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"SUGAR LEGISLATION-1978 and 1979"

AN ADDRESS BY THE HONORABLE SPARK M. MATSUNAGA 

AT THE 95th ANNUAL MEETING OF THE 

HAWAIIAN SUGAR PLANTERS' ASSOCIATION 

Honolulu, Hawaii 
November 30, 1978

President Berg, officers and members of the Hawaiian Sugar 

Planters' Association and guests, I very much appreciate the 

invitation to address you on the occasion of your 95th annual 

MEETING. At EACH OF YOUR PREVIOUS MEETINGS, I AM CERTAIN THAT 

YOU HAVE FACED AND DISCUSSED MANY PROBLEMS THAT HAVE TAXED YOUR 

ABILITIES, RESOURCES AND PATIENCE; AND ALTHOUGH THE PROBLEMS 

NEVER SEEM TO GO AWAY, YOU AND YOUR PREDECESSORS MUST HAVE FACED 

THEM WITH GREAT DETERMINATION AND SOME SKILL, FOR HSPA IS STILL 

HERE.

Your program for this morning bills me as speaking on 

"Sugar Legislation—1978 and 1979." Sugar legislation, as important 

AS IT IS TO ALL OF US, HAS ALWAYS POSED TO THE CONGRESS THE MOST

DIFFICULT AND COMPLEX PROBLEMS, WHICH SEEM TO DEFY UNDERSTANDING.



The drafting of a bill that satisfies the interests of a ver*
To Sffi ^A^m;/^/...................

DISPARATE GROUP IS COMPLEX* GETTING ENOUGH SUPPORT FOR SUCH A

PWreyy^e.
BILL TO 8^ THE CONGRESS TO PASS AND THE PRESIDENT TO SIGN IS

............................... 5'CjA,T
MOST DIFFICULT AS HAS BEEN DEMONSTRATED BY OUR PAST EFFORTS, I /A
AM "^S^&N THAT ROGER SULLIVAN HAS GIVEN YOU A GOOD ACCOUNT OF

WHAT TOOK PLACE IN THE 95TH CONGRESS WITH RESPECT TO THE SUGAR

Stabilization Act of 1978;anb I will not dwell upon that history

ADVITA dEXCEPT TO WbL YOU THAT KOGER AND HIS -teOfiti^ER COLLEAGUES,

Ywr p*ejiaer/r
including.Karl Berg, worked very hard in bringing together a

coalition of rather strange bedfellows in support of that Act,

That the coalition was too fragile to survive the Senate-House

Conference Committee compromise during the last hours of the

SESSION SHOULD NOT REFLECT ANY DISCREDIT UPON KARL, ROGER, AND

OTHERS WHO WORKED IN YOUR BEHALF, f)^ >T f/^5 B£^A/^O F^&lf&^f 
mm vtVS<m!LRR "^^Ipr ^rrnmra^l',tTwftS'9iiffTorf^we<nt'trtv€^fr^z.

It IS NICE TO LOOK BACK AND BASK IN THE SERENITY OF THE AO

YEARS OF STABILITY IN PRICE AND STOCKS, PROVIDED BY THE OLD SUGAR 

ACT; AND IT IS INTERESTING, THOUGH DISTURBING, TO TRACE WHAT 

HAS HAPPENED OVER THE YEARS TO BRING US TO OUR PRESENT STATE. To

BE SURE, EACH SUCCESSIVE RENEWAL OF THE OLD SUGAR ACT SEEMED TO
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AhlQ f*l«lRG
BECOME MORE.DIFFICULT,AND THE NATIONAL AND CONGRESSIONAL ATTITUDES 

THAT LED TO THE DEFEAT OF THE RENEWAL LEGISLATION IN 1974 IS 

IMPACTING ON ALL OTHER COMMODITIES AS WELL, L WHETHER' TITE GRADUAL 

rimMrrn -tn frliR-GAP T ni nr T r Al AND FCnNAMIC ATTITUDES CAUSED

INTI ATTON OR ^'RE THE REQ-LILT OF IT I S. DEBATABLE. }

Some of ^S here today can probably remember seeing /our 

MOTHER WORKING LONG HOURS IN THE KITCHEN, CANNING FRUITS AND 

VEGETABLES "iN-SEASON^ PRODUCED AND PURCHASED LOCALLY, LOOKING 

TOWARD THE MONTHS AHEAD WHEN FRESH ITEMS WERE NO LONGER AVAILABLE; 

AND U^ CAN HTTP BADLY ALSO RECALL THAT DURING THAT SAME ERA MOST 

OF /our PUDDINGS, BREAD, PIES AND OTHER PASTRY, AS WELL AS CANDY, 

SYRUP AND LEMONADE WERE MADE RIGHT IN THE HOME KITCHEN, DURING 

THAT PERIOD THE MAJOR USE OF SUGAR WAS IN THE HOME. As OUR 

STANDARD OF LIVING IMPROVED AND NEW TECHNIQUES IN REFRIGERATION 

AND QUICK-FREEZING WERE DEVELOPED, ENTREPRENEURS IN THE FOOD 

PREPARATION AND PACKAGING BUSINESSES WERE HARD AT WORK DEVELOPING 

PRODUCTS FOR THE MARKETPLACE WHICH NOT ONLY EASED THE LOAD ON 

THE MOTHER AND HOUSEWIFE, BUT ALSO CHANGED OUR EATING HABITS AND
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SHIFTED THE MAJOR USE OF SUGAR FROM THE HOME TO THE INDUSTRIAL

users. During this transition, the consumer was never made to

REALIZE THAT THE HIGH COST OF FOOD FOR THE FAMILY IS REALLY NOT

THE FAULT OF THE PRODUCER, AND THAT THE BENEFITS FROM THE HIGH

COSTS DO NOT ACCRUE TO THE PRODUCER, BUT RATHER TO THOSE WHO PROCESS

AND MARKET THE FOOD PRODUCTS. TRANSPORTATION TOO HAS CONTRIBUTED 

ITS FAIR SHARE TO THE COST EQUATION.

