have had some experience with that.
And unfortunately the chairman of those House conferees is not repre-
sented in an area that produces sugar; he doesn’t have the same prob-
lems to contend with as we do. :

Mpr. ParmsoN. That is very unfortunate.

The Cuarryax. Thank you very much, Mr, Pattison.

The next witness is Robert M. Kerr, Southwest Oklahuma Area De-
velopment Association.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT M, KERR, SOUTHWEST OKLAHOMA AREA
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION :

Mr. Kerr. Mr. Chairman, and honorable members of the Finance
Committee, it is indeed with mixed emotions that I appear hefore this
group of distinguished lawmakers. First with a feeling of humility
and smallness when I think of the many distinguished and learned
men of Oklahoma whom I am sure could better represent us at this
hearing, but with a bursting of pride when I think that I am repre-
senting the great State of Oklahoma here today. ,

First, so as not to embarrass Senator Kerr by the mistakes I will
probably make as a novice lere, let me explain that other than being
good Democrats our kinship probably exists in name alone, but let
me say for sure I'm not ashamed of the Kerr name.

The CuAirMAN. You have no reason to be.

My, Xerr. I mentioned & moment ago that there are many people
in Oklahoma who could better present this statement to you, but, I was
told they wanted a farmer’s views on the subject, no one told me what
to say, so here, gentlomen, are the remarks of a farmer—ifrom the
heart and the pccketbook—the two places I think that matters
the most.

May I start by bringing to your attention something that I know
ou must get tired of hearing about, but 1t is a real problem and the
E)asis for our desire for new cash crops.

- Hardly more than 10 years ago wheat was bringing the farmer
$2.40 to $2.50 a bushel. A new tractor would cost $1,800 to $2,500
and a loaf of bread sold for 15 cents to 18 cents. Last spring wheat
sold for $1.65 to $1.75, a comparable tractor sells for $5,000 to $6,000
and that loaf of bread was costing 25 cents to 28 cents. :

While the prices we pay sometimes doubled, the prices we receive
have gone down about one-fourth of what they were. L

T ask you, is it fair to penalize the furmer because of his:ability
to producef '
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~ Cotton: and wheat boing our two main crops in southwestern Okla-
homa.it is terribly hard for a farmer to even pay his bills at the end
of w season: much: less to enjoy a profiti that' ottier segments of 'ou
pogté]ation with a similar capital investment are enjeying. —~
 Géntlemen; our enthusiasm in'this matter—our’ éarnest desire for
‘small portion of the allocations for sugar acreage-‘does' not: ‘come
entirely from our hope for increased incomeés. I won’t deny its im-
portante, but'down in Oklahoma we farmers are a proud 16t and we
do not have & wide range of possible crops so that wheat and cotton
and: other crops that are'in grept surplus are our mainstays. -

- Our'land is of a deep loam type that makes it very valuable and our
investments are therefore .quite large’ per farm-—that soil is worth
$400 to $500: per ncre, and that in addition to-our investment in
machinery—too much for us to wish to park’it in the soil bank.

LN N

We want to use that land.” = . :

Now every time we add to the surplus-—which we must do if we
work at all, we aré criticized-—wée -are criticized if ‘e rpise corn, or
cotton, or milo or other grains. 'We seem to be seen in a'jiosition where
we can’t win, and the more efficient we are and the harder we work the
inore-we-add to the surplus and the'nmore we are criticized. We wish
you here in Washington would help:us:out of this position. Perhaps
they can produce sugar cheapei in countries where soil, labor, ferti-
Yiger; and othey necgéssitiéis' cost Yelatively little, but raising more sugar
beets'in’ the United States is not as uneconornic a$ what we are doing
right now, prodicing and’‘adding to the sirplusés. And we ask you to
give iis a’chance toprovethis, =& - T
“iYesd, we have surpluses, but I believe'the farmers of America should
be commended’ noi “con-dainned” for their superiority in knowledge
and techniques to almost every other country'in the world. 'But the
fact remains that farmery are' talked down, talked abbut, cussed and
digeussed—inostly cussed by almost every metropolitan newspaper and
magazine you pick ‘up, for being a burden on the taxpayer. And in
that respect, I am'sort of like Jack Paar, T'don’t beliéve we deserve all
the bad publicity we get. = T
" But, sericusly, gentlemen, it is a very real problem and we ask you,
the lawmakers of this the greatest of all' nations, to put your hearts,
souls, and minds along with us the farmers to helping find a solution.

- One might suggest that if we were not satisfied as farmers we might

turn our endeavors to other pursuits. To most who farm ‘it is their
life. . . -

I am surs most of you are familiar with the schoeol group, the Future
Farmets of America. Some years ago I belonged to that group and
its creed has always stayed with me. The creed wasin part, “I believe
in the future of farming with a faith born not of words but of deeds.”
Most farmers have that faith as their deeds show. . '
Tt is with these thoughts in mind when I ask you—yes, beg you to
allow the farmers of the United States and in particular Oklahoma to
grow a greater portion of the sugar we consume here. Please under-
stand it is not at the expense of others that we wish to profit, but in
li g}}t of the pregent situation plus the fact that the sugar consumption
il TInitad Qtatos ia-incredsing something like 180,000 tons a year
we feel it is the right of the American farmer in new growér areds:to
produce to satisfy a portion of that demand.
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_ Now it has been determined that we in the southwestern part of
Oklahoma and the surrounding Texas counties can grow a beet of
extra high sugar content. Our soil and climate are adapted to the
needs of the sugar plants. Tn five southiwest Oklahoma counties and
the four surrounding Texas counties we have 271,000 acres under irri-
gation suitable for beet production not to mention all the other areas
of Oklahoma recognized as being suitable for beet production. I un-
derstand that one mill will service around 40,000 acres, depending on
tonnage per acre. ‘ ‘

We do not feel that we would be profiting at others’ expense,” On
the contrary, we believe that the economy of the whole United States
would be somewhat helped by these facts. - First, that the affected
growing areas where new processing plants wers built would create
many new jobs in the building of such plants, in the running and
maintenance of such plants, and by the related industries that grow
around beet. processing plants to utilize byproducts. -~ . - .

Second, by diversification from cotton, wheat, and milo we feel that
the taxpayer would be_ faveraby-affocted by not having as much
buildup of surpluses-ta™pay storage and Supgort prices on..

‘Third, the faprfers raising the beets could bg in"a favorable posi-
tion to buy nexf machinery, cars, household goods)
of other industries, O TS~
. Now, gefitlemen, this

nd other products

hour in ghe life of thepr i
But. we/would ‘asl“even nojv the bi
areag guch as Oklahoma ejopgh-
If thgre is not time T

Any questio )~ N
N4 response,) ' NG
'&‘he Cﬁgmnm .’/I‘he next"

of the Bexas Sugar Beet Grower} As
Befors _you proc r. Witherspobn, -
the recorcd\a letter from_Senator Willi . Blakley¢ of Texas; and.
also a statément, and likewiss-a~joint resolution of’the General As-
sembly of Texag respecting this matter; and also & statement of O. R.
Strackbein, predented on behalf of the Tex ugar Beet Growers
Association ; and also-a statement of the 1 States Cane Refiners
Association; and a stateriien r Ralph W. Yarborough, of
Texas. : S
(The documents referred to are as follows :)

U.S., SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENOY,
o : March 25, 1961,

Hon. Harry F. Byrp,
Chairman, Committee on Finance,
U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C. ,

My Dear Mg, CHAIRMAN ; I want to expreza to von and to the stherm
of the Finance Committee my deep appreciation for arranging thig
and I regret that I am unable to appear. Gt e .

cmbers
earing,

67619—61———6
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For the record I wish to include two items. One is my statement in support
of increased sugar beet acreage for Texas. The other is Senate Concurrent
Resolution No. 28 by the Legislature of Texas in support of increased sugar
beet acreage. 'I hope that the committee will give these requests, and those of
the witnesses who appear, every possible consideration.

With highest regards, I am,

Sincerely
' Wi, A. BLAKLEY.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WM. A, Brakirey, Marcu 27, 1961

Mr, Chairman, the United States is vulnerable at this time in assuring our
people of an ample supply of sugar. Events of the past 2 years in Cuba—
formerly our chief source of supply—point to the acuteness of the situation.

We must look more to ourselves. We must look to my own State of Texas
and other southwestern areas,

Extensive studies and tests In the production of sugar beets have been made
in west T'exas., It has been shown to the satisfaction of authorities that sugar
beet production is possible and economically feasible there.

Can sugar and beet sugar are indistinguishable. When refined, they are an
identical product. ‘The United States already meets one-fourth of ils sugar
requirements with domestically produced beet sugar. We have the land and
the industrial resources to expand greatly this production,

I believe this should be done. I consider it imperative that linmediate steps
be taken to assure the rapid expansion of the domestic sugar beet acreage and
beet, sugar processing capacity.

It is necessary, also, to lift the present disabilities and inhibitions on new
growers In new arcas or new and existing growers in small areas that are at
present without processing capacity. Only after this is done can prospective
growers negotiate effectively with prospective builders of processing mills.

Now, while the bill to extend the Sugar Act is being considered, is the time
when this assurance should be given. Mr. Chairman, it is my hope the commit-
tee will tnke the first step to utilize Texas’ potentials in this fleld by recommend-
ing a sugar beet acreage quota for my State.

I am submitting with this statement Texas Senate Concurrent Resolution
28, asking the Congress to enact legislation enabling the sugar industry
to inecrease production in this countiy and allowing the farmers of the Nation
to grow additional sugar beets and cane crops for the refinement of sugar.
This resolution was adopted unanimously on March 15, 1961, by the Senate
and House of Representatives of Texas,

The gentlemen from Texas who are here to testify before your committee
are prepared to furnish persuassive evidence to back up their request for a
quota. I appreciate your courteous thoughtfulness in hearing them.

SENATE CONCURREKT IIESOLUTION 28
By Rogers, Smith, Hazlewood, Aikin, Owen, and Moffett

Whereas the welfare, not only of Texas but of the United States, requires that
production of both cane and beets for refining into sugar consumed in the United
States be enlarged to the extent that the sugar industry will be enabled to in-
crease production in the United States, and the farmers of the United States
be permitted to grow additional sugar beel and cane crops for the refinement of
sugar; and .

Whereas such policy would strengthen the farm economy and consequently
the national economy of our couniry ; and

Whereas such a change is our Federal sugar policy would help mitigate the
persisting shrinkage in our gold reserve; and

Whereas such policy would benefit labor throughout the areas of production
and refining, as well as in the areas manufacturing and supplying refineries;
and :

Whereas this policy would make America independent for a sugar supply as &
strategie item in case of international conflict or war; and

Whereas this policy would properly place an agricultural erop in its rightful
position in agriculture; and
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Whereas this pelicy would take into consideration the ever-existing reason
for America being independent in its natural resources and other commodities
consumed in this country, all of which are with equal force applicable to sugar
the same as cotton, wool, wheat, meat, or any other product ; and

Whereas this policy .would allow for greater crop rotation and alleviate to
some extent the overproduction in cotton, wheat, and corn; and

Whereas this policy would avold international entanglements to the extent that
forelgn countries otherwise will insist upon sugar quotas in the hands of our
Federal Government, and they cunnot understand favoritisin of one over the
other, while they can understand the American farmer and producer being per-
mitted to produce the sugar consumed in this country ; and

Whereas the $307 million spent for imported sugar is far cut of line with all
other imports of other products of the competitive nature ; and

Whereas this policy would keep American-produced sugar out of the category
of subsidized crops so long as the production was held under consumption and
administered in the same way as it has been in the past with the quotas actually
given to foreign countries: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Scnate of the State of Tcwas (th~ House of Representatives
concurring), That the U.S, Congress be urged to immediately enact such legisla-
tion enabling the sugar industry to inerease production in the United States,
allowing the farmers of the United States to grow additional sugar beet and
cane crops for the refinement of sugar; and be it further

Resolved, that copies of this resolution be sent to the President of the United
States, to the President of the Senate, to the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States, and to each of the Members of the Texas dele-
gation in Congress.

