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North ca.ro11hO. In tob9ccO to.rm emp!oymcl\t, 
and thlrd· 1n m.a.n\lfo.eturlng. ·rbe moet prom• 
1nent ractor In t,ht.s a.rcfi, bowe~er, Js ttc fuct 
that, Kentucky rfl.nks ftrst ln tob~CO warc­
houstng. 

That IS pa.?ttc\llarly lmpf'CMJ\!C LO Leidng­
tontans. because t.hl$ 1$ uie world's 10.rgest 
))urley ma-rket, and that segment. or the In• 
dust-ry Is t.hc baektr.me or local econOrtl.)', 

We hope that Gov. John Y. 8,:own, Jr., ln 
making the ~port to a meeting cf tobacco 
men here. caught t.he slgnJO.cance or the ng­
\l!'eS on Kentucky"$ per-pack tax on Clgt)rct.• 
tcs. The state tn 1970, collcc•.ect 821.3 mll!ton 
tn t."'lls c~tegory. and Its tax ts only 3 cent$ 
(l pack. 

We s tlll malntaln that the tax eould ~ 
ooublcd. otrcrlng relief ror state re\•enue 
shortfll:lls -and at t-hc same t.lme having a 
ncgUg lble etteet on etgarot.te saJes. Incrc!l.&lng 
t.he per-pil.¢k lcv~ certainly 1.$ $0methtng 
GO\'. Brown and. the Oeru:ral A~mbly .should. 
consider r.ext year. 

The Whu.rton report oomcs 0.1. a t-lme when 
things v.re lOOkJng up tor Kentucky burler 
rarm<:rs. Bol.b JX!Ub.da&e qUOl.8.$ ond support 
r,rlces ha\'e been incree.sed tor thls soo.&0Jl, 
Ocmu.nd l>Y buying companies p~babty wtll 
be greater t.bts ye6r, 

The l'eport Mould aJso give a new tm.age 
to tobacco ind ll~ 1n,p0l'tnnce ln ~e eyt-"J: ot 
an Kentuektans, bee.a.use there are tew 'Qtho 
aren't. touched. bl' the econom1C$ of tlte leaf 
industry. 

Mr. J?ORD. Madam Pre31dent, I think 
of all of the debate we have had on this 
is.sue in the past and there has been no 
change now. I urge my colleagues to 
vot-e as they have in the past. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Madam Presi­
dent, I yield 2 minutes to the Senator 
from Virginia,. 

Mr. w ARNE.ft. I thank the distin­
guished Senator from Kentucky. 

Madam Preaident. tihe law states that, 
shouJd tobacco producers vote to adopt 
marketing quotas, as a supply control 
measure, the Government is required to 
pro-,lde price support. The method used 
to su;,port toba.cl•o prices is nonrecourse 
loans from the Commodity Credit Corpo­
ration. with tobacco held a..i; colh1teral. 

Since 1971_. the amount- of new loans 
made each ye.at has ranged from $30.1 
million to $315.8 mHllon, with the aver .. 
age being $173.3 mlllion per year. New 
loans in fiscal ~ear 1980 amounted to 
$172.0 million. · 

Over the past 10 years, loan repay­
ments have come wlth.in S24 million of 
equalling new loans that were made. 
There were large di!!erences trorn Jear 
to year, but over the tong rwi, repay­
ments and loan outlays have approxi­
mately balanced. . 

This is exactly how the loan program 
I$ deslgnec\ to "'or~. and the year-to­
year varia.tion beh,1een repa,yment.s and 
new loans ts simply the m11nlfestation of 
the suc:ess supply stabili.zat-lon feature 
of the price support program. 

It is the Joan program that absorbs 
some ot the shock of production varia­
tion due to. weather. Without stocks ot 
tobacco under loan, the supply shocks 
would. produce greater market price ,,ar .. 
iatlon. The loan Program works to 
stabilize t.he tobacco market. 