There is no question in my mind, as it must be in yours, 
I? we ARE -To HVsqRS STABILITY #WD VrRBm-n i^7Ke-SU0M 1MDVtfR>< 

THAT^A DOMESTIC SUGAR SUPPORT PROGRAM IS NECESSARY, As IT WAS

Re^eRW cy
.MADE CLEAR BY SECRETARY OF STATE.VANCE, NOT EVEN THE INTERNATIONAL

Sugar Agreement is going to ease the domestic sugar growers'

plight. In transmitting the agreement to the President on

December 24, 19/7, Secretary Vance said "—the International Sugar

Agreement represents an op^ortun-Lty, but not a guarantee, for 

STABLE AND REASONABLE PRICES. JUST AS THE AGREEMENT CANNOT 

IMMEDIATELY CURE THE DEPRESSED PRICES, IT ALSO CANNOT PREVENT 

SHORTAGES AND HIGH PRICES RESULTING FROM EXTENSIVE CROP DISASTERS." 

While the de la Garza amendment to the Food and Agriculture Act
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OF 1977 PROVIDED SOME SUPPORT FOR SUGAR, IT APPLIED ONLY TO THE 

1977 and 1978 crops. Members of Congress who saw the need tried 

to provide the necessary support for sugar in the Sugar Stabilization 

Act of 1978, but failed,

If we are to succeed in our efforts the next time we try, 

we must be able to answer the question, "why did it fail?"

There was some indication of things to come, during the 

hearings on the Sugar Stabilization Act which I conducted on May 

11th of this year, as chairman of the Senate Finance Committee's 

Subcommittee on Tourism and Sugar, Oral and written testimonies 

FROM A WIDE RANGE OF INTERESTS WERE RECEIVED AND I ZM SURE THAT 

YOU CAN IMAGINE THE VARYING DEGREES OF ACCEPTANCE OF THE BILL 

THAT WAS REPRESENTED, WHILE THERE WAS GENERAL SUPPORT FOR TITLE I 

RELATING TO THE RATIFICATION OF THE INTERNATIONAL SUGAR AGREEMENT 

(ISA), SUCH SUPPORT WAS NOT UNIVERSAL. FOR EXAMPLE, THE AMERICAN 

Farm Bureau Federation registered its reservations because it has 

TRADITIONALLY OPPOSED INTERNATIONAL COMMODITY AGREEMENTS, WHICH, 

IT FEELS, DO NOT ACCOMPLISH THEIR INTENDED PURPOSES. THE
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INDUSTRIAL USERS FAVORED THE ISAaIF NOT ACCOMPANIED BY A DOMESTIC 

PROGRAM WHICH WOULD INTERFERE WITH OR FRUSTRATE THE OBJECTIVES 

OF THE AGREEMENT AND THEY. BELI ^» THAT THE SENATE BILL WOULD DO 

JUST THAT.

The developing nations favored Title I but could not support 

OTHER PROVISIONS THAT WOULD IN ANY WAY JEOPARDIZE THEIR HISTORIC 

MARKETING ARRANGEMENTS WITH THE UNITED STATES, INCLUDING THEIR 

BENEFITS UNDER THE GENERALIZED SYSTEM OF PREFERENCES (GSP). In 

SOME CASES THE DEVELOPMENT OF THEIR SUGAR PRODUCTION BEYOND THEIR 

OWN NEEDS WAS PREDICATED UPON THE OPPORTUNITY TO EXPORT TO THE 

United States under the old sugar act, and many rely upon sugar 

EXPORTS FOR A HIGH PERCENT OF THEIR FOREIGN EXCHANGE.

The corn bloc, representing the high fructose corn sweetener 

PRODUCERS, WAS IN SUPPORT OF THE ISA AND VOICED SUPPORT FOR A 

DOMESTIC PROGRAM SO LONG AS IT DID NOT INVOLVE DIRECT PAYMENTS 

TO SUGAR PRODUCERS. ALTHOUGH THEY DID AGREE TO A 1/2 CENT PER 

POUND PAYMENT, THE 3/4 CENT PER POUND PAYMENT PROVIDED FOR IN THE 

Conference Committee compromise triggered their withdrawal of that 

SUPPORT IN THE LAST HOURS OF THE SESSION.
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Labor's support of the Sugar Stabilization Act of 1978

CAN BEST BE DESCRIBED AS AN ABSENCE OF OPPOSITION, RATHER THAN 

AN ACTIVE LOBBYING EFFORT IN SUPPORT OF IT. PERHAPS THIS IS 

UNDERSTANDABLE WHEN ONE CONSIDERS THE FACT THAT THERE ARE VERY 

FEW UNION MEMBERS INVOLVED IN THE MAINLAND SUGAR PRODUCING 

activities. While it was not specifically stated, the wage rates 

PROVIDED IN THE BILL AND WHICH LABOR FAVORED, WERE BASED UPON A 

HIGHER SUGAR PRICE OBJECTIVE THAN THAT WHICH CAME OUT OF 

CONFERENCE; AND EVEN IF THE BEET AND MAINLAND CANE PRODUCERS HAD 

ACCEPTED IT, THERE MIGHT HAVE BEEN SOME QUESTION ABOUT A 

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVAL, SINCE THE RATES EXCEEDED HIS WAGE INCREASE

GUIDELINES.

Whatever the reservations or opposition might have been,

THE FACT REMAINS THAT THE HOUSE DID PASS ITS^VERSION OF THE 

1978 Sugar Act, ahb-~so-did the Senate. The Senate even adopted

the Conference Report by a better than 2 to 1 margin. Why then did

the Conference Report fail in the House?