BeN RaMBEY, President of the Scnate,
JAMES A. TUuBMAN, Speaker of the House.

I hereby certify that Senate Concurrent Resolution 28 was adopted by the Sen-
ate on March 7, 1961,
[8EAL]
CHARLES SCHNABEL, Secretary of the Senate.

I hereby certify that Senate Concurrent Resolution 28 was adopted by the
House on March 15, 1061.
Dororuy HALLMAN, Chief Clerk of the Ilousec.

STATEMENT OF THE UNITED STATES CANE SUGAR REFINER'S ASSOCIATION,
WasuinegToN, D.C.,, IN Support oF H.R, 5463

This supplemental statement is submitted by the United States Cane Sugar
Refiners’ Association, whose members comprise almost the entire continental
cane sugar refining industry. Inasmuch as the distinguished senior Senator
from Louisiana—in the interest of saving your time—has kindly consented to
appear before this committee as the single witness for the domestic sugar
industry, including this association, no time is requested by this association for
oral presentation.

The continental cane sugar refiners join the other domestic sugar groups in
supporting H.R. 54063. We respectfully urge that this committee give this
measure its prompt approval and that it be brought to the floor of the Senate
as soon as possible. The present Sugar Act will expire at midnight, March 31,
and if it i{s not extended before that time, chaos will resulc in the Nation's
sugar supply system.

FACTS ABOUT THE DOMESTIC CANE BUGAR REFINING INDUSTRY

The consumption of refined sugar in the continental United States in 1960
was approximately 9,350,000 short tons, raw value, or an average of 97 pounds
of refined sugar per person. Approximately 94 perceut of this refined ~ugar
was manufactured in the continental United States by American cane sugar
refiners and American beet sugar processors. About 23 percent was manu-
factured by beet sugar processors from sugar beets grown in the continental
{United States, 23 percent by cane sugar refiners from raw cane sugar derived
from sugarcane grown in domestic areas, l.e, Loulsiana, Florida, Hawaii,
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, and about 48 percent was manufactured
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by cane sugar refiners from imported raw cane sugar. The balance of about
6 percent was manufactured in Puerto Rico and Hawall (1.7 percent), Cuba.
(8.3 percent), and other foreign countries (1 percent).

Cane sugar refining is one of America’s oldest industries, dating back to.
pre-Revolutionary times., It I8 just as much a domestic industry as the beet
‘sugar industry but it must depend on foreign sources for more than half of its.
raw material,

The continental United States has 20 major cane sugar refineries located.
principally on the east and gulf coasts, from Massachusetts to Texas, with one-
large refinery in San Francisco. Smaller plants and distribution stations are.
operated principally In the South and Middle West. 'The present value of all.
these facilities is ih the neighborhood of $500 million. 1In the last b years alone.
the industry has invested over $150 million in the replacement of obsolete plant
aid equipment and the modernization of handling and distribution facilities..

The cane sugar refining industry employs more than 17,500 persons and has
an annual payroll of over $100 million. The industry is owned directly or in-
directly by more than 197,000 stockhdlders. Labor in practically all companies.
is organized, and in most of the lare. refineries employees recelve a guaranteed
annual wage for a minimum of 2,000 hours of employment per year. Wage-
rates compare favorably with those of other industries in the same arens. The-
current average earnings for production employees is over $2.76 per hour..
fringe beneflts in some companies acdd as much as 72 cents per hour,

The industry is a low-profit operation in which the average rate of return
on sules is approximately 1.68 percent and the average rate of return on
invested capital is 5.72 percent. This compares with a national average of’
manufacturing companies of about 6 percent on sales and about 10 percent on
invested capitrl. The industry has been operating for some time at less than
80 percent of capacity in a business in which profits arc greatly dependent on-
volume. The industry should be permitted to continue to provide a fair share
of the country’s growing sugar consumption needs. Any reduction in ity present
volume of business would imperil the solvency of the industry.

THE REFINING INDUSTRY'S ROLL IN OUR BUGAR SYSTEM

The complex quotn system prescribed in the Sugar Act has maintained a
healthy and competitive domestic sugar industry and has resulted in stable sup--
plies at reasonable prices to the consumer (see Rept. 1746 of House Agriculture:-
Committee dated June 6, 1960) principally because it has preserved the economic
balance between supplies of beet and domestically reflued cane sugar,

The domestic cane sugar refiners, as long as they are maintained as a healthy
industry, are equipped to take raw cane sugar from any part of the world, refine:
it, and distribute it to the American consumer in the great variety of grades and
packages required. Sugdrcane is grown in many parts of the world, and there-
are numerous areas presently able to supply the domestic cane refiners at modest
prices with all the raw cane sugar necessary to supply the refined sugar needs
of the American consumer. This has been clearly demonstrated since July 1960.
When sugar from Cuba was cut off, raw cane sugar was obtained from other
sources, without any interruption of supply or substantial increase in price to:
the American consumer.

RAW CANE BUGAER A8 A FACTOR IN OUR FOREIGN TRADE

Under the present quota system, the raw cane sugar obtained from foreign
sources generally comes from Latin American countries which are customers for-
large amounts of U.S. agricultural and other products. They could not. buy
these products without the dollars received from the sale of raw cane sugar
to refiners in the United States. Exporters of U.S. products have, for the time
being, lost Cuba as a customer, but the expansion of raw cane sugar shipments
from other Latin American countries will provide new opportunities and markets-
for our exports. Also, many of these Latin American countries are the very ones-
whom the United States is anxious to help at the present time.

The importance of these foreign supplies in our trade picture is indicated by
the fact that in 1059 the 10 countries then receiving major quota allocations:
under the Sugar Act (Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Haiti, Mexico,
Nationalist China, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, Philippine Islands) accounted for-
11 percent of our total export trade. Our cxports to these countries totaled.
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'$1,004 million whereas we imported from them $1,438 mwillion giving us a favor-
.able trade balance of $421 mlillion.

The distinguished Senator from Florida, Mr. Smathers, in his “Foreign Com-
‘merce Study” report to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
-of the U.S. Senate (dated April 7, 1960) alluded to the importance of our trade
‘with Latin America when he sald:

“Unless Iatin Ameria 18 healthy economically, unless its export earningg are
reliable, it cannot be a good customer for the United States. In 1958, Latin
America purchased 23.4 percent of all U.S. exports. In the first 9 months of
1959, Latin American purchases declined to 20.8 percent of the U.S. total.
‘Obviously we have an important stake in the soundness and in the continuing
:growth of Latin economies.”

One of the objectives of the Sugar Act is clearly set forth in the preamble,
‘namely, “* * * to promote the export trade of the United States.” The act
reserves for foreign countries, mostly in Latin America, a share of the U.S.
:sugar market and assures their proportionate participation in the increased
«consuinption arising from population growth. It will be noted that the proposed
‘extension of the law, H.R. 5463, provides in section 408(b) (2) (1if) that if addi-
tional replacement sunplies are to be cbtaitted from any foreign nation without
regard to allocations “* * * consideration shall be given to countries of the
‘Western Hemisphere and to those countries purchasing U.S. agricultural com-
.modities.”

THE QUOTA BYSTEM

‘For many years before the present quota system was adopted the entire
-sugar industry was in dire circumstances and nobody wanted to invest any.
new money in such a depressed business. The quota system placed our sugar
-economy on a controlled basis—as is the case in most of the economically de-
veloped countries throughout the world-—and enabled the entire domestic in-
dustry, both beet and cune, to survive. Under this regulated system, all seg-
ments of the industry had to sacrifice certain of their rights for the benefit of
‘the whole. Cane refiners no longer cotild purchase their raw material in un-
limited quantities from any source. The beet sugar industry was limited in its
products and marketing to its then share of the market plus a share of the
-growth. Under later provisions, it received a larger share of the market and
a larger share of the growth. Cane refiners received protection by virtue of
a restriction placed on the amount of refined sugar that could be brought in
from offshore areas. Domestic beet and cane sugar growers received compli-
-:ance payments supported by an excise tax on the entire industry.

CONOLUEION

The existing sugar program-—which combines quotas, excise tax, grower pay-
‘ments and tariff—has worked well. It has protected the inferests of consum-
ers and the domestic industry and has promoted our foreign trade. The system
:should be preserved and continued.

STATEMENT OF O. R. STRACKBEIN ON BEHALF OF THE TEXAS8 SUGAR BEET GROWERS
ABS0CIATION RE SucAR Acr ExTENsSION Binrn (H.R. 5463)

H.R. 5463, already passed by the House, proposes the further temporary ex-
tension of the Sugar Act for a perfod of 21 months, or through the year 1962, in
its existing form.

The Texas Sugar Beet Growers Asscciatisn wishes to pretest the length of
the time covered by the proposed extension, for reasons that will be developed
in this statement.

The position of this association and of those areas in other States, such as
‘Oklahoma, New Mexico, Kansas, Arizona, etc., that seek sufficlent expansion
of sugar beet acreage to justify the building of additional sugar mills, cannot
be understood without a reference to the existing sugar legislation.

The nature of the present law prevents the expunsion of beel growing in
small growing areas, or the opening of new areas, because of its method of
allotting any additional acreage that may be ueeded to meet consumption re-
quirements. This outright exclusion of wholly new areas and the virtual exclu-
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slon of the small areas results from a provision in the law that requires the
gilocation of any inereased acreage on o Pistorieal basis,

I practlee this has simply meant that the States that had been producing
tho “Hor'k chore” of the mainland beet sugar supply when the lIaw was passed,
were alqo awarded the “lHon's share” of any additional acreage needed to meet
the eveasiig demanl for sugar., This Increase resulted prineipally from ULS.
population gains or frowy sugar beet harvest dotefts in other growing areas,
notably Puerio Rico and Haweit.

"Thus, if 2 8tate, on the historical base used as a gulde, had 100,000 ncres of
bects, wheeecus mmﬂu}r State had only 5,000 acres, an increaxe in total U.S.
aoeceage of, xay, 206,000 acres, would find 20 times as much of this incrense
rutig to the fitate with the 100,000 bube acreage as to the one with the 5,000
'h{lw nereage,

No Siote that was without acreage during the base period could obtain a
single pere, no mater how mucty additionnl acreage might be distributed among
t!:z‘. vld growing areas, Two such States; namely, Arizona and Oklahoma, both
of whicn are capabie of growing sugar beets successfully, have been excluded
from any acreage allotient because of the character of the present Sugar Act.

Texus npd Kansas are two States that had only a relatively small acreage
when allocailon of the proportionate shares was made under the Sugar Act.
Therefora theiv expansion of acrenge was severely Himited., A T-percent inereasc
nan acrcage of 2,000 acres, which is the approximate Texas beet acreage, would
mean only 20 acred. At this rate it would require nearly a hiundred years to
double {he gereage, and several hundred years to expand sufliciently to support
a sugar inill of its own,

There buve bLeen two sources of expansion of acreage. One has been the
so-callel growth factor, msulting from continental population increases. The
per eapite consuraption of sugar s very steady and stable, and amounts to a
tittle voder 10 pounds per year, Population increases in absolute numbers have
been gulte sharply wpward, ¥From 1950 to 1960 the population of this country
rose, reughty, Trom 1549 miilion to 180 million, or by 30 w:illion.