A small amount of tobacco ha.s been 
sold out. of the loan program at a loss to 
th~ Oovernment. Thtse Joc;se~ on tobacco 
sold from loan stocks. plus other assocJ ­
a.ted costs: and recoveries, have totaled 
$1.66 mJllion over the past 10 years. an 

average of $166,000 peJ year, In fiscal 
year l 980, the CCC showed a net loss or 
$36,000 on lt., loan activities. 

The low net loss on tobacco loan activ­
ities of the past 10 years typifies the pro­
gram since its inception. Since 1933, the 
cumulat ive loss on loan activities has 
amounted to only $56.~ mUUon. Com­
parable losses for all other commodities 
is S69 billion. 

I a&k unantrnous consent that. a docu­
ment entitled "Facts About Tobacco 
Price Support Program" be printed at 
this point in the Rr.CORO. 

There being no objection, the informa­
tion was ordered to be printed In the Rv.c­
oRn, as follows: 

'l'O&ACCO PRI CE 8UPP0fl'r PI\OGRAM 

1. Who nenents? 
Farmers. ·tobacco ls the prln<;lpal ct\$h er-OP 

on 276,000 ra.rms In 22 St.o.t.ei.. The prtce sup­
port "loan·· ts made to ral'me1'$ (')n tobacct> 
thft.t )$ uot ~Old the du.y lt Is brought to m.8l'­
ket. The " 'TOb&C¢0 StabHl.7.&tlon Coopern1,lve" 
t(t.kcs po:scsslon of t he tobacco. prooesscs tt, 
and M?lls It. at a tater cs.ate. The ft\rrner h thco 
pa.Id ror his tobacco. and thereuJ)on ret,ays 
tht, " lot\n," Tht average tobacco allotment ts 
4.4 acr-es--so we're tatklng l.\bOut rel(l.th•ch• 
~Wall t,rrrncr:s bencftt•lng most. 

2. l s there 8. t()bftCOO &U'b$1d.)•? 
No. The price support. loans are an tt):1$.ld 

when Stal)lll1.at1on $~Us Jt-$ stoc\ls. In tact, 
because t,be stocks are &aid at a pl'ont by Sta­
btllv;(ltlo n. t.he govern:rncnt. acttmlly reullzes a 
proftt. CCC had a. net gain or $827 .ooo on 
tobacco prlce st1pport operations ln 1978. 
w1th 888 mmlou mol'e re,a)·rneuts In out­
standing Joans fn 1980 than new loan$ 
offered. 

3. Doc3 the tobaoeo program encour11,ge 
$molitng-The bct\lth l6$ue. 

No. Her e's whM HEW says: 
" , , . S( t he {to'bl\coo) prOgram has any et­

tcct a.t an on public health 1t ts !a.vor~l)le. 
The r,urposc ot the prognun ls t.o stabllke to­
baeoo pro<luctton. and, tbU:j, a ssume !alr 
price$ 1,0 the rurmor. It the prog-nun were to 
be wlthdrawn. though. price!:' would ran, nnd 
C1gu.ret.l.e1 n>lf,C:bt become less expensive, pos­
stbl_y encouraging more y(')ung people t.o 
$moke.'' 

4. Tobacco taxes 
U.S. rarmCr$ receh•cd nbout $2 billion tor 

their tobucoo crop lo.!st yetlr, 
Tho tedcrnl gO\·crnmcnt received S2.4 bU­

Uon In direct taxes. 
States. count.leg, and c1tle.\ cone-ete<t a1-

m0$t 84 bUllon more, for a total of $6,305, .. 
52 1,000 lo. direct t'1xe& on tobacco. 

s . Balt\Oce o! t rade 
One--t.bird o! all U.S. tobacco 1s exported­

to the tune ot $2.5 billion In 1980. T he rav• 
or1.ble b a.Junec or :rude In tobacco was $1.69 
bllllon. 