To find the answer to that big question, SUPPOSE WE NEED
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TO DELVE INTO WHAT TOOK PLACE IN THE CONFERENCE BETWEEN THE

House and Senate Conference Committees, As you know, I was a 

MEMBER OF THE SENATE CONFERENCE COMMITTEE, BY VIRTUE OF MY 

MEMBERSHIP IN THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE AND MY CHAIRMANSHIP 

of its Subcommittee on Sugar and Tourism,' and was not only able 

TO OBSERVE FIRST HAND, BUT ALSO TO PARTICIPATE, IN WHAT TRANSPIRED 

POWV
BEHIND CLOSED^ AS WELL I*/ OPEN .CffJWilTT^  ̂ •

To ME IT APPEARED CLEAR THAT UNLESS THE CONFEREES AGREED

ON A COMPROMISE WHICH WOULD BE ACCEPTABLE TO THE NEWLY FORMED 

COALITION WITHIN THE SUGAR INDUSTRY THE CONFERENCE REPORT WOULD 

RUN INTO DIFFICULTIES IN BOTH THE SENATE AND THE HOUSE, ESPECIALLY 

THE LATTER. So I PROPOSED.THAT THE INDUSTRY'S PROPOSAL BE ADOPTED 

by the Senate conferees and be offered as a compromise solution 

to the House conferees. The industry's proposal was an follows: 

1st year: Target market price of 15.25<> per pound, 

PLUS SUBSIDY PAYMENT OF .50C PER POUND, FOR 

A TOTAL RETURN OF 15.75£ PER POUND.

2nd year: Target market price of 16.12^ per pound, plus



.50^ PER POUND SUBSIDY, FOR A TOTAL RETURN

OF 16.62^.

3rd year: Target market price of 17.03C per pound, 

PLUS .50^ PER POUND, FOR A TOTAL RETURN OF 

17.53^ PER POUND.

Senator Russell Long, Chairman of the Senate conferees, 

IMMEDIATELY REJECTED THE PROPOSAL, SAYING THE PRESIDENT HAD SENT 

A CLEAR MESSAGE THAT HE WOULD NOT ACCEPT ANY TARGET MARKET PRICE IN 

EXCESS OF 15 CENTS. I THEN AMENDED MY PROPOSAL AND LOWERED THE 

TARGET MARKET PRICE FOR THE FIRST YEAR TO 15C A POUND AND A 

SUBSIDY PAYMENT OF .50^ A POUND. I REMINDED THE SENATE CONFEREES 

THAT THE INDUSTRY COALITION WOULD LIKELY SUPPORT A .50^ SUBSIDY 

BUT NO MORE. ...............

However, the majority.accepted Senator Long's proposal A

OF A 15C TARGET MARKET PRICE AND A .75$ SUBSIDY PAYMENT, FOR A 

TOTAL RETURN OF 15.75C PER POUND FOR THE FIRST YEAR,/M7 Z 
^PCpj) &?& ^qp^/ep//^ PtffS S"6Pp7P fatWKK.

Although the House conferees agreed to Senator Long's

PROPOSAL BY A LARGE MAJORITY, THE CORN BLOC REVOLTED AND LEFT THE
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COALITION. The REST IS NOW HISTORY; THE HOUSE ON OCTOBER 14, 1978 

IN THE WANING HOURS OF THE 95th CONGRESS REJECTED THE CONFERENCE 

Report on the Sugar Stabilization Act of 1978, thereby killing the 

PROPOSED LEGISLATION.

Now, WHAT ABOUT 1979?

Sugar legislation will no doubt be introduced early in the 

96th Congress, which convenes on January 15, 1979. Its passage 

WILL OF COURSE DEPEND UPON WHETHER OR NOT IT CAN GAIN THE SUPPORT 

OF:

1. The SUGAR INDUSTRY ITSELF, INCLUDING PRODUCERS AND 

PROCESSORS OF CANE AND BEET SUGAR.

2, The corn sweetner industry.

3. The national consumer organizations and industrial 

users.

4. Organized labor.

5. The Administration.

-10-



Support of the sugar industry itself will come as a

MATTER OF COURSE, FOR ITS VERY SURVIVAL WILL DEPEND UPON A SOUND 

DEPENDABLE PROGRAM PROJECTED INTO THE FUTURE FOR THREE OR FIVE 

YEARS.

The CORN SWEETNER industry demonstrated by its actions 

DURING THE LAST SESSION THAT IT IS WILLING TO COOPERATE WITH THE 

SUGAR INDUSTRY TOWARD THE ATTAINMENT OF COMMON GOALS.

The consumer organizations may be expected to oppose any 

SUGAR LEGISLATION WHICH WOULD PROPOSE TO RAISE THE PRICE OF SUGAR 

OVER AND ABOVE THE PREVAILING MARKET PRICE. -

Quite often the consumer groups fail to separate 'cause' 

FROM 'EFFECT' WHEN THEY COME OUT STRONGLY FOR OR AGAINST ANY 

PARTICULAR PIECE OF LEGISLATION AND THE SUGAR BILL SUFFERED 

OPPOSITION FROM THE CONSUMER FEDERATION OF AMERICA THIS YEAR, 

AS IT DID IN 1974. I DO NOT KNOW THE SOURCE OF THEIR SUPPORT 

DATA BUT CONSUMER ADVOCATES SOUNDED ^&O MUCH LIKE INDUSTRIAL 

users and Administration spokesmen. In 1974 and again this year, 

I EXPRESSED THE WISH THAT THEY WOULD GO DEEPER INTO THE STUDY OF
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SUGAR PRODUCTION IN THE UNITED STATES. As A GROUP, THEY HAVE

A VOICE THAT IS HEARD BY MEMBERS OF CONGRESS WHO REPRESENT URBAN

America and must be acknowledged. There is definitely a need for

IMPROVING RELATIONS BETWEEN THE SUGAR INDUSTRY AND CONSUMER

ORGANIZATIONS FOR A BETTER UNDERSTANDING OF THE INDUSTRY'S PROBLEMS.

The industrial consumers, too, can be expected to oppose

ANY SUGAR LEGISLATION. ALREADY THEY ARE SAYING THAT THE PRESENT
Fof»€*CX ^Lu^.'M^M^^S. 1?WFM6 TRfl^FT^^^

MARKET PRICE OF^SUGAPjWHICH STANDS AT 15,5C A POUND,PROVES WHAT

THEY HAVE BEEN SAYING — THAT THERE IS NO NEED FOR SUGAR

LEGISLATION.

P
Organized Labor's support can be exerted so long as

ACCEPTABLE MINIMUM WAGE PROVISIONS ARE INCLUDED IN THE

LEGISLATION. HOWEVER, EVERY EFFORT SHOULD BE EXISTED TO GAIN 

THEIR LOBBYISTS' ACTIVE. AND NOT PASSIVE, SUPPORT. LABOR MUST BE

MADE TO REALIZE THAT IT HAS AS MUCH A STAKE IN A VIABLE DOMESTIC

SUGAR INDUSTRY AS HAS THE INDUSTRY ITSELF.