The share of the Uniicd Htutes in the Increased sugar consumption i{s 55
percent ; but this includes Puerto Rico and Hawail., Sugar beet participation
is nbout. 22 percent. Therefore, of an annual increase of some 150,000 tons in
the amount of gugar consurmned in this country, about 33,000 tons would sccrue
t2> the domestic bbet ngem At 214 tons of sugar per acre, this tonnage would
call foyx slightly over 13,000 neres of udditional beets.

To ccunterbalance thig theorétical increase, however, m'_lfit be set the rising
productivity in the growing of sugar beets. DBoth the output per acre and tt2
sugar content per ton of beets has been increasing. This combination of increas-
ing output per acre virtuully absorbs that part of the annual increase in con-
swmer demand tout is allocated to beets on the 55-45 split of the growth factor.

The upsiiot {8 thay the “growth factor” of itself is not sufficient to justify
beet aerenge expausion in any significant degree, at least so long as the split
remaiug at 55-45. Even if the total growth factor were awarded to the United
Ntates (including Puerto Rico and Hawaii), the amount allocated to beets per
vear would be fucreused by less than double (l.e., as 45 is to 55), or nine-
elevents, Thir would add nine-elevenths of 13,000 acres per year, or between
10000 and 11,000 acres.

The other source of expausion of domestic beet acreage has come from the
deficits of Hawaii and Puerto Rico. In 1960, the total outside Jefleit was
558,000 tons, 02 which 426,700 tons was prorated to the domestic beet sugar
area and 131,30 tons to mainland cane areas,

Thaese deficits in terius of acreage, at 214 tons of sugar per acre, should have
required 170,400 additional acres, not, indeed, above the 18959 acreage, but above
the original mainlund beet acreage before the XMawalian and Puerto Rican
defleits bogan some 3 years ago.

This increase in acreage from defiicis wonld nave made it possible to expand
heet production in the smailer areas, such as Texas, Karisas, and the Dakotas,
and in States with no acreage, such as Oklohoma and Arizoha ; but this was not
done, T'he reason luy in the pmmtirm of the acreage on a historical basis,

It is true thas “uew growers” wee awarded 05,000 acres as against 65,000
seres to “Yold growers” ) but the “new growers” were those in the old areas that,
had the large historic hase that automatically received the lon's share. No'
new grower in a State that had not grown beets could be accommodated; and
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old as well as new growers in the States with only a small historic acreage,
were left out in the cold with a few small crumbs,

This wus not the fault of the administrators of the Sugar Act but of the law
fteelf,

The Sugar Act thus has a built-in monopoly feature that should be removed
from the act. 'The historie formula lacks flexibility ; it fosters staguation and
prevents the extension of beet sugur production to areas that may hie found to
he more productive than some of the existing aveas. Virgin Jands in arcas of
high fertility as In the Texas and Oklahoma Panlinndles and eustern New
Menico, cannot be brought fnto preduction, It is ahimost certain that the Sugar
Act, as it stands, has the effect of restrafuing competition by strictly lmniting
the production to existing arcus and then, again, limxtlm, the smaller arcas by a
proportionate share formula thut effectively stunts their growth,

It will be safd that acreage coutrol hus been lifted with respect to sugar beet
production; and that is true, g0 fur as 1961 is concerned. It is said further
that there is nothing to prevent anyone from growing sugar Leets to his heart's
content; and that I8 true so far s legal restrictions go; but as u practical
economic matter this open road is, of course, pitted wlth snares and risks
that no investor on a large scale will wish to take,

It requires some 3 years to bujld a sugar inill, counting the time necded to
mike surveys, efe.  Anywhere from 20,000 to 40,000 acres of beets are needed
to justify n mm, and the mill ftself “m cost some §12 to 315 nilllon,

If acreage controlg were reove Tor a 7 or-Ggeur perind without question
of relmposition during that"thue, venture capital Woyld be free to go where
the surveys, including.questiony of marketing, would dicgate. Under present
clre umht‘mw‘- ]10\\2}1’. it would scem very risky to undertgke a development
thut would «:ommj williong of dollars tg-w) enterprise that~aight find itself
after a yeuar or gvo, before or even after ?‘nnmlutmn confronte
tion of controld that would (l;rpi'i\ it of its nected supply of
in this case, sygar beets. -7 3 {{

‘The investhr must havé a reasongble certainty that after 3 years of prepara-
tion and buflding, his stpply of sugpr beotéqx opld be ussured. If theyrug could
be pulled put from under-hiw., e i »uge conua ere reinstiuted, he
would ba faced \xithawmplewlo:: A

So far gs the Lexas-New \i(» klaf\}nua arga is munon;ed the neeqd for two
ar three [mills ie n“"‘“"" lumeut- Ry gmwers jn Texas apd New
Mexico nfusi ship se,.emthund il(‘s, the nedrést mill i Colorado. |Frelght
charges dre unecon uxicnl and WELH! {sz ti lag the xmlp for catfle feed-
ing for which it is w ll suited, ;A.lﬁo, mgngﬂ mill cpeeity is already londed

with reimposi-
tw products,

ts fromm these faraway areas,

and, accopding to re rtq ca absort
Tlun adnect of th x;rob.e,... gg: makigg pos pkz Lhe venture of cajfital into
new beet qugar mills\1s ope of a urm;ge ;m; t preacheduled time, Ye., when
the mill i cumpleted the beets w lLbe ¢_opfiand for pmk«;aing.
nt Sugar

This is a\real problem, but ouly becgliise of the operatic f the pre
Act. Itis \Syt only a question ¢f-the possible Wockage }I/gcreage velopment
by reimposition of acreage gentrols on athistori¢ basis,” 1t comes {fomn the fact
that even if a suflicient acxtg re could be grante f?/ supply of a fiew mill, this
acreage could nqt be planted Iimmedfately but must be held fgFf 2.or 3 years,
The beeis would oply be planted at a time to make their har st aoiucide with
the opening of the comgpleted mill,

Nevertheless, even ugh the acreage could not be P
a legal claim to sufficient acgeage must be assured al of time so that it could
ba planned at the proper time~ Thig might he accumulation of acreage
claims over a period of 8 or 4 years without actual planting. Meantime, existing
areas, where mill-capacity would periunit it, could supply the bdets needed to fill
the pational quota; but they would have to relinquish this acreage as the new
mills came into operation. This might, ¢f course, be sirung out over several
years, so that the growth factor, suitably enlarged beyond the present 5545
formula, could come to ¢he rescue of the old mills. They might still have to fall
back to a lower percentage of capacity of operation; possibly from 100 percent
to 00 percent; but the cutback would be minimal and would not last long.

In any case such concessions are the only way of intreducing flexibility and
overcoming the objectionable monopolistic features of the operation of the present
law, It should be noted that in recent months the oil import quota, adininistered
by the Department of the Interior, was reopened, so that shares could be re-

allocated, and new importers admitted. - The historic formula was n»linquished
in favor of one that took other tactors into account. .

"

n bects immediately,



84 SUGAR

I'ne foregoiug is all based upon the present international quota systemn under
which domestie sugar production {8 Mmited in keeping with a formula that
shares the market with imports.

A change in this policy, not of sharing the market, but of favoring greater
domestic expuansion, through a recasting of the quota percentages pertalning
to eacit country, would greatly facilitate the development of new beet areus
in this country without disturbing the old areus.

The objection to this is twofold. One is the factor of international relations;
the other, the factor of marketing additional beet sugar in this country.

Unguestionably the United States is capable of producing efliciently and eco-
nomically much more sugar and a higher share of our national consumption
than now is produced. Our principal supplier from the outside, namely, Cuba,
would be economlically happier if she could move away from abject dependence
upon sugar as 8 source of national inceme. 8he has made many unsuccessful
efforts to do so, indicating that it must be done from the outside, A shift of
a third of the Cuban quota to the United States permanently would Lave the
undoubted virtue of helping Cuba to throw off her one-crop cconviny. At the
same time it would permit the utilization of land in this country that is now in
surplus, withdrawn from cotton and wheat and other crops,

Not only would the beet sugar be refined here, as is most of the Cuban sugar
normally, but labor would be employed on our farms in planting, cultivating
and harvesting beets and also in processing, Unquestionably the incoine thus
produced domestically would create a better maket for farm machinery, ferti-
lizer, food, drugs, clothing, automoblles, ete., than would a similar amount of
sugar production in Cuba. Moreover, local taxes for schools, roads, ete., and
Federal taxes, would greatly exceed “the nmount collected from the mere re-
fining of imported sugar,

As for the marketing objection: the introduction of more beet sugar would
undoubtedly upset the status quo to which even existing beet sugar processors,
no less than the cane sugar refiners of the East, have become accustomed under
the present law, with its monopolistic features. Iowever, the breaking up of
mionopolistic practices when followed by private industry has never been re-
garded a8 a reason for not disturbing any particular status quo. In fact, the
disturbance of the status quo is specifically involved. Where monopolistic prac-
tices are promoted by an act of Congress, the disturbance of the status quo which
would have the effect of Introducing more flexibility than now exists, can hardly
‘be urged as an objection against the disturbance.

If sugar is compared with some of our other crops, notably cotton and wheat,
sugar comes off ar easy second best, Both raw cotton and wheat and wheat
fiour are strictly protected by import quotas. Only a very small percentage of
the domestic market may be supplied by imports.

Yet sugar is an essential product no less than cotton and wheat; and it is
readlly grown in thig country economically and efficientiy. The cost is some-
what higher than in Cuba and other areas; but this is also decidedly true of
wheat and cotton. Ip order to export these crops we subsidize them from 30 to
85 percent because our domestic price {8 higher than the world market.

Wheut and cotton are grown in great surplus and have created most difficult
probleins of disposal. The expansion of sugar production would help to correct
‘some of the balance.

At the outset, the element of time was mentioned. This is very important.

The House Committee on Agriculture has, since 1855, stated a policy of helping
new beet areas to obtain acreage, but the policy has not been implemented.
Nothing has in fact been done to change the Sugar Act in this direction. A year
ago an emergeney act wae passed. The claims of the new areas and the small
areas, excluded by the Sugar Act from natural expansion, were held in abeyance
with assurance that action would surely be taken in early 1961. Thus 1 year
has already been lost.

Now, in effect, 2 more years are to be lost, for a 21-month extension would
carry us through 1902,

Surely, with the gronund covered in previous hearings¥there i8 no good reason
why Sugar Act amendn:ents could not be consldered and catried to the floor of
‘Congress in a matter of 3 or 4 months, i.e.. during the present session.

Every spring that passes loses another year and postpones by 3 or 4 years the
day when many thousands of idle acres might be planted to sugar beets. Yet
there could be no more appropriate time than the present to recast the offshore
import quota svstem since it has been completely disrupted by forces outside
of the rugar legirlation. The time is opportune for doing what should have been
«done 10 years ago or more. ) T i :
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR Rareir W, YamrponousH ox ILR. 5463 (Marca 27, 1061)

Mr. Chairman, the thousands of American taxpaying citizens in the farm areas
of wheat, cotton, and other controlled crops, who have been forced from droughe
to de\elop, at their own financial risk and cost, underground irrigation water,
need and desire to produce a portion of the sugar that they and other American
people consume—which, under present law and the proposed 21-month extension,
must be purchased from foreign countries.

These cftizens belleve that this 21-month extension may very likely result in no
permanent legislution that would give them the right to produce beet sugar even
at the end of that period, and that we may well find ourselves in ihe same place
in 1062 as we were in 1960, when, early in 1960, as well as in the short session
following the conventions, they were promised that permaunent legislation would
be passed by the 1960, and again by the 1961, Congress, before the deadline of
March 31, 1901,

This extension of 21 months if passed, will very likely delay, by another 2
years, new producing arcas from starting the construction of refineries, the
bailding of which will take 2 yeers—thus, they would be 4 years further away
from production,

A permanent law needs to be enacted during this Congress. Arguments to the
contrary will have the effect of postponing cousideration of increasing the domes-
tic production of sugar.