6. Fann Income stablllzotton- the bottom 
une 

USDA projected. -a (lecllno Jn farm income 
ot 20-24 p.erotnt. for 1980, A dJl;(;.(lnthmatlon 
or this pro.;rum would further uac~rbate 
the d.cpresscd economic i.ituatton and cau$e 
m&.!Slvc roreclo!.u.res In the 8 state.$ Where 
t.obacco ls a tudlng crop. 

7 . cautJon 
'l'he tobacco program 1$ ,inl(tuely :suJted to 

that conwiodH,y- ulone becaui;.c or Its geo­
graphic conec:ntrutlon. Unlike other cropts 
thtt.t, cnn bo grown anywhere, tobacco tr, <;on .. 
centratcd tn the southeast.-wtth 67 percent 
Jtt N.o. alone. ___ • 

Mr. l'.IITCHl':LL. \iadam President, I 
wiU vote !or the pending proposal to re­
duce spending in the budget resolution 
by $79 million by ellmlnat\ng the costs 
the adrninist.ration has identified in con­
neetton with the tobacco program. 

Thls rcsoluuon purports to be a bare-­
bones budget, containing only t-he most 
essential spending ror our nt,atlona.l de­
fense, for our economic recovery and for 
the survi\lal o! the most. n~dy 1n our · 
society. At a time when inflation is P.rod­
ing the purchasing power of the wages 
of working m~m and women and the 
pensions or retirees, th~ goal of a bare­
bones budget is a. laudable one. 

All Americans are prepared to r;csle 
back their demands tor programs and 
services if we have, in truth, a budget 
that coutalns onJy the min1rnaJ arnount4 
absolutely essential tor Government 
operations. 

But the presence in tWs resolut.lon of 
funding of $79 milHon to encourage the 
production of a commodity which the 
Government itself has tdentUied as pos­
itively harmful to human health-a 
commodity, moreover, whose growers 
claim is in no need ot a sub.sidY- ls in .. 
consistent wit~1 our objcctlv2. 

Duling our first budget-cutting debate, 
the majority in the Senate decided we 
could not afford $80 milllon for voca­
tional educa.tton costs-a program that 
beJps youne people prepare to hold pro .. 
ductivc. taxpaying jobs tn our economy. 
That majority decided we could not a!• 
ford to pay for the costs of rural health 
care centers-low-cost clinics which 
serve people who haNc no ready access 
to physicians. Th.at majority even det.er­
mlne<t that we could not afford $6 million 
to maintain a program of 11nm uniza tion 
for America's children. 

Yet. this resolution says that. we can 
afford $79 million to continue t.o .support 
the production of a. commodity which ts 
not a rood source. has no tnedicinal value. 
and ha..~ been associated with the most 
serious and life- threatening illnesses. 

If the senate determines that tobacco 
pro~rram CO!:itS cannot be cut, then we 
ha.ve plainly established the wrong prior­
ities In th1s budget. Ho\v can anyone 
.stand before the American people and 
say that we cannot aftord S6 million to 
protect our Chi.ldren from disease. but we 
can afford $79 mmton to subsidize the 
growlng of tobacco? 

Various claims have been made for 
pub11c support of .spending cut.;: The 
majority of those claims rest on reason­
able grounds. But I ha,ve seen no evidence 
to support the content.ion that. the pub• 
lie dcslre for budget cuts, reallocation 
includes o. desire to protect the expendi­
ture or $79 million to grow tobacco. 

The PRF.SIDING OF'F'ICER. Wh o 
yields time? 

'rhe: senator from Ohio. 
Mr. HUDDLESTON. Madam President, 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. ME:l"ZENBAUM. Madam Presi­

dent, I was pleased to hca.t the corrimimts 
of my distinguished fr iends nddressinc 
themselves to this issue. 

As a matter of fact. I am not prepared 
to stand here and say they are 100 per .. 
cent wrong, because they nre not. They 
are partially rjght. But their flgt1res tell 
only a small part or the story. 

Th~y do not teflect the fact that we 
ha.ve S840 million 1n price support loans 
outstanding, some as old as 7 years. and 
almost all ot Which are far below the 
co.st of money to our oovernment, 