The Carter Administration has repeatedly stated its belief

IN A VIABLE SUGAR INDUSTRY AND CAN BE EXPECTED NOT ONLY TO SUPPORT,
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BUT ALSO TO PROPOSE SUGAR LEGISLATION EARLY NEXT YEAR. ONLY TEN 

days ago, Mr. Howard W. Hjort, assistant to Agriculture Secretary 

Bob Bergland, speaking before the Florida Sugar Cooperators League, 

STATED AS FOLLOWS:

"The Administration continues to adhere to the principles 

WE VOICED DURING THE LAST SESSION OF CONGRESS. We BELIEVE IT IS 

IN THE NATIONAL INTEREST TO HAVE A VIABLE DOMESTIC SWEETNER 

INDUSTRY TO MEET MOST OF OUR REQUIREMENTS AS WELL AS A HEALTHY 

WORLD INDUSTRY WE CAN COUNT ON TO MEET THE BALANCE OF OUR 

SWEETNER NEEDS."

He also stated that "it is vital that the impacts of

POLICIES AND PROGRAMS ON OUR ECONOMY AND ON INFLATION BE CONSIDERED." 

He FURTHER DESCRIBED THE INTERNATIONAL SUGAR AGREEMENT AS THE 

CORNERSTONE OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S POLICY." He FURTHER DECLARED 

THAT "ACHIEVING RATIFICATION OF THE ISA WILL BE A TOP PRIORITY 

of the Administration."

What does this all mean? It means that congressional

SUPPORTERS OF THE SUGAR INDUSTRY WILL ONCE AGAIN LINK THE
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RATIFICATION OF THE INTERNATIONAL SUGAR AGREEMENT WITH A DOMESTIC 

SUGAR PROGRAM TO INSURE PRESIDENTIAL APPROVAL.

Furthermore, although sugar is not a commodity involved 

IN THE MULTILATERAL TRADE NEGOTIATIONS (MTN) PRESENTLY BEING 

discussed in Geneva, and the European Economic Community is not a 

SIGNATORY TO THE INTERNATIONAL SUGAR AGREEMENT, THE ADMINISTRATION 

IS RELUCTANT TO TAKE ANY ACTION THAT MIGHT JEOPARDIZE THOSE 

NEGOTIATIONS. WlTH THE DEFEAT OF THE SUGAR BILL, THE TREASURY 

Department lost the authority to continue the waiver on 

COUNTERVAILING DUTIES BEYOND THE EXPIRATION OF THAT AUTHORITY 

on January 2, 1979 — the authority to extend the waivers was 

TACKED ON TO THE SUGAR BILL AS AN AMENDMENT WHEN THE SENATE 

Finance Committee reported the bill out. Until the MTN has been 

CONCLUDED THE PRESIDENT IS NOT LIKELY TO TAKE ANY ACTION ON QUOTAS 

AND TARIFFS WHICH ARE NOT PRESENTLY IN EFFECT. THESE NEGOTIATIONS 

ARE EXPECTED TO BE CONCLUDED BY MID-DECEMBER WITH RATIFICATION 

TO COME BEFORE THE SENATE VERY SOON AFTER THE 96TH CONGRESS

CONVENES ON JANUARY 15TH. WHETHER OR NOT THIS CAN BE USED AS



LEVERAGE WITH THE ADMINISTRATION IN GETTING A NEW SUGAR PROGRAM

APPROVED REMAINS TO BE SEEN,

YOU MAY OR MAY NOT BE AWARE THAT RELATIVELY FEW BILLS ARE 

TOTALLY CONCEIVED AND DRAFTED IN THE CONGRESS. EITHER THEY ARE 

GENERATED BY THE ADMINISTRATION OR BY SOME SPECIAL INTEREST GROUP 

WITH A PROBLEM TO BE SOLVED. It IS MY HOPE THAT THE ADMINISTRATION 

WILL INITIATE A NEW BILL OUTLINING A DOMESTIC SUGAR PROGRAM WHICH 

CAN BE SUPPORTED BY ALL OF THE DISPARATE INTERESTS CONCERNED.

In THE FORESEEABLE FUTURE IT WOULD BE WELL TO KEEP SUGAR SEPARATE 

FROM THE OTHER MAJOR AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES. AS HAS BEEN THE 

CASE HISTORICALLY. THE TIME=MAY COME, HOWEVER, WHEN IT MAY 

BECOME NECESSARY TO HANDLE ALL COMMODITIES IN THE SAME BILL WITH 

SPECIAL RECOGNITION DUE EACH COMMODITY HANDLED ON ITS OWN MERITS, 

There are some who have already doomed a new.,,bill. Ihere

ARE MESSAGES IN EVERY NEWSPAPER EVERY DAY ABOUT INFLATION. THE 

President and his Administration intend to do everything possible 

TO BRING IT UNDER CONTROL. WlTH 20 NEW FACES IN THE SENATE AND
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77 in the House it is too early to get the mood of the new Congress 

BUT THE ODDS ARE THAT THEY WERE ELECTED ON THE PROMISE THAT THEY 

WOULD FIGHT INFLATION. IT IS THEREFORE REASONABLE TO BELIEVE THAT 

ANY BILL THAT EVEN HINTS OF AN INFLATIONARY EFFECT WILL BE LIKELY 

TO FAIL.

I BELIEVE THAT WE CAN PASS A DOMESTIC SUGAR PROGRAM, AND 

AS SOME OF THE KEY MEMBERS OF THE SENATE RETURN TO WASHINGTON, IN 

MY CAPACITY AS CHAIRMAN OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON SUGAR AND TOURISM 

1 WILL SEEK THEIR ASSISTANCE IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF A BILL THAT HAS 

A REASONABLE CHANCE OF SUCCESS. THAT IS A FIRM COMMITMENT.

Thank you very much for this opportunity to be with you.