TLogical reasons exist in favor of our country producing sugar. From the
standpoint of independence from foreign sources, we need production, not only
in the event of international conflict or war, but, as has been established by the
Cuban example, in time of peace as well, Certainly, it is a good step in the
right direction: it would aid in solving the unemployment situation; it would
strengthen the farm economy considerably. Thus, the national economy would
be helped, and the solution would help balance our gold reserve, and strengthen
our economy.

The State Department and the Department of Agriculture, representing the
Administration, both testified on March 27 that we need a permauent Sugar Act
at the earliest possible moment, and that, if {t could be written in a short time,
they were in favor of doing so. The industry has likewise indicated the neces-
sity of a perinanent, Sugar Act, as contrasted to mere extensions. It is of utmost
importance to the new growing areas, which should have the right to participate
in the production of sugar, that this be accomplished without delay.

Failure to write a domestic sugar-beet producing section into the law now
will kill the chances of the American farmer for immediate participation in
this program., The domestic associations, representing more than 10,000 farmers
and prospective producers from Texas and other States, plead for action now—
that is, before March 81—and they have every coniidence in the ability of this
committee and the Congress to produce an equitable bill for the taxpayer and
farmer of the United States.

They believe that American growers should have priority rights in seeking
an equitable solution.

Delays in facing up to the proposition of the American farmer producing
sugar, cane and beet, complicate the conslderation of all matters pertaining to
the U.8. sugar law. When all foreign countries are heard, those who are favored
may temporarily feel good, but we have not made friends with those whom we
may deny the right to send sugar into the United States. No foreign country
on the face of the globe can be critical of the United States for saying to them
and to the world that this Government will, by thls act, give Increased sugar
quotas to its own citizens who desire to produce, grow, and manutacture sugar
consumed by them and their fellow Americans.

Farmers and producers prefer for this Government to protect their interests
in the importation of sugar.

U.S8. domestic increases in sugar production would alleviate several serlous
problems of overproducticn of farm-produced grains; lands now used to produce
grains could more profitably be used to produce sugar.

If we are to be realistic and helpful to other countries such as Cuba—should
she be able to overthrow her Communist government-—we will, through other
sources enable her to be self-sustaining in a good, sound agricultural policy.
Such action would offset Cuba's being wholly dependent upon sugar exportation.

The exodus from the farm to the city, adding as it does to increased unem-
ployment, is a serious matter, and the small American farmer, particularly the
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tenant farmer, faced today with the problr.n of survival, should be given immedi-
ate help. Wae should not postpone for 21 months, or any other UNNECEssary
length of time, in the consideration that we give to this problemn.

The Ciramstan. Youmay proceed.

STATEMENT OF JAMES W. WITHERSPOON, TEXAS SUGAR BEET
GROWERS ASSOCIATION; ACCOMPANIED BY H. L. BENEFIELD,
OF HEREFORD, TEX.

Mr. Wrrnersroon. Mr, Chairman, the matter of the 2l-month ex-
tension is the thing that we are interested in. As Senator Long re-
ferred to it as being almost a permanent act, and it secems to us that
that is more or less what it is. Hanestly, we are afraid of this 21-
month extension for several reasons.

First, historically, let me say that this organization, the Texns
Sugar Beet Growers Association, now has a membership of approxi-
mately 10,000 people in the west Texas area from Dell City, Nago-
doches, and Texas City south on up to the Oklahoma line, that are
interested in this legislation.

Now, they have been coming up here now for about 15 months.

Prior to that, in the year 1955, some assurance by some Members of
Congress was given to them that there would be some legislation to
take care of new areas whera you can grow heets, and where peopie
want to grow beets, but from 1955 to 1960 nothing was done.

Of course, there wag plenty of time to work on a permanent law
somewhere along there. But in January of 1960, when we came up
here, we were led to believe that before Congress recessed for the con-
vention that year, hearings would be held, and we would be given
gome consideration. -

Well, you will recall what took place.

We were here, we have been here--someone has been here practi-
cally all the time for these past 18 months, some representatives of
this organization. '

* The joint resolution that was referred to this morning was passed,
I believe it was 8:30 Sunday morning, almost, before you adjourned,
says that as soon as Congress reconvened following the convention,
that we would again get to work on a permanent sugar law. At that
time, nlso, I believe, this 90-day extension to March 31 was passed by
the joint resoluition. oo ‘ L

We were here when Congress came back after the recess——

Senator Benyerr. Mr. Witherspoon, just for the record, there was
no joint resolution passed: This bill, the bill as it existed then was
‘extended to'expire March 31, &nd in the report of the conference was
contained the statement that the House Agriculture Commnittee would
bring up a bill again during the August session. ... . .

Mr, 'S{;ITIIERSPOON. Yes, sir. It was my understanding that the con-
ference, or whatever you call it,'that it was stited in 1t that imme-
diately upon reconvening it would.be taken up, and work started to-
‘ward a permanent Sugar Act. - As I say, we were here. This is the
first opportunity that we have ever had to come before any committee
‘of Congress ag such in any public hearing. - ‘
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Senator Buxxerr. Just let me finish with the record.

The House did come up with a bill in August. The purpose of that
bill was to widen the powers of the President. It was not to get into
ths question of quotas. So, in effect, the Flouse lived up to its promise,
there was a sugar bill in August.,

But since we only had a few days in August to work on it, there was
no opportunity to get to this basic problem.

Senater Loxa. And plus that we then proceeded to do what the
administration asked us to do in the Senate, with the result that we
got 1}10 ]sugar bill. That is what happened. But the House did send
us a bill.

Senator Bexxerr. They sent us a bill, we will have to admit that.

Mr, Wirnerseoox. We asked for permission to be heard, and we
understood that we were going to be given permission, we as well as
all the new growing areas in the country. We have never approached
this on a selfish basis from the standpoint of Texas alone. We have
asked for the farmers through the area, cane and bheet, wherever they
may be, that produce sugar, be given consideration in that direction.

We have been here, we have been here constantly. We were told
then later before Congress adjourned in 1960 that we would get to
work on it the first of the year. The first of this year has dragged
along, and although we have requested to be heard, our Congressman
from our section, New Mexico, and other States have asked to be
heard, and in connection with this there have been no hearings, there
has been no good faith. There has been nothing done permanently
toward writing a permanent. Sugar Act, as I can see.

The only thing has been now with respect. to a 21-month exten-
sion. We figure that at the expiration of this 21 months there still
may not be a permanent Sugar Act, and we would then be faced again
with another extension, Whether that be right or not, we do know
this—we have confidence in this committee here, this Finance Com-
mittee, and we believe that they can write a sugar law. The Secre-
tary of Agriculture, Clinton Anderson, when he occupied that posi-
tion, wrote this law, had a lot to do with it.. We feel that he can write
a Sugar Act. e feel that it can be done,in 90.days. If it cannot be
done in 90 days by the House Agricultural. Committes hefore the ad-
journment, or prior to the adjournment, then if this committee here
can extend it 30 or 60 days, we can cooperate in that thing, and we
can get a Sugar Act, S ' oL e

The complications of it that are referred to we fail tp understand
from the explanation of this sugar law this morning: Everyone who
has spoken about it says it is a matter of control, production, o mutter
of quotas for production and sale in this country, and of .quotas-for
importation and sale out of this country. e i

It is just as simple-as that. N S

Someone may say, “Well, we have. got. to, hear all of the foreign
countries who want, ta talk about this thing: before thess coinmittees.”

Maybe that is true, that we have tp... It may thke a week or a day.
And 1f they can get through their testimony: we have here today, if
they can testify as fast as the people who appeared here today have,
it isn’t going to take any 9 months or even any. 6;months to have an
extension.. . - . ..yl
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We appreciate that the only thing before you today is the exten-
sion on this thing, how long should it be extended. As we understand
the testimony taday and from everybody whom we have talked to, the
industry wants a permanent Sugar Act. You want a permanent
Sugar Act. Tt seems like if it is the thing to have, to have a verma-
nent Sugar Act, then we should get busy and have it as soon as
possible.

Senator Lona. Here is part of the problem, though. T would like
to see a Sugar Act written for all efernity right now 1if it were possi-
ble to do it. But this Nation historically has purchased more than a
third of its sugar from Cuba,

Now, we don’t know what the situation in Cuba will be in a couple
of years from now. Wae are writing an act now that is based on the
assumption that we don’t know what this country is going to want
to do 1 regard to itg attitude toward the Dominican Republic where
we buy a great amount, of sugar. And unfortunately from an inter-
national standpoint, from the administration point of view they will
not be in a position to commit themselves as to what they want to do
in a permanent act. And that is why we have the situation we have
here of o short duration act.

But the Cuban situation could change back around to where the
Government there was friendly, and you know that the pressure would
be on this Government to resume large-scale purchases from Cuba.
And with the fluid situation that we have, where the administration
does not know what it wants to do about the Dominican quota, we
can’t arrive at a permanent act, as I can see, because there are too
many unpredictables that you can’t fill in.

Mr. Wrraerspoon. Mr. Long, we are absolutely convinced that if
they ever enlarge the sugar business insofar as the American taxpay-
ing voter is concerned in this country, it is going to have to be at the
hands of the U.S. Congress, the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives, that represent the people.

We believe that. It is true we do not know what will be done in
Cuba 21 months from now. I do not know myself in reading the
papers any single nation on the face of the globe that is under the
domination of Russia that has ever gotten out from under that situa-
tion short of war.

Senator Lone. Yugoslavia?

Mr. WitnerspooN. I don’t know what that means here——

Senator LonNa. Yugoslavia, west Austrin—that is, east Austria and
Yugoslavia, wouldn’t they be exceptions? South Korea;

“ Mr., WrrrerspooN. We had a war over in South Korea, as I recall.
“'Senator Lonc. But east Austria and Yugoslavia are not under
direct Russian control. Co :

Mr. WirnerspooN. 1 don’t know which way they lean mostly.

But the point I am trying to make is this——

Senator LoNe. How about Guatemala, wouldn’t you say that that
would be an exception to your statement

Mr. WrriaerspooN. 1 don't think Guatemala has ever been as far
as Cubs has been. ' : ‘
_ Senator Lono. Castro thought enough of the kind of government

they had down there in Guatemala to name one of the first American
mills he seized the Guatemala mill. So I would say that the judgment
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of Castro is that the Government of Guatemala is under his banner,
wouldn’t yout

Mr. Wrrnaersroox. Quoting Mr, Castro further, he says that the
TUhnited States Sugar Act has enslaved his people, and if I understand
his reason, he says that is the reason they are communistic today, that
they are in the position they are in today, because it enslaved his
peo\ple.

Now, I am quoting Mr. Castro, he has made tbat statement a number
of times.

Senator Loxe. I was under the impression, and I believe this is cor-
rect, that that was a communistic takeover in Guatemala, and Ahbends
and that grou

Mr. WitnerspooN. I didn’t recall that Russia was furnishing them
arms, buying products from them, and so on.

Senator Loxa. It hadn’t gotten as far as the Cuban situation, but it
was my impression, and my best information, that it was communistic.

Mr, WiTnersrooN, Senator, you would know more about it than I
would, of course.

1t does seem to me like ppssibly, from the study that we have made
and the research that we }mve had done for us, that if we wanted to
help Cuba, if we ever have the opportunity to keep her on our side
instead of going in the opposite direction in the manner about which
the discussion has turnedp Lere, the way to do it would be to help her
do what some of the former governments in Cuba have tried to do,
and that is get & more stable farm economy in the country with rota-
tion of crops, rather than planting the same crop year after year,
cane sugar. And })ossibly we would be doing Cuba a favor and the
people 1n Cuba a favor and Cuba’s Government if we cooperated in
those respects and purchased less sugar from her in the future than
we have 1n the past, and make her mors independent, where she is not
depending upon sugar as much as she has been in the past.

et me call your attention to this a little bit, if you will, please, as a
little background to those people who are interested in this thing that
we do speak for todaly.

"This example applies pretty well, I think, throughout a number
of sections o}) the country, probably. But we have found in the last
10 years here—we have had two drought periods since the early
1930, of about similar duration, and we haven’t heard as much of the
last one in 1950’s as we did back in the 1930’s when President Roose-
velt first took office. DBut, through necessity, the farmers of that area
have expanded their underground water, they have drilled their own
wells and paid for their own pumps. That has been expanded now
to where we find, according to a recent survey that was made by a
group out of New York City in cooperation with a group in Daﬁas
who were interested in bui{’ding mills, sugar mills, that from the
southwestern part of Kansas through the western part of Oklahoma
and western Texas that we could produce in good farming practices
as much sugar—more sugar, more sugar than we have purchased from
Cuba each year annually, we could produce that much more annually.

Those people are setting there under this position. This one county
gives a good example, ‘ -

Ten years ngo we had 450,000 allotted acres of wheat. This year
we have 190,000, That is how much it has been cut down. Ten years
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ago we had 10,000 acres, allotted acres of cotton—=20,000. Last year we
had 10,089 in the one county. Those people are relegated to other
crops. And what is it in our country, :m({ all this vast section? 1t
is milo maize. And with the cost of irrigating and growing milo
maize, with the support price that we have for it, it is not a very profit-
able crop. And specially insofar as the tenant farmer is concerned, he
finds that each year, one after the other, he is a iittle further in the
hole, if he doesn’t have cotton and wheat acreage, and eventually he
has a foreclosure and he i1s out of business. We don’t think that is good
for the farm area of that section or any farm area of the country.

We don’t think the exodus of the farmer to the city is good, because
we will have unemployment. But we do think that if we were given
the right to produce more of the sugar that we grow, that we con-
sume 1n the United States, that the farmer eats and his family eats,
that if the farmers were given that ri «%ht, we would be stronger in this.
country, that our farm economy would be strong.

And when the farm economy is strong, the national economy is
strong, and that is what we would like to see done.

And we think it is important enough that it ought not to be put off
21 months.

If wo have this 21-month extension, if the people in these newer
areas have to wait 21 months before they can construct the mill, be-
fore they can start producing, it will be £ to 5 years. If we had alaw
now, it would be 2 years, because it takes 2 years to construct the
mill, approximately £ years., So we would be 2 years that we would be
buying this sugar from the foreign countries, we would have the
pleasure of doing that for 2 years if we started now to try to help the:
American farmer. . '

If we put this off; consideration of this bill for another 2 years, it
will be 2 years counting the first 3 months in this through 1961, and
then we are just 2 years further away from that condition and that
position than we would be if we tried to get something done now.

-I-am. asking you gentlemen to try. I don’t know what you can do
with the Housa Agriculture Committee, it may be that we have no-
power in the Senate to control the situation, that we have to take what-
ever they give us,and just take it that way. L

But T believe that the . men here on this committee are qualified to-
deal with thosa peaple; to show them the importance—if I have failed,.
and Mr. Benefield, president.of our association, has failed to point up
the importance of it, and our Congressmen and owr Senators from our
State have, we believe  that there are people in Congresg who have
the leadership and.ths ability to lead, and get this thing done, if it is

ood. . . e
8 And we say. that every reason in the world exists for this being
a good philosophy. - If it is good for us in'this country to produce any
one commodity and be independent in our production of it, if it is
wheat, cattle, strategic material, or anything else, the same reasoning
will apply to sugar just as well as to cotton, wool, or anything that
we produce in this country or we consume in this country.

We certainly want—we are here today to appeal, I might say, for-
your consideration in trying to get this job done, that everybody wants:
done, and that is, a permanent Sugar Act. -
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We are hoping and praying that in connection with that permanent
Sugar Act we will be given seme relief, that we won'’t be put 2 years
further down the line, 4 years alwgvmer

Questions have been raised this morning hy gomeone concerning
subsidies of this crop. The subsidies, direct subsidy from the Govern-
ment lms been about $2 an acre—$2.20 a ton. The freight rate that
we pay, 350 miles fwm Hereford, Tex., to Rocky IFord, is about. $3.85
aton. Those men in our area who have been growing that 1,900 and
2,000 acres of beets for 16 long years and shipping themn to Rocky
IFord, Colo., would be willing to—you could forget all about that
Govermnent bonus or Government puvmem to the farmers as far as
we are concerned, we can grows the sugar and never expect you to pay
a dime, if the sugar price remains like it is, if the payments for the
growing remain as good as they have during this past 16 or 20 years.

Senator Bexxwrr. Mr. Witherspoon, I don’t think you want to let
that arithmetic stay in the record.  Where did you get your figures of
$2.20 a ton?

Mr. WirnersrooN. The grower who is the biggest grower in the
State of New Mexico, Mr. Benefield, receives the statement from the
Government, and I am quoting him on that.

Senator BL.'NE’IT. That 1 18 $2.20 a ton for sugar.

Mr. Wirtnersroon. That is the beet, that is the beet tonnage that
is shipped.

Senator Bexnerr. That is the payment from the processing tax to
the grower?

Mr. Wirngrspoox. That is right,

Senator BENNETT. But that isn" the subsidy, that tax is collected
from the processor and turned around to the grower.

Mr. Wrriersproon. That is the only f-mbﬁdy payment that is made
by the U.S. Government direct.

Senator Bennerr. The Government is just a channel through
which that passes, the Government—the taapayerS' the geneml tax-
payers do not pay that, the beet grower does. ;

- Mr. WrriersrooN, ‘That is true, the bo(,t grower hunself reallv pays’
lt the industry pays it, the refiner, right. '

’Senator BENNETT, The refiner pays lt? ‘ ,

Mr WirHERSPOON, 'Yes. S

Senator BexNert. And it is added to the cost of the sugar, so the
comumer pays it. .

- Mr. WrrirerspooN. The consumer,I‘suppose' AN s

Senator BENNETT." And it is channeled in and out of the Treasuryi
with a profit to the Tréasury, ' '

Mr. WrrHersrooN. But we would hke to give’ 'tlnt to the U S.
Treasury and have them keep it'if we can grow the- beetQ, is what we
are saying, on the same structure as now. Iiverybody in Texas now
says the same thing, and the New Mexico and Oklahoma boys, they
would like to give that to the U.S. Treasu 'y :

Senator BENNETT. Are you saying to us that you would like the
act chu;wed so that no money out of the processing tax £oes to the
grower

Mr. Witnersroox. I say if you lel give us a refinery or a quota
for a refinery where we can have a refinery in Texas, we would be
happy to do that. We would be better off, because it costs s more
than that to ship it 350 miles. And, besides that, those poor boys in
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New Mexivo thui grow that 80 acres of beets that they have been
growing now for 16 or 20 years, they may have had 0.8 of an acre
increase a few years along in the whole State of New Mexico, but
they have come all the way from Albuquerque to 40 miles this side
through Hereford to Rocky Kord, a distance of about 550 miles, to
their processing plant.  That is where they go.

And we are asking that we he permitted in a cooperative program,
if you can work out where it will be beneficial to the Treasury, as
Senator Douglas states, or sumebody, if at the same time we can just
be afforded the right to produco sugar and mill it, refine it in this
country, sell a little of it in Texas—we consume about. 450,000 to
500,000 tons in Texas each year, and ¢hat 1,900 acres will amount
to about 4,000 tons that we get to produce in that State—we would
like to sell some sugar in the State of Texas that is grown in the State
of Texas.

When we get to thinking about what it will do for the economy,
as someone mentioned, T would like to call your attention to this.
This may be somewhat, different than it would be with cane refineries,
because as I understand cane-refined raw sugor here, is is 94 percent
ure or something like that, that is, it has been partially refined when
it gets here; T don’t know how many employees run one of these cane
refineries on this imyp.arted sugar.

But when you grow that sugar here, cane or beet, it is a different
situation, as I am sure Senator Ellender would know, because there
you employ a lot of people in peak season, your farmers employ
people, you add considerably to the employment, you would add in a
community where we might have a refinery now on, say 40,000 acres
of beets, you would add something like $20 million in that community.

And the economists have worked with us and studied this thing
as to what would be good for this country—and we are Americans
and we want whatever is good for our country—and they have shown
that that dollar turned loose means several when it has gone around
{0 your grocery men and your oilman, and to turn $20 million loosa
means more than just $20 million. It means several times that much.
And it means this, with the Treasury being the beneficiary on income
taxes, and what-have-you, it means more.

As I see it, from the standpoint of what would be good for this
country, it would be better to do that than i would be for us to spend
it somewhere else.

Now, during this same period of time since 1955 we have been
trying to get some rights to grow some beets in areas where we have
got a historical basis.  We have been growing them for so long, since
1948 at least, we have been growing beets in and around the county
where I live—Mr. Benefield has been shipping, as I said, to Rocky
Ford for 18 years.

We find that the Export-Import Bank, the Development I.oan
Fund, the International Cooperation Administmtion the Inter-
American Development Bank, the International Bank of Reconstruc-
tion and Development and its International Finance Corporation
functions of this Government have by loan and so forth encouraged
and helped foreign countries not only in buying this sugar in some
section, as the Sugar Section of the Agricultural Department has
done, but also in getting them into the business, loaning them money
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to help them build refineries and add to their refineries, and getting
them into the sugar beet producing business—not beet, but cane,
cane, 1 mean, pardon me. And at the same time-—and those figures
have been for 1957, 1959, 1960, 1961, and the years through there
since 1955, We have not even been permitted to go do it ourselves
and spend our own n”lone{, as we have in irrigation wells, and build
our own plants without the Government loaning us a dime, we can’t
doit, we can’t do it undcr this law.

And we want to do it. If one of the beet companies—and T do not
understand or do not know whether there is any mterlocutory interest
or stockholder interest between cane and beet refineries or not, I
haven’t ever gotten to that and don’t know and can’t say. But we
would like for them to build it, if they don’t want to build it let us
build it, just give us an opportunity, give us a law that we can live
under, give us a law that we can go forward in. Give us a law that
will allow us to have more independent communities in farm areas
in this country and help us, let us make better American citizens
and independent eitizens in this country.

In my hometown, we think that if a man supports his wife and his
family and his kids he has added something to that community.
And I say the same principle applies to the United States of America,
if we take care of our own se”, if we take care of our own people
here and give them the opportunity, we will have more, we will have
more stature in the world of nations today than we would if we don’t
do that and we find ourselves weak in any phase of the national
econoiny, farm or otherwise.

I filed with you here this morning a rather short talk on this, about
nine pages. I am used to, when I have the OEportunit.y and am called
upon, to make about an hour-and-a-half talk, and then still not have
time enough to cover the subject.

(The statement referred to is as follows :)

STATEMENT OF JAMES W. WITHERSPOON FOR THE TEXA8 SUGAR BEET GROWKRS
ABBOCIATION, MARCH 27, 1961 :

The approximately 10,000 underground-water irrigation farmers of west Tcxas,
southwestern Oklahoma, and eastern New Mexico are most appreciative to have
this opportunity to be heard for the first time before any comimittee interested in
sugar legislation, which we believe i8 one of the most important phases of legisla-
ton o be dealt with by this Congiess. .