"SUGAR LEGISLATION-1978 and 1979"

AN ADDRESS BY THE HONORABLE SPARK M/MATSUNAGA 

AT THE 95th ANNUAL MEETING OF THE 

HAWAIIAN SUGAR PLANTERS' ASSOCIATION 

Honolulu, Hawaii 
November 30, 1978

President Berg, officers and members of the Hawaiian Sugar 

Planters Association and guests, I very much appreciate the 

invitation to address you on the occasion of your 95th ANNUAL’ 

meeting, At each of your previous meetings, I AM certain that 

YOU HAVE FACED AND DISCUSSED MANY PROBLEMS THAT HAVE TAXED YOUR 

ABILITIES, RESOURCES AND PATIENCE; AND ALTHOUGH THE PROBLEMS 

NEVER SEEM TO GO AWAY, YOU AND YOUR PREDECESSORS MUST HAVE FACED 

THEM WITH GREAT DETERMINATION AND SOME SKILL, FOR HSPA IS STILL 

HERE. •

Your program for this morning bills me as speaking on 

"Sugar Legislation 1978 and 1979." Sugar legislation, as important 

AS IT IS TO ALL OF US, HAS ALWAYS POSED TO THE CONGRESS THE MOST 

DIFFICULT AND COMPLEX PROBLEMS, WHICH SEEM TO DEFY UNDERSTANDING,



The drafting of a bill that satisfies the interests of a very

T. m^v^? Â
DISPARATE GROUP^IS COMPLEX, GETTING ENOUGH SUPPORT FOR SUCH A

BILL TO-&FF THE CONGRESS TO PASS AND THE PRESIDENT TO SIGN IS

............................. - A^tA • -
MOST DIFFICULT AS HAS BEEN DEMONSTRATED BY OUR PAS^EFFORTS. 1

AM ^Wrf-N THAT ROGER SULLIVAN HAS GIVEN YOU A. GOOD ACCOUNT OF

WHAT TOOK PLACE IN THE 95tH CONGRESS WITH RESPECT TO THE SUGAR 

-.........................
Stabilization Act of 197& am® I will not dwell upon that history 

EXCEPT TO^Mt^OU THAT ROGER AND HIS "HWWgl'W^' COLLEAGUES, 

•v^*'>4t*dr ..................................................................
INCLUDING^ARL BERG, WORKED VERY HARD IN BRINGING TOGETHER A

COALITION OF RATHER STRANGE BEDFELLOWS IN SUPPORT OF THAT ACT

That the coalition was too fragile to survive the Senate House

Conference Committee compromise during the last hours of the

SESSION SHOULD NOT REFLECT ANY DISCREDIT UPON KARL, ROGER, AND

OTHERS WHO WORKED IN YOUR BEHALF. At A-V\t* \>«^ So ^u^td-iu^ $4*«l ^ 

SV#kI\^<* ^K^jr ^ ^L^Vo*^ Br w#s y^v^ •**<• <^ M*<S< .AC*^ .*
It is NICE TO LOOK BACK AND BASK IN THE SERENITY OF THE 90

YEARS OF STABILITY IN PRICE AND STOCKS, PROVIDED BY THE OLD SUGAR 

ACT; AND IT IS INTERESTING, THOUGH DISTURBING, TO TRACE WHAT 

HAS HAPPENED OVER THE YEARS TO BRING US TO OUR PRESENT STATE. To 

BE SURE, EACH SUCCESSIVE RENEWAL OF THE OLD SUGAR ACT SEEMED TO
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BECOME MORE^DIFFI CULT AND THE NATIONAL AND CONGRESSIONAL ATTITUDES 
. J..............

THAT LED TO THE DEFEAT OF THE RENEWAL LEGISLATION IN 1974 IS 

IMPACTING ON ALL OTHER COMMODITIES AS WELL. WHETHER'THE GRADUAL 

CHAtWES IN OUR OeCIOLOGICAL AND EC0WGWIC-A-TT4TWDLG CAUSED 

INFLATION OR WIE-RE-4HK-R^S-ULT OF FT IS frEBA4-ABL£-

SOME OF-wti HERE TODAY CAN PROBABLY, REMEMBER SEEING WOUR 

MOTHER WORKING LONG HOURS IN THE KITCHEN, CANNING FRUITS AND ' 

VEGETABLES "lN-SEASON"# PRODUCED AND PURCHASED LOCALLY, LOOKING 

TOWARD THE MONTHS AHEAD WHEN FRESH ITEMS WERE NO LONGER AVAILABLE; 

AND5W CAN l^mBifli^LY ALSO RECALL THAT DURING THAT SAME ERA MOST 

OF <OUR PUDDINGS, BREAD, PIES AND OTHER PASTRY, AS WELL AS CANDY, 

SYRUP AND LEMONADE WERE MADE RIGHT IN THE HOME KITCHEN, DURING 

THAT PERIOD THE MAJOR USE OF SUGAR WAS IN THE HOM^. As OUR 

STANDARD OF LIVING IMPROVED AND NEW TECHNIQUES IN REFRIGERATION 

AND QUICK-FREEZING WERE DEVELOPED, ENTREPRENEURS IN THE FOOD 

PREPARATION AND PACKAGING BUSINESSES WERE HARD AT WORK DEVELOPING 

PRODUCTS FOR THE MARKETPLACE WHICH NOT ONLY EASED THE LOAD ON 

THE MOTHER AND HOUSEWIFE, BUT ALSO CHANGED OUR EATING HABITS AND
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SHIFTED THE MAJOR USE OF SUGAR FROM THE HOME TO THE INDUSTRIAL 

users, During this transition, the consumer was never made to 

REALIZE THAT THE HIGH COST OF FOOD FOR THE FAMILY IS REALLY NOT 

THE FAULT OF THE PRODUCER, AND THAT THE BENEFITS FROM THE HIGH 

COSTS DO NOT ACCRUE TO THE PRODUCER, BUT RATHER TO THOSE WHO PROCESS 

AND MARKET THE FOOD PRODUCTS. TRANSPORTATION TOO HAS CONTRIBUTED 

ITS FAIR SHARE TO THE COST EQUATION. * •

There is no question in my mind, asht must be in yours, 
^ u>u mu ^o \mmu ^X-tVA4^ •>*- va#JL^k4^ ia ^t* Suy^ iVvXutJvu

THATKA domestic sugar support program is necessary. As IT WAS

£ MADE CLEAR BY SECRETARY OF StATEAVaNCE, NOT EVEN THE INTERNATIONAL 

Sugar Agreement is going to ease the domestic sugar growers' 

plight. In transmitting the agreement to the President on 

December 24, 1977, Secretary Vance said "—the International Sugar 

Agreement represents an opportunity, but not a guarantee, for 

stable and reasonable prices. Just as the agreement cannot 

immediately cure the depressed prices, it also cannot prevent 

SHORTAGES AND HIGH PRICES RESULTING FROM EXTENSIVE CROP DISASTERS." 