EXTENBION OF THE ACT LELAYS THE TIME WHEN NEW MILL8S CAN BE CONSTRUCTED
TO HANDLE ACREAGE OF NEW GROWER AREAS

New growing areas have heretofore been unable to receive consideration in
Congress for the expansion of domestic sugar beet production and refining.
Favorable cou.ideration was promised in 1955, when the present act was passed.
Early in 1960 we were assured that a permanent Sugar Act would be enacted
in the early part of 1960 which would give consideration and relief to new beet
growing areas, This committee will recall that when Congress recessed for
the ennvyentions in 1960, by joint resolution it provided for the holding of hearings
and passing of a permauent act immediately upon the reconvening of the

od aftérthe new Congress convened in 1961 and before the expira-
e 00-day extensiog, hearings would be held and a permanent law writ-
ew growing rreas akain have been disappointed, and we are now faced
he action of the Housk on XMareh 21, leaving only 10 days remaining for
Congress to pass a permanent law. New grower areas are fearful now that a
21~170nth extension may well|mean that: (1) they will be 1 or 2 years further
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delayed in a permanent act that will enable thewm to butld millg 8o they caa start
protduction; and, or (2) at the end of this extension, still another extension v
be enacted without providing for them. )

Vo are told that 21 months are necessary to gain the information for writing
of a permaneut Sugar Act. We are told by others that this length of time is
unredasonable,  An extension will further delay and hinder a preat zegment of
this country in producing and refining a greater portion of the sugar consumned
in this country. All areus where irrigation and sunshine exist are interested,
these belng the ovly two essentiulg for the growing of the beet erop from which
sugar is extracted.

We are told that we must bear testimony and arguments fro.n foreign countries
desiring to sell to us. They have been avound for some time now. We under-
stand that the industry and all concerned agree we should have a permanent act
instead of a short-term extension, at the earlest possible moment., Likewise,
thut in all probability it can be done in less time than 21 months, If it is to be
done by this Congress before adjourmment, it should be done within the next 4
wonths, If the Awmeriean farmers and the farm economy of this country are to
be recognized in the halls of Congress as having a right to participate in the
production of a commodity consumet in this country, consfdering that jt will take
approximately 2 yeurs to build refineries, definite steps should be taken as soon as
possible, to assure these areas that they can start producing beets when their
millg are comnleted.

If this law cannot be written within a relatively short period of 3 to 4 months,
we have confidence in the Senate Finauce Committee and the House Agriculture
Committee, cooperating, to extend the time for hearings for an additional 30
or 60 days, if necessary, to finish the job.

SIMPLICITY OF THE ACT

Some statements have been made to the effect that the law itself has so many
ramiflcations and complications that a pevmanent act cannot be written in a
short time. Those in the House and Senate familiar with the act would refute
this misconception. These statements may be inspired to deter or “scare off”
consideration of this law and to fcol the Amerlcan publie into believing that it
{8 finpoxsible to smend the Sugar Act to take care of new growing areas and new
wills. The House and Senate Members will refute these misconceptions. In
truth, the law is one simply to bar overproduction. It is a case where production
is less than consumption, and the consumer price i8 stabflized. It involves the
granting by this Mlovernment of quotas for the “right” to produce and also to
import the sugar chat {s not permitted to be produced within this country.

Many change.: have taken pince waich reguire g netr ennsideration of the
basic provisions. The law protects the existing refineries and growers now
engaged in production by a system which affords a guaranteed return for the re-
fined product. There is no complication or mystery about the proposition of
whether or not we should produce a greater amount of cane and beet sugar,
domestically, {n this country. The complications and mysteries raiged do not
exist as such. SomeHmes they may be asserted only for the purpose of con-
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fusing the real issues. .
There is nothing about the sugar law or the enactment of a permanent sugar

Iaw at this time that is not now known—and has been known for months and
years. Any aitempt to avoid consideration of the real isgue of granting “quotas”
to new mills and new domestic areas is only a postponement of the right of
muny Americans to be heard before their Congress.

APPROACH MUST BE REALISTIC

~ Claimy have beent made that the SBugar Act must provide for “guotas” for for+
eign imports in order that this country maintain friends internationally. Castro
hats publicly, on numerous occasfons, stated that the U.8, Sugar Act enslaved
his pieople. The masses of Cuba have followed his thinking. It is evident that
our favorable sugar law has failed to maintain any form of democratic govern-
ment In thai nation. The Communists are unguestionubly In control, with
Russia acquiring a large portion of the Cuban sugar on un eontirely different
basis from the past procedure of this country under which about double the
world market price was paid.

With geveral forefgn nations making claims, on various bases, to export sugar
to this countty, we here face the evéntual unfavorable attitude toward this coun-
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try when later we select one or more of them with whom we may deal, to the
exclusion of the others. Thosge not receiving what they want will gay we favored
another. Those same foreign couutrieg will respect our Government when aud
it we gay to themn unequivocaly thut we intend to maintain our farmn ¢conomy,
thereby strengthening our natiora: econviuy, and pennltting the citizens of this
country to produce the sugar that we vousume.  We are not advociating that we
should be given the right oy law to produce all the sugar consumed at this time;
but we do sincerely sugeest that Congress should view with equul concern the
rights and the demands of the large farn segmient ¢f this country desiring to en-
gage In sugar production as we would consider foreign natious which, under
the law, should have no “right” as such. The taxpaying individuals of this
counirs should actually have the “rights”; Le., to produce the sugar consumed,

IMPORTANT CONBIDERATIONS

1. It {8 readily understood that every argument in favor of this Nation belug
independent In the production of any commodity applies with equal force to
domestic sugar production. :

2. In the event of international conflict or war, if we are dependent upon some
foreign country as the source of our sugar, there continually exists the pos-
sibility of our being cut off from our supply. The ouly sure solution is that
we broaden and expand production within this country,

3. Much has been said about unemployisent in this country in recent months,
Although employment in the operation of cane retineries of partially refined
foreign sugar may not add materially o solving the uunemployment situation,
the reverse 18 true of beet sugar retineries. By way of analyris, let us consider
a 1 million ton guota of sugar refined in new areas within this country and de-
termine the results of such fimpact by way of comparison,

One modern beet refinery would cost approximately &15 million. 7To con-
struct the mill would require approximately 2 years  Labor would be em-
ployed in the manufacture of the plant and in the assembly. When the plant
operated, it would employ {n peak season spproximately 300 persons. It would
refine 100,000 tons of sugar froin approximately 40,000 acres of beets. There
would be many persons employed in growing and barvesting the beets. Ono
operation of 100,000-ton capacity multiplied by 10 would demonstrate that this
is certain!y a step in the right direction insofar as relief of unemployment is
concerned. ’

4, Expanding production of sugar in this country will materially add to the
income and will strengthen the farm economy, and thus the national economy.
Extending the example above, one such refinery would pay tc the farmers of
the area approximately £12 million annually. The sama refinery would ox.
pend approximately $3 million additionally, aunually, for taxes, supplies, serv-
ices and labor. The economists agsure us that this annual income, whea turned
over many times in a community or State, increases the economy many times
the original dollar spent. When this is considered in the light of several addi-
tional mills and refineries, it is apparent that a great contribution wiil be made
to the fariua and national economy which can only result in good to the Nation
as o whele; for, ag tho individuael oitizen nragnors, eo doog the Nation,

It would mean that with each separate refinery, thousands of trucks and
separate pieces of farm machinery wounld be manufactured, sold, and put into use,
The Treasury Department would be the beneficiary, as well as the people,

0. We have been concerned over the persisting shrinkage of our gold reserve,
We believe that a change in onr sugar policy that would help our farm and
national eéconomy would at the same time mitigate this situation. The amount
paid for imported sugar from foreign countries in 1960 was in excess of $500
milllon. Why should sugar bear the brunt at & time when there exists such a
demand throughout the country for an increase in domestic production?

Sugar importation is competitive to farm production. It is in a different
class of imports from complementary commodities such as coflee, rubber, carpet
wool, and cocoa. S

6. We are faced, with overproduction in practically all farm-produced grains.
How can it logically be stated to the farmers of the United States that you
cannot produce a farm cominodity where there is a great underproduction of
approximately 45 percent? Certainly, the expansion of sugar production wonld
be a step in the right direction in alleviation of this surplus situation.



96 SUGAR

THZ PLICGHT OF THE FARMER

Although it has not been publicized the Central Southwest section of these
United States bus sustaioed durlng the past 10 years drought equal to that
of the 1930's. The people of this area, through foresigxht and necessity, have
developed, et their own financial risk and expense, underground water for ir-
rigation, covering several willions (f acres,

Recent surveys have shown that western Kansas, southwestern Oklahioma,
west Texas and eastern New Mcexico can easily produce each year by good
agricultural practices, more sugar than the annual quota provided by Cuba.
At the same time, these farm areas have suffered at the bands of the Govern-
ment and the agricultural laws of this country, setbacks of the most severe
nature.  An example in one county in Texas (Deaf Smith) will point this up.

In 16350, the county had 450,000 allotted acres for wheat. Ten years later
in 1961 the allotted acreage was 191,000, Ten years ago, the allotted cotton
acreage was exactly double what it was fn 1360. The expensive irrigation
and chemical fertflizers with the depressed price structure of these other crops
have been such that it has not been very profitable. Are the farmers in these

areas, or any other area in the United States. not entitled to conslderation at
the hunds of this Congress? Should they not ve allowed to produce a greater
portion of the sugar consumed in this country?

CONFLIOTS

Arguments haveé been made that we should not buy sugar from Dictator
Trujillo of the Dominican Republic. It is conceded that we should not buy
sugar from Communist-dominated countries, nlthough it is pointed up that sugar
from any country may find its way into this country in the world markets. The
intrigue in dealings with many foreign countries is the factor that complicates
the Sugar Act. The promises of today may not be relied upon tomorrow.
It would appear that the State Department with trained personnel should
handle the foreign relations questions of this country, separately and apart
from the legislative branch, and that it is properly a function of the executive
branch to win and- keep friends among foreign countries. Neither sugar nor
any other commodity should be used as an international football; the American
farmer should not be denied his right as a taxpaying individual to participate in
production. ‘.

It is our thinking that every segment of our national economy should be
strengthened : that America at all times rhould be strong within; that we wilt,
‘better occupy our proper place of leadership in the world by an expansion of
our own commodity production. The citizen of any community who is self-
supporting has added to the strength of the community. The same principle
applies to America as a uation. We might be playing into the hands of the
Communists if we fail to keep our farm and national economy strong, our labor
employed, and our gold reserve in proper balance. ’

The American farmer in most instances today is faced with a problem of
gurvival. The exodus from ihe furm {o the clty, adding te the wnemployment
problem, has been noted by you, and is & source of considerable anxiety.

We urge that the Sugar Act be amended to permit new areas, capable and
desiring to produce sugar, to commence the necessary preparation to produce
and refine, as sgon as possible, without unnecessary delays but with speed and
dispatch for the overall general welfare of the Nation.

The CHAIRMAN. You ought to come to the Senate and do a little
filibustering sometime.

" Mr. WrraerseooN. Senator, I will visit you if you can get me in
there to make a speech on this subject some time, T will filibuster for
9 months if necessary. - : .

Senator Cortis. May I ask a question ¢

" You do not feel that this Senate Committee on Finance has been
dilatory or responsible for this?

Mr, WrreEerspooN. No, sir. Let me suy to you, this is the first op-
portunity you have given us—you have given us the opportunity——
Senator Curris. It is the first opportunity we have had.
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Mr. Witnersroox. That we have been asking for—most of our
work, let. me say, has been in the House, not in the Senate.

Senator Curris. Well, carlier in 1960, and again later in 1960, and
again now, a bill has not arrived over here in time for this committee to
hold hearings and give it the consideration that an important. subject
like this merits.

Now, I do not—what I am about to say is not to argue with anyone,
but I think the record ought to show it. The House of Representatives
can pass & Sugar Act any time that the majority leadership of the
House decides they want to do it. They do not have to wait for a
committee. I served for some years in the House of Representatives
and I know a little about their rules. :
They do not have to wait for the A gricultural Committee.

BncK in 1955 the Kisenhower administration made a request for a
6-month extension of the excess profits tax. The committee to which
it was referred did not report it out. The chairman was violently op-

osed to it, he did not call the committee together, and did not report
it out. The leadership directed the Rules Commitive to take the bill
away from the Ways and Means Committes, and it. was brought to the
floor anu it was passed. '

Now, the majority leadership in the House of Representatives does
not have to be at the mercy of the chairman of the Agricultural Com-
mittee or any other comnmittee. :

And since you agrea that this committee has not been negligent. in
our duty, I merely want to tell you that there is a forum that has the
legal power to do something about getting the Sugar Act out in time
so it can be considered and all the parties have their interests con-
sidered in ample time to do it.

' Senator Bennerr. You are reminding him that the man who has
that power in the House comes from a small State down in the south-
west part of the United States called Texas. -

Mr. WitHerspooN. Yes, sir. S T

Senator Curtis. And his whip that lines up the votes for him'comes
from Oklahoma.

Mr. WrraerspooN. We have talked to him many times.

Senator Curts. A fine man. '

My, Wrrneneeoonw, And we feel like we have fricnds over thers;
yes, sir.

Senator Bennerr. There is another way to do it. They can amend
the Constitution to permit the Senate to act first on sugar legislation.

Senator Cortis. That isn’t necessary. But thers is a precedent in
the House of Representatives for the House to act on legislation that
a committee has not—that a legislative committee has not recorded,
the precedent that I cited, and also they have over there a petition
method whereby 219 members can do it. That is a little bit cumber-
some, but happens once in awhile. V :

Mr. Wrriersroon. We believe, we are hopeful that you, together
with the House Agricultural Committee, can get this job done before
Congress adjourns this year. It doesn’t seem like it should be such a
big job but whab it could be done.

Senator Bernerr. That is what we thought last year. But wa
found ourselves up to the night of adjournment twice without any
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opportunity on the part of the Senate to have even this much of a
hearing or consider any change in the basic pattern.

Mr. WrruersrooN., Senator Bennett, let me say that I hope you
think this is worthwhile legislution, enough to be done as foon as possi-
ble, and that we will try it again anyway.

Senator Benx~rerr. 1 have been a member of the Conference Com-
1:ittee as you heard in the discussion this morning. I was a member
of the three lost souls who marched over to the House after midnight
twice to try and work out a conference with the chairman of the Agri-
cultural Committee. And I don’t enjoy these all night sessions. I
would rather get zome permanent legislation or some legislation that
would last for several years, so that we don’t have to go through that

ear after year. But unless something is done to give us the oppor-
unity to get to permanent legislation, we are helpless, as we were
Iast July and last September, and as we are right now.

Mr., WirnenspooN. I really believe that the people in the House
whom they represent want permanent legislation. I really don’t
believe they realize the seriousness of it. I think possibly that if they
were given an,opportunity to work on this thing now if they felt they
had to do it instead of dilly-dallying around about it, so to spealk, I
believe they will go to work on it.

Now, they say they are going to do it in May anyway, and they
may find that it doesn’t take so long to hear these people from India
and all over the country as they think it will. They may run out of
something to say like I have here before they get too far along—I
mean, if these were the onecs to be heard, most everyone else here—I
have been seeing these faces around the country here for the last 15
months, in Florida and different places, people that ara here today in
the audience, and I don’t think that there are any of them here who
could keep this floor occupied for more than a week altogether. So
I think in & week or a month or 2 months or 3 months we could have
all the evidence we wanted to. ’ :

And I will say in the minds of some people in this U.S. Congress—
and I think I am talking to some of them here today—that they have

ot the know-how and understanding about the Surar Act to write a
Ei]l, and if they desire to give the American farmer the right to expand
they can do it in a very orderly way and they can also take care of
buying the Sugar so we won’t run out 1or the 2 years while the mills
are being buiit. And I think we have the ability to write the law.

"If we have the desire, if ths desire exists sufficiently in the U.S.
Congress to afford new growing areas and the farmers the right to
participate, there isn’t—1I believe that—there isn’t too much pressure,
as I see it, to possibly keep that from being done. ' ' .

There are several other reasons that I haven’t mentioned here that
may have been intimated during the testimony today. It was men-
tioned over here that the price of sugar one time went up and cost us
too much. But that was when our supply from Cuba was cut off.
And that was in time of war. Since that time, the price of sugar has
been consistent. And, may I say, the relail price to the consumers is
all I know about. But I do find that the retail price of sugar to the
housewife in Salt Lake City and Denver, where we grow sugar beets,
is not as much as it is in the east here, where we refine thelr cane na fay
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as tho retail price is concerned per pound. T don’t know what the diff-
erence is.

We were told by the Members of Congress, “Now, go work your
solution out with the boys in the industry; if you will get the boys in
the industry to say it is all right, we can get this thing done quick.”

Listen, we have spent time with the industry, with those people,
we have come up with suggestions—for instance, some of them say,
“Well, the cane people ship too far west and get rid of their surplus,
and then they come back to the Secretary of Agriculture later on
when we can’t go that far east on account of the higher price that we
pay as growers of beets than do cane growers, so they get more sugar
in, in December and November, when they run out.”

Woe said, “Well, let’s have a suggestion here. Why not, whenever
the quotas are fixed and thoso things are established, whenover any-
body runs over, instead of a 50 cent tax let's put a $2.50 tax on it, and
gee 1f that will f(eep them home.”

We don’t want to hurt the cane Eeopla or anybody. DBut we found
376,000 tons of 100 percent refined sugar that was coming into this
country from Cuba, 375,000 out. of about 3,500,000 of importations of
100 parcant refined sugar. Wae said, “For goodness sakes, just giva us
that 875,000 tons, let us have three or four milla scattered throughout
the United States, and start milling, and we won’t hurt the cane
people, we won’t hurt the beet people, we won’t hurt anybody, if you
will just give us that.”

Senator BExnert. Is it coming innow {

Mr. WitnersrooN. I can’t tell you. It has been coming in,
~ Senator BenNerT. Is there any sugar coming in from Cubat

Mr. WrrnrrspooN. Not today, no. But that was the case. And we
could take it away regardless from that standpoint, take one item.

Besides, that is only a drop in the bucket anyhow; it is only 10 per-
cent of the total quota. And by the time we built the mills for con-
sumer use in this count.r{ruilt would almost be built up to that, don’t you
ses. There are enough babies being born that are going to eat yearly
100 pounds of sugar in the United States; and if we had 875,000 tons
that we could go to building mills which, in a very few years would
equal that. Wo can’t get that. We can’t get consideration. We have
spent our time, we have been spinning our wheels here trying to talk
to the fpéople that we have been told to, in Congress, to go to work it
‘out before we could get anything. We haven’t been able to do it. We
are asking you to do something for us, because every man in here is
my Senator, whether I am from Texas or anywhere else. And I read
the papers, and I look to your leadership all the time, and I think
that is the way that it should be. And I want my Texas Senators to
represent the people in your State, too, just like they do the people
in Texas. - o ' R

The CrAmRMAN. Any questions? ' :

Mr, WrraersrooN. Mr. Benefield, have I left anything out that you
would Yike tosayheped - 0 o oo oo e

Mr. Benerierp. You haven't left much out ; haven’t said as ynuch as
you usually say. But I would say on behalf of the growers that you
are telling these gentlemen the truth, that my Government payment
doesn’t pay my freight to Rocky Forci; go if you would give us a mill
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in that area down there of Texas and New Mexico, and I could have
the pulp to feed my cattle, I would be that much better off not paying
the freight. So I can’t see—I believe Senator Ellender thought we
would have to subsidize that crop some more. As a grower for these
16 years, I can’t sce any need for that, sugar beets, even though I have
shipped all the way to Rocky Ford, dolo., have put me in a good posi-
tion financially. So I would still be doing just as well—I would be
doing a little {)it better for the reason I just mentioned, if this Gov-
ernment didn’t pay me a dime, just give me my byproducts in trade,
and I will give you that trade bill.

Mr. Wrrnersroon. Thank you, gentlemen.

The CrARMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Witherspoon.

The next witness is Mr. Floyd N. Smith, the chairman of the Gov-
ernor’s sugar beet :ommittee for the State of Arizona,

STATEMENT OF FLOYD N. SMITH, CHAIRMAN OF THE GOVERNOR’S
SUGAR BEET COMMITTEE FOR THE STATE OF ARIZONA

Mr. Smure. Mr, Chairman, and members of the committee, my
name is Floyd N. Smith, and I reside at 8520 North Central Avenue in
Phoenix, Ariz. I appear before you today as a representative of the
Governor of Arizona, who has established a committes to promote
and foster the sugar beet industry in our State. In addition to being
chairman of this committee, I have a definite interest in the problem
as an Arizona farmer and as a representative of Arizona agriculture.

Although I have been farming in the Salt River project in Arizona
since 1931, I have had some experience in the sugar beet industry. I
also farmed in the Imperial Valley in California for a period of 17
years where I grew sugar beets, veﬁetables, and other crops generally
grown in that area. 1 pioncered the growing sugar beet seed in Ari-
zona on an experimental basis in 1934,  Our seed was acceptable to the
Colorado companies and today Arizona is among the principal con-
tributors to the supply of sugar beet seed in the United States.

My initial experience and interest in the sugar beet industry began
in the State of Colorado in 1919 where I was employed in the research
department of the American Crystal Sugar Co. at ky Ford, Colo.
From 1921 through 1930 I was an agriculturalist for the National
Sugar Manufacturing Co. in Sugar City, Colo.

My purpose in being here today is to tell you of Arizona’s need for
a sugar beet quota—our ability to produce the c¢rop economically—
and to assure you that our Central Valley lands, our Yuma County
. lands, and other areas of the State can produce crops of superior

nality.

1 Arigona’s irrigated valleys cannot compete with the nonirrigated
areas of our country in the production of grain crops. The vegetable
industry in our established agricultural areas has suffered greatly in
the last few years. The only so-called cash crop of prominence is
cotton. Due to our national surplus, cotton acreage is in a restricted
category. Without going into movs dotail, I can assure you that
farming in Arizona has | come more and more difficult during the
last several years. A substantial sugar beet acreage would not only
improve the economy of the State as a whole, but would also divert
acreage now producing surplus crops to the production of sugar.
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_In response to a recent questionnaire, 354 Arizona farmers have in-
dicated a desire to raise sugar beets, These farmers indicated a desire
to plant 67,722 acres of sugar beets. Incidentally, any one of three
counties included in this acreage could supply a 4,000 ton per day
slicing capacity mill.

Arizona has 1,260,000 acres of the finest. farmlands in the country.
Six hundred and forty thousand of these acres ave irvigated by gravity
flow waters from reclamation projects and local irrigation districts.
An additional 626,000 acres are privately irrigated by water pumped
from the underground. The State has a more desirable climate, with
fewer weather hazards than other areas in the country now raising
sugar beets. I have grown sugar beets experimentally in the Salt
River Valley in Arizona with an extremely Ligh sugar content. The
yield was comparable in tonnage to any other district or area of the
country now engaged in the business.

A sugar mill in Arizona, centrally located, would have an added
advantage over mills located in other States. Due to climatic condi-
tions in the State, the various producing areus would harvest their
sugar beets at different times, therefore, giving the mill a longer an-
nual campaign. Beets from Yuma County would come off earlier
than those grown in Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Following the
harvest in Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Chino Valley, the Gila Val-
ley, and the Wilcox Valley would be ready. Although this fact does
not bear directly on your decision to give Arizona a sugar beet allot-
ment, it does, however, indicate the probability of more efficient oper-
ation of a sugar mill.