While the de la Garza amendment to the Food and Agriculture Act

-4-



y

OF 1977 PROVIDED SOME SUPPORT FOR SUGAR, IT APPLIED ONLY TO THE 

1977 and 1978 crops, Members of Congress who -saw the need tried 

TO PROVIDE THE NECESSARY SUPPORT FOR SUGAR IN THE SUGAR STABILIZATION 

Act of 1978, but failed,

If we are to succeed in our efforts the next time we try,

WE MUST BE ABLE TO ANSWER THE QUESTION, "WHY DID IT FAIL?"

There was some indication of things to come, during the- • 

HEARINGS ON THE SUGAR STABILIZATION ACT Wh/c*H I CONDUCTED ON MAY 

11th of this year, as chairman of the Senate Finance Committee's 

Subcommittee on Tourism and Sugar, Oral and written testimonies 

FROM A WIDE RANGE OF INTERESTS WERE RECEIVED AND I'm SURE THAT 

YOU CAN IMAGINE THE VARYING DEGREES OF ACCEPTANCE OF THE BILL 

THAT WAS REPRESENTED. WHILE THERE WAS GENERAL SUPPORT FOR TlTLE I 

RELATING TO THE RATIFICATION OF THE INTERNATIONAL SUGAR AGREEMENT 

(ISA), SUCH SUPPORT WAS NOT UNIVERSAL, FOR EXAMPLE, THE AMERICAN 

Farm Bureau Federation registered its reservations because it has 

TRADITIONALLY OPPOSED INTERNATIONAL COMMODITY AGREEMENTS, WHICH, 

IT FEELS, DO NOT ACCOMPLISH THEIR INTENDED PURPOSES, THE
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5X^Vt**€A
OF THE AGREEMENT AND THEY^BELI^

T A were
INDUSTRIAL USERS FAVORED THE ISA*IF^NOT ACCOMPANIED BY A DOMESTIC

PROGRAM WHICH WOULD INTERFERE WITH OR FRUSTRATE THE OBJECTIVES 
At^Ci^"

M THAT THE SENATE BILL WOULD DO

JUST THAT. ' .

THE DEVELOPING NATIONS FAVORED TlTLE I BUT COULD NOT SUPPORT 

OTHER PROVISIONS THAT WOULD IN ANY WAY JEOPARDIZE THEIR HISTORIC 

MARKETING ARRANGEMENTS WITH THE UNITED STATES, INCLUDING THEIR. 

BENEFITS UNDER THE GENERALIZED SYSTEM OF REFERENCES (GSP) . In 

SOME CASES THE DEVELOPMENT OF THEIR SUGAR PRODUCTION BEYOND THEIR 

OWN NEEDS WAS PREDICATED UPON THE OPPORTUNITY TO EXPORT TO THE 

United States under the old sugar act, and many rely upon sugar 

EXPORTS FOR A HIGH PERCENT OF THEIR FOREIGN EXCHANGE.

The corn bloc,- representing the high fructose corn sweetener 

PRODUCERS, WAS IN SUPPORT OF THE ISA AND VOICED SUPPORT FOR A 

DOMESTIC PROGRAM SO LONG AS IT DID NOT INVOLVE DIRECT PAYMENTS 

TO SUGAR PRODUCERS. ALTHOUGH THEY DID AGREE TO A 1/2 CENT PER 

POUND PAYMENT, THE 3/4 CENT PER POUND PAYMENT PROVIDED FOR IN THE 

Conference Committee compromise triggered their withdrawal of that 

SUPPORT IN THE LAST HOURS OF THE SESSION.



Labor's support of the Sugar Stabilization Act of 1978 

CAN BEST BE DESCRIBED AS AN ABSENCE OF OPPOSITION, RATHER THAN 

AN ACTIVE LOBBYING EFFORT IN SUPPORT OF IT. PERHAPS THIS IS 

UNDERSTANDABLE WHEN ONE CONSIDERS THE FACT THAT THERE ARE VERY 

FEW UNION MEMBERS INVOLVED IN THE MAINLAND SUGAR PRODUCING 

activities. While it was not specifically stated, the wage rates 

PROVIDED IN THE.BILL AND WHICH LABOR FAVORED, WERE BASED UPON A • 

HIGHER SUGAR PRICE OBJECTIVE THAN THAT WHICH CAME OUT OF 

CONFERENCEJ AND EVEN IF THE BEET AND MAINLAND CANE PRODUCERS HAD 

ACCEPTED IT, THERE MIGHT HAVE BEEN SOME QUESTION ABOUT A 

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVAL, SINCE THE RATES EXCEEDED HIS WAGE INCREASE

GUIDELINES.

Whatever the reservations or opposition might have been,
- o^

THE FACT REMAINS THAT THE HOUSE DID PASS ITS*VERSION OF THE 

1978 Sugar Act, *i?b-so did the Senate. The Senate even adopted 

the Conference Report by a better than 2 to 1 margin. Why then did 

the Conference Report fail in the House?

TO FIND THE ANSWER TO THAT BIG QUESTION, I SUPPOSE WE NEED



TO DELVE INTO WHAT TOOK PLACE IN THE CONFERENCE BETWEEN THE 

House and Senate Conference Committees, As you know> I was a 

MEMBER OF THE SENATE CONFERENCE COMMITTEE; BY VIRTUE OF MY 

MEMBERSHIP IN THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE AND MY CHAIRMANSHIP 

of its Subcommittee on Sugar and Tourism? and^as not only able 

TO OBSERVE FIRST HAND; BUT ALSO TO PARTICIPATE; IN WHAT TRANSPIRED 

BEHIND CLOSED; AS WELL S OPEN; '

To ME IT APPEARED CLEAR THAT UNLESS^THE CONFEREES AGREED

ON A COMPROMISE WHICH WOULD BE ACCEPTABLE TO THE NEWLY FORMED 

COALITION WITHIN THE SUGAR INDUSTRY THE CONFERENCE REPORT WOULD 

RUN INTO DIFFICULTIES IN BOTH THE SENATE AND THE HOUSE; ESPECIALLY 

THE LATTER, So I PROPOSED THAT THE INDUSTRY'S PROPOSAL BE ADOPTED 

by the Senate conferees and be offered as a compromise solution 

to the House conferees, The industry's proposal was an follows:

1st year: Target market price of 15,25$ per pound;

PLUS SUBSIDY PAYMENT OF .50^ PER POUND; FOR

A TOTAL RETURN OF 15,75$ PER POUND, 

2nd year: Target market price of 16,12^ per pound; plus



.50$ PER POUND SUBSIDY, FOR A TOTAL RETURN 

OF 16.62$. -^ ,

3rd year: Target market price of 17.03$ per pound, 

. PLUS .50$ PER POUND, FOR A TOTAL RETURN OF

17.53$ PER POUND,

Senator Russell Long, Chairman of the Senate conferees, 

IMMEDIATELY REJECTED THE PROPOSAL, SAYING THE PRESIDENT HAD SENT 

A CLEAR MESSAGE THAT HE WOULD NOT ACCEPT jANY TARGET MARKET PRICE IN 

EXCESS OF 15 CENTS. I THEN AMENDED MY PROPOSAL AND LOWERED THE 

TARGET MARKET PRICE FOR THE FIRST YEAR TO 15$ A POUND AND A 

SUBSIDY PAYMENT OF .50$ A POUND. I REMINDED THE SENATE CONFEREES 

THAT THE INDUSTRY COALITION WOULD LIKELY SUPPORT A .50$ SUBSIDY 

BUT NO MORE. 7 A
^ ^ Sw^At ^o^u-s.

However, the majority^accepted Senator Long's proposal

OF A 15^ TARGET MARKET PRICE AND A .75^ SUBSIDY PAYMENT, FOR A 

TOTAL RETURN OF 15.75$ PER POUND FOR THE FIRST YEAR. 0*A X <**6 
jp^CtA '.aU Su^e^A-'v^ A^b ^Vr*Xl ^WYoweX.

Although the House conferees agreed to Senator Long's

PROPOSAL BY A LARGE MAJORITY, THE CORN BLOC REVOLTED AND LEFT THE
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COALITION. The REST IS NOW HISTORY; THE HOUSE ON OCTOBER 14, 1978 
7

IN THE WANING HOURS OF THE 95TH CONGRESS REJECTED THE CONFERENCE

Report on the Sugar Stabilization Act of 1978, thereby killing the 

/ PROPOSED LEGISLATION,

NOW, WHAT ABOUT 1979?

Sugar legislation will no doubt be introduced early in the

96th Congress, which convenes on January 15, 19/9. Its passage 
...... . f *

WILL OF COURSE DEPEND UPON WHETHER OR NOT IT CAN GAIN THE SUPPORT

of:

1. The SUGAR INDUSTRY ITSELF, INCLUDING PRODUCERS AND 

PROCESSORS OF CANE AND BEET SUGAR.

2, The corn sweetner industry.

3. The national consumer organizations and industrial 

- USERS,

4. Organized labor.

5. The Administration,

6. The news media editors,

-10-



Support of the sugar industry itself will come as a 

MATTER OF COURSE, FOR ITS VERY SURVIVAL WILL DEPEND/ UPON A SOUND 

DEPENDABLE PROGRAM PROJECTED INTO THE FUTURE FOR THREE OR FIVE

^/ YEARS.

The CORN SWEETNER INDUSTRY demonstrated by its actions 

DURING THE LAST SESSION THAT IT IS WILLING TO COOPERATE WITH THE 

SUGAR INDUSTRY TOWARD THE ATTAINMENT OF COMMON GOALS.

The consumer organizations may se1 expected to oppose any 

SUGAR LEGISLATION WHICH WOULD PROPOSE TO RAISE THE PRICE OF SUGAR 

OVER AND ABOVE THE PREVAILING MARKET PRICE. -

Quite often the consumer groups fail to separate cause 

FROM 'EFFECT7 WHEN THEY COME OUT STRONGLY FOR OR AGAINST ANY 

PARTICULAR PIECE OF LEGISLATION AND THE SUGAR BILL SUFFERED 

OPPOSITION FROM THE CONSUMER FEDERATION OF AMERICA THIS YEAR, 

AS IT DID IN 1974. I DO NOT KNOW THE SOURCE^WOTHE IR SUPPORT 

DATA BUT CONSUMER ADVOCATES SOUNDED VERY MUCH LIKE INDUSTRIAL 

users and Administration spokesmen. In 1974 and again this year 

I EXPRESSED THE WISH THAT THEY WOULD GO DEEPER INTO THE STUDY OF
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SUGAR PRODUCTION IN THE UNITED STATES, As A GROUP, THEY HAVE

A VOICE THAT IS HEARD BY MEMBERS OF CONGRESS WHO REPRESENT URBAN 

America and must be acknowledged. There is definitely a need for 

IMPROVING RELATIONS BETWEEN THE SUGAR INDUSTRY AND CONSUMER

ORGANIZATIONS FOR A BETTER UNDERSTANDING OF THE INDUSTRY'S PROBLEMS.

The INDUSTRIAL CONSUMERS, TOO, CAN BE EXPECTED TO OPPOSE

ANY SUGAR LEGISLATION, ALREADY THEY ARE SAYING THAT THE PRESENT

MARKET PRICE OFN SuGAR^WHI CH STANDS AT 15.9t A POUND PROVES WHAT

THEY HAVE BEEN SAYING — THAT THERE IS NO NEED FOR SUGAR

LEGISLATION,

Organized Labor's support can be u$mT^ so long as

ACCEPTABLE MINIMUM WAGE PROVISIONS ARE INCLUDED IN THE 

LEGISLATION. HOWEVER, EVERY EFFORT SHOULD BE EXPECTED TO GAIN 

THEIR LOBBYISTS' ACTIVE, AND NOT PASSIVE, SUPPORT. LABOR MUST BE 

MADE TO REALIZE THAT IT HAS AS MUCH A STAKE IN A VIABLE DOMESTIC 

SUGAR INDUSTRY AS HAS THE INDUSTRY ITSELF.