The high degree of interest among farmers and citizens of Arizona
in being allowed to participate in the production of sugar cannot be
overemphasized. SugIar is one of the few nonsurplus “cash crops” in
the country today. It is among the most important and vitally
needed commodities in our country. Wae believe that the Nation
should produce within its own borders a greater portion of its own
sugar needs. .

he State of Arizona and those of us who farm there want the
privilege of participating in this increased development. ‘We want
this privilege without injuring our fellow farmers in other States
who are now engaged in the industry. Neither do we desire to inter-
fere or hinder the efforts of others in these established areas who wish
to participate in the industry but have no present allotment. We be-
lieve this can be accomplished by allocating a portion of the former
Cuban quota, plus the increased consumption, to domestic growers.

I have purposely taken less than my allotted.time in making this
statement, hoping that I might be able to answer such of your ques-
tions as may fall within my knowledge and experience. ]

But, before closing, let me say that we from Arizona respectively
request that the Sugar Act be amended, in this session of Congre,
by establishing substantial and economic quotas for Arizona an

other States which are capable of economicelly growing sugar beets
and degire to participate in the industry, :
Thenk you. o
The CuamrmaN, Thank you, Mr. Smith,
Any questions?

(No response.)
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The Cramrman. The committee will now adjourn, to meet at 10
o'clock tomorrow morning in executive session,
By direction of the Chairman, the following is made a part of

the record:)
SwisHes CoUNTY Sucar Beer GROWERS ASSOCIATION,
Tutxa, TEx., Marcsh 28, 1961.
Hon, Haxay FLoop Byap,
U.8. Sensee, Wushington, D.C,

Deae SENATOR ByYrp: We feel that Congressman Cooley's extension of the
sugar act is unfalr to the U.8. farmers, and also to forelgn countries for the
followlng reasons:

1. The II.S. farmery can and need to ralse the sugar consumed in the United
States, Ralsing sugar beets would be a boost to our income and would take
sowe feed grain acreage out of productlion.

2. If only two or three new beet sugar mills, each producing approximately
50,000 tons ot sugar could be buiit in the United States it would be a good boost
to our national economy. Each mill would cost about $15 million, and take
approximately 2 years to build, ard employ about 300 people, each, after oper-
ation started, ’

8. If we give our sugar business to foreign natlons now, and a year or two
later start producing our own sugar, decreus!ng their quotas, we feel our diplo-
matlie relations will be in far worse shape thun now,

Our agriculture is one of our strongest weapons against communlsm. We
are the only nation that has never suffered a famine. Red China is starving
today, and Russia does not produce enough to feed her people.

Please get behind the U.8. sugar beet growers, and fight for us and our
national economy,

Thank you for your conslderation and support.

ToM AHBERNATHY,

Reoretary.
G. 1., SADLRR,
President.
PLAINVIEW, TEX., March 24, 1061,
LiYxooN B, JOBNBON, . : o
Vicg President of the United Stajes, o
Washington, D.Q.; :

Please help the beet and cane sugar industry by seeking a 9-month extension
of the present Sugar Act instead the 21-month extension passed by the House.
This would give ample time for a rew sugar act to be drawn and presented
before the 9-month extension expires. :

' GRADDY TUNNELL,
Chairman, Liegislative Committce, Plainplew Chamber of Commerce.

St st

1
1

Hon, HARRY F. BYRD,
Ohairinan, Bendte Finasce Commiiies,
Renate Oflce Bullding, Washington, D.C.:

Ad an Amerlcan company whose sugar properties were eeized by Castro we
Join with other Ameérican compauies in urging that the Sugar Act be extended
for 21 months until December 1962 a8 passed by the House. - U.S. sugar legisla-
tion will be still part of. U.8. program for rehabilitating Cuba when friendly
government installed since only feasible means for rehabilitating the Cuban
economy without undue delpy is restoration of the Cuban sugar industry. Any
other program would requjre very.substantial amounts of aid from the United
States over a conslderable number of years apd complete unheaval in the
isiand’s economy and organization.- Yhan friendly Cuoban Qovernment Installed
f¢ will have to face the chaos created by Castro and it will be fiportant to
help restore sugar econciny quickly to start on road. fo recovery as long as
Cuban situation remaina unsettled we belleve Sugar Act ghould be extended
8¢ that the United States retains freedom to help a new Cuban government by
resuming sugar imports promptly. By extending act 21 months ‘the' United

New YosE, N.Y., March 2§, 1961.
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States will keep the necessary flexible authority to carry out its program for
Cuba’s rchabilitation. Twenty-one months' extension will not jeopardize U.S.
supplies because sufficient sugar is avallable from offshore producers for U.8,
requirements in 1861 and 1062 without the necessity of new {nvestments in

planting or mills facilities,
Tux Francisco 8vaar Co.

New Yorx, N.Y., March 24, 1961.
Hon, Harry F. BYRD,
Chairman, Senate Finance Commitice,
Benate Qfice Building, Washington, D.C.;

As an American company whose sugar propertics were selzed by Castro we
Join with other American companies In urging that the Sugar Act be extended
for 21 months until December 1062 as passed by the House. U.S. sugar legisla-
tion will be still part of U.8. program for rehabilitating Cuba when friendly
government installed since only feasible means for rehabilitating the Cuban
ecnomy without undue delay is restoration of the Cuban sugar industry. Any
other program would require very substantial amounts of aid from the United
States over 8 conalderable number of years and complete unheaval in the island's
economy and organigation. When friendly Cuban government installed it will
have to face the chaos created by Castro and it will be {mportent to help restore
sugar economy quickly to start Cuba on road to recovery. As long as Cuban
situation remains ungettled we believe Sugar Act should be extended so that the
United States retains freedom to help a new Cuban government by resuming
sugar imports promptly. By extending act 21 months the United States will
keep the necessary tiexible authority to carry ont its program for Cubsa’s rehab-
litation. 21 months’ extension will not jeopardize U.S. supplies because suffi-
clent sugar is available from offshore producers for U.S. requirements in 1961
and 1962 without the necessity of new investments in planting or mills facilities.

MANHATTAN Bugar Co.

PP pp————

MvuresHoOE, TEX., March 23, 1961,
SENATE FINANCE COMMTITES,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.O.:

Please help the beet as well as the cane new producing areas to immediately
commence consiruction of plantg capable of producing at least 1 million tons.
Please see to the Bugar Législation immediately and in such form Ay Americang
will be for Americans and the American farmer and nat for {oreign conntries
at our expense, : . :

EnNesT KEBR, .

Ohadrman, Agriculture Committee, Muleshoe, Tex., Chamber of Commeree,

TucumMcart, N. Mex., March 94, 1961.
Senator HARRY BYRb,
Senate Ofice Building, Washington, D O.:

Please use your influence ¢o defeat the extension of present sngar law angd in
enact new sugatr law which give the American farmer a chance to produce onr
own sugar. This will ald our entire economy and help relieve some of our
farm surplus. o 4
TuoUMCART SUGAR BEET GROWERS ASSOCIATION,

Tucumcans, N. Mex., March 24, 1964,
Senator Harey F. Byrp, .

OChairman, Senate Finance Oommittee, Washington, D.C.:

‘Please use your influence $5.sce that tho present sugar act is not extended,
Urge new sugar act. Which would allow our American farmers to raise sugar
for Americans. Thus enhance American farm economy as well as industry in
building new refineries.

Rep. M. 8. DICKINBON,
President, Quay County Bugar Beet Association.
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BosTtox, Mass,, March 24, 1961.
Hon. IIarry F. Byrp,
Chairman, Scnate Finance Commitice,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

As American company whose sugar properties were seized by Castro we join
with other American companies in urglug that the Sugar Act be extended for
21 months, until December 1062, as passed by the house. U.S8. sugar legislation
will be vital part of U.8. program for rehabilitating Cuba when friendly govern-
ment installed since only feasible means for rehabilitating the Cuban economy
without undue delay is restoration of the Cuban sugar industry. Any other
program would require very substantial amount of ald from the United States
over a conslderable number of years and a complete upheaval in the island’'s
cconomy and social organization. When friendly Cuban government installed
it will have to face chaos created by Castro policies and it will be important to
help restore sugar economy quickly to start Cuba on road to recovery. As
long as Cuban situation remains unsettled therefore we believe Sugar Act should
be extended so that the United States retains freedom to help a new Cuban
government by resuming sugar imports promptly. By extending act 21 months
the Unlted States will keep the necessary flexible authority to carry out its
program for Cuban rehabilitation—21-month extension will not jeopardize U.8.
supply because sufficient sugar is avallable from offshore producers for U.S.
requirements in 1961 and 1962 without the necessity of new investment in plant-
ing or mill facilities,

TROMAS K., SUNDERLAND,
President, United Fruit Oo.

TuouMoARy, N, Mex., March 24, 1961.
Hon. H. F. BYRD,
Chairman, Neiw Sugar Legislation Oommiitee,
Benate Ofice Building, Washington, D.C.;

In favor of the new sugar legislature and feel that it is essential.

CALVIN MooRE,
Manager, Southern Union Gas Co.

Tuoumoary, N. Mex., March 24, 1961,
Hon. H. F. Bynb,
Chairman, New Sugar Legislation Commitiee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.;

Highly approve of the new sugar legislation, feel that s necessary for our
economy. ‘

DREW RISKA,
Manager,J. C. Penney Co.

. U.B. SENRATE,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY,
. 8 S Februarn 8. 1961, .
Hon. Harry F. BYrp,
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,
U.8. Senate, Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR BYRp: Enclosed is a resolution adopted by the North Dakota
Legislature concerning the extension of the Sugar Act.
I hope it will be possible to include this resolution as a part of the hearings
when your committee considers this legislation.
With warmest personal regards,
Sincerely, .
- - i R MicToxn R. Youna.
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Thirty-seventh Legislative Assembly, State of North Dakota, begun and held
at the Capitol in the City of Bismarck, on Tuesday, the third day of January,
one thousand nine hundred and sixty-one

SENATE CONCURBENT RESOLUTION A
(Trenbeath)

A concurrent resolution requesting the National Congress to give immediate
attention to amending the Sugar Act of 1048, and to give the American farmers
their right to produce a larger share of the U.S. sugar market

Be it rcsolved by the Senate of the State of Norih Dakotla, the House of
Representatives concurring therein:

Whereas North Dakota farmers are confined to the raising of crops presently
in surplus because the climate of this northern area will not permit a shift
in the growing of cereal crops; and

Whereas they have increased their sugar beet production the past 25 years
and have consistently requested Congress to permit the production of sugar
beets on additional acres; and

Whereas they can produce sugar beets profitably and assure U.S, consumers
of a steady and stable supply of sugar at reasonable prices; and

Whereas the legislative assembly believes the American farmer has a vested
right to all increases in the American sugar market which would not reduce
the present quotas of forelgn countries: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate of the Stale of North Dakota, the House of Repre-
sentatives concurring therein:

That the 1.8, Congress I8 urged to amend and reenact the Sugar Act for a
period of § years, revise the growth formula by allowing 100 percent of the
American consumptive increases be allocated to domestic areas, and add to
the basic quota of continental United States an amount equal to what they have
recently supplied for deficit areas; be it further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded by the secretary of state
to the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture, the U.S. Secretary of State, chairmmen of
the U.8. Senate and House Agriculture Committees at Washington, D.C. and
to each Member of the North Dakota congressional delegation,

ORVILLE W, HAGEN,
President of the Senate.
Howarp F. DOHERTY,
Secoretary of the Eenate,
R. FAY BrowN,
Speaker of the House.
GERALD L. STAIR,
Chief Clerk of the House.

(Whereupon, at 4:20 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene in
executive session at 10 a.m., Tuesday, March 28, 1961. )