The Carter Administration has repeatedly stated its belief

IN A VIABLE SUGAR INDUSTRY AND CAN BE EXPECTED NOT ONLY TO SUPPORT,
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BUT ALSO TO PROPOSE SUGAR LEGISLATION EARLY NEXT YEAR. ONLY TEN 

days ago, Mr, Howard W. Hjort, assistant to Agriculture Secretary 

Bob Bergland, speaking before the Florida Sugar Cooperators League, 

STATED AS FOLLOWS:

"The Administration continues to adhere to the principles 

WE VOICED DURING THE LAST SESSION OF CONGRESS. We BELIEVE IT IS 

IN THE NATIONAL ^INTEREST TO HAVE A VIABLE DOMESTIC SWEETNER ' 

INDUSTRY TO MEET MOST OF OUR REQUIREMENTS AS WELL AS A HEALTHY 

WORLD INDUSTRY WE CAN COUNT ON TO MEET THE BALANCE OF OUR 

SWEETNER NEEDS."

He also stated that "it is vital that the impacts of

POLICIES AND PROGRAMS ON OUR ECONOMY AND ON INFLATION BE CONSIDERED." 

He FURTHER DESCRIBED THE INTERNATIONAL SUGAR AGREEMENT AS THE 

CORNERSTONE OF.THE ADMINISTRATION'S POLICY." He FURTHER DECLARED 

THAT "ACHIEVING RATIFICATION OF THE ISA WILL BE A TOP PRIORITY 

of the Administration."

What does this all mean? It means that congressional

SUPPORTERS OF THE SUGAR INDUSTRY WILL ONCE AGAIN LINK THE



RATIFICATION OF THE INTERNATIONAL SUGAR AGREEMENT WITH A DOMESTIC 

SUGAR PROGRAM TO INSURE PRESIDENTIAL APPROVAL, 

Furthermore, although sugar is not a commodity involved 

IN THE MULTILATERAL TRADE NEGOTIATIONS (MTN) PRESENTLY BEING 

discussed in Geneva, and the European Economic Community is not a 

SIGNATORY TO THE INTERNATIONAL SUGAR AGREEMENT, THE ADMINISTRATION 

IS RELUCTANT TO TAKE ANY ACTION THAT MIGHT JEOPARDIZE THOSE •

NEGOTIATIONS, WlTH THE DEFEAT OF THE SUGAR §TlL, THE TREASURY 

Department lost the authority to continue the waiver on 

COUNTERVAILING DUTIES BEYOND THE EXPIRATION OF THAT AUTHORITY 

on January 2, 1979 -- the authority to extend the waivers was 

TACKED ON TO THE SUGAR BILL AS AN AMENDMENT WHEN THE SENATE 

Finance Committee reported the bill out. Until the MTN has been 

CONCLUDED THE PRESIDENT IS NOT LIKELY TO TAKE ANY ACTION ON QUOTAS 

AND TARIFFS WHICH ARE NOT PRESENTLY IN EFFECT. THESE NEGOTIATIONS 

ARE EXPECTED TO BE CONCLUDED BY MID-DECEMBER WITH RATIFICATION 

TO COME BEFORE THE SENATE VERY SOON AFTER THE 96tH CONGRESS 

CONVENES ON JANUARY 15tH . WHETHER OR NOT THIS CAN BE USED AS 
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LEVERAGE WITH THE ADMINISTRATION IN GETTING A NEW SUGAR PROGRAM 

APPROVED REMAINS TO BE SEEN, /

YOU MAY OR MAY NOT BE AWARE THAT RELATIVELY FEW BILLS ARE 

TOTALLY CONCEIVED AND DRAFTED IN THE CONGRESS, EITHER THEY ARE ' 

GENERATED BY THE ADMINISTRATION OR BY SOME SPECIAL INTEREST GROUP 

WITH A PROBLEM TO BE SOLVED. It IS MY HOPE THAT THE ADMINISTRATION 

WILL INITIATE A NEW BILL OUTLINING A DOMESTIC SUGAR PROGRAM WHICH 

CAN BE SUPPORTED BY ALL OF THE DISPARAGE INTERESTS CONCERNED. 

In THE FORESEEABLE FUTURE IT WOULD BE WELL TO KEEP SUGAR SEPARATE 

FROM THE OTHER MAJOR AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES AS HAS BEEN THE 

CASE HISTORICALLY. The TIME MAY COME, HOWEVER, WHEN IT MAY 

BECOME NECESSARY TO HANDLE ALL COMMODITIES IN THE SAME BILL WITH 

SPECIAL RECOGNITION DUE EACH COMMODITY HANDLED ON ITS OWN MERITS.

There are some who have already doomed a new*bill, There 

ARE MESSAGES IN EVERY NEWSPAPER EVERY DAY ABOUT INFLATION. THE 

President and his Administration intend to do everything possible 

to bring it under control, With 20 new faces in the Senate and
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77 in the House it is too early to get the mood of the new Congress 
. 7

BUT THE ODDS ARE THAT THEY WERE ELECTED ON THE PROMISE THAT THEY

WOULD FIGHT INFLATION. It IS THEREFORE REASONABLE TO BELIEVE THAT

-/ ANY BILL THAT EVEN HINTS OF AN INFLATIONARY EFFECT WILL BE LIKELY

TO FAIL.

I BELIEVE THAT WE CAN PASS A DOMESTIC SUGAR PROGRAM, AND

AS SOME OF THE KEY MEMBERS OF THE SENATE RETURN TO WASHINGTON, IN

MY CAPACITY AS CHAIRMAN OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON SUGAR AND TOURISM

I WILL SEEK THEIR ASSISTANCE IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF A BILL THAT HAS

A REASONABLE CHANCE OF SUCCESS. THAT IS A FIRM COMMITMENT.

Thank you very much for this opportunity to be with you.

###


