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statutes such as that allowing recipients of
a. federal loan for nursing education to be
relleved of part of their obligation if they are
employed by a voluntary hospital (to get
some of these people, differentials had to be
paid).

The above areas, while important, are
minor compared to our goals in the future.

We are currently evaluating an original
comprehensive national health dellvery sys
tem. It wlll retain elements of the individ
uallty'that have played the most progressive
role in the progress of medicine, as well as
allowing all citizens freedom of choice, access
to care, and protection from family-shatter
ing health catastrophies. In addition, it wlll
not make promises of services }t cannot
deliver.

As you may have gathered from foregoing
material, we have plana in the making for
prospective reimbursement and utilization
review quite different from some submitted
as "the" method which will be enacted into
law. We have indicated support of the con
cept of Health Maintenance Organizations as
a suggested method of increasing the delivery
capability of medicine, provided the final
guidellnes and regulwtlons show this can
produce the desired result without reducln!'l
quality of care. We will share the best we
COllectively have to offer for the development
of any wor~!libiesystem.

One final, logical, question should be:
"What motivates a Mayo-trained physi

cian, with training received In the gxeatest
teaching center of the world. to become
involved In the politics of qUality health
care?" The answer is quite simple: In patient
care, the word "quality" Is supreme; if it is
to be maintained, all knowledgeable physi
cians must In concert strive to see that it is
not legislatively compromised.

The Federation of American Hospitals be
lieves In a pluralistic approach and solicits
constructive criticism of its policies and posi
tions. We also believe the time has come
when physicians and hospitals must listen to
an aroused publlc, then lead in development
of a health delivery system Which will pro
vide the necessary quallty care through the
initiative and imagination of private
enterprise.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

AMENDMENT OF THE FEDERAL
MEAT INSPECTION ACT AND
THE POULTRY PRODUCTS IN
SPECTION ACT
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

STEVENSON). Under the previous order,
the Chair lays before the Senate S. 1316,
which will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A blll (S. 1316) to amend section 301 of the

Federal Meat Inspection Act, as amended, so
as to Increase from 50 to 80 per centum the
a.mount that may be paid as the Federal Gov
ernment's share of the costs of any coopera
tive meat inspection program carried out by
any State under such section,

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill, which had been reported from the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
with amendments on page 1, after line 6,
insert a new section, as follows:

SEC. 2. The second sentence of paragraph
(3) of section 5(a) of the Pouitry Products
Inspection Act, as amended (21 U.S.C. 454
(a) (3» ,is amended by striking out "50 per
centum" and inserting in lieu thereof "80
per centum".

On page 2, at the beginning of line 3,
change the section number from "2" to
"3"; and, in the same line, after the
amendment just above stated, strike out
"The amendment made by the first sec
tion of" and insert "The amendments
made by"; so as to make the bill read:

Be it enactect by the Senate and House Of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
second sentence of paragraph (3) of section
301(0.) of the Federal Meatlnspectlon Act,
as amended (21 U.S.C. 661(0.) (3»), Is
amended by striking out "50 per centum"
and Inserting in lieu thereof "SO per cen
tum",

SEC. 2. The second sentence of paragraph
(3) of section 5(0.) of the Poultry Products
Inspection Act, as amended (21 U.S.C. 454(a)
(3) ), is amended by striking out "50 per cen
tum" and inserting in lieu thereof "SO per
centum".

SEC. 3. The amendments made by this Act
Shall be effective beginning with the fiscal
year which begins July 1, 1971.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time on
this bill is limited to 1 hour, the time to
be equally divided and controlled by the
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS) and
the Senator from Georgia (Mr. TAL
MADGE) •

Who yields time?
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the committee
amendments be considered and agreed
to en bloc, and that the bill as thus
amended be regarded for purposes of
amendment as original text.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the pur
pose of this bill is to raise the Federal
contribution to the maintenance of State
meat inspection programs from 50 per
cent, as it is now, to 80 percent. This
would apply not only to the meat inspec
tion programs but also to the poultry in
spection programs.

The present law provides that a State
may mainta4n a meat inspection or poul
try inspection program if it meets the
standards set by the Federal act and if
the Federal Government finds that the
State's program is equivalent to the Fed
eral program. Under that program, most
of the States conduct a State meat in
spection program as well as a poultry
inspection program,

In the Meat Inspection Act of 1967 was
a provision that if a State chose to dis
continue its meat inspection program, the
Federal Government would take it over.
In that case, of course, 100 percent of the
cost would fall upon the Federal Govern
ment. We are living in days when the
States are facing many bUdgetary prob
lems. Some States already have elected
to discontinue their meat inspection
programs.

It is believed that if this Federal con
tlibution was raised from its present 50
percent to 80 percent, the States would
refrain from discontinuing their meat
inspection programs and that thus, very
likely, it would save money for the Fed
eral Government. That is the purpose
of this bill.

I need not take time to state how im
portant it is to have the States share in
this program and how they can do a job
equivalent to the Federal system and

at the same time tailor the operation of
their inspection programs to meet the
needs of their smaller communities and
their smaller processors.

I have no request for time. I reserve
the remainder of my time, and I yield
the floor.

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield myself such
time as I may require.

Mr. President, this bill was introduced
by the Senator from Nebraska for him
self and other Senators. Hearings were
held on it by the Subcommittee on Agri
cultural Research and General Legisla
tion of the Committee on Agriculture
'and Forestry and it was generally favored
by witnesses.

Enactment of the bill should result in
some savings in costs to the Federal Gov
ernment for meat inspection. At present
under title III of the Federal Meat In
spection Act and section 5 of the Poultry
Products Inspection Act the Secretary
of Agriculture is authorized to pay up to
50 percent of the cost of State inspec
tion programs. In the absence of such
State programs, the Federal Government
would be required to perform the inspec
tion work itself and to bear 100 percent
of the cost. The bill would increase the
amount the Secretary would be au
thorized to pay toward State programs
to 80 percent, thereby encouraging States
to continue in this work and to continue
to bear 20 percent of the cost. In the ab
sence of this legislation it appears likely
thUit many, if not most, States would dis
continue these programs.

I therefore urge the passage of the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield,
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I rise to

support legislation which would increase
the Federal contribution to State meat
and poultry inspection costs from 50 to
80 percent.

In my judgment, Mr. President, the
partnership which has developed be
tween the States and the Federal Gov
ernment in regard to establishing a
sound and efficient inspection system has
yielded impressive results. In the short
time since the passage of the Wholesome
Meat Ad, nearly all of the States have
developed inspection systems equal or
superior to the standards required by the
Federal Government. This is indeed a
gratifying development, and will cer
tainly go a long way toward upholding
the public's confidence in the quality of
meat which it purchases.

Yet, Mr. President, I believe that in
order to uphold standards and insure
that future needs are met, we must pro
vide a better incentive so that the States
can continue to meet the growing de
mand for quality inspection standards.
With the increasingly tighter economic
situation, States caught in a fiscal
squeeze will be forced to terminate. in
spection programs. If we are to continue
this partnership, which, I feel, is sound
and needed, then an increased funding
on the Federal level is necessary. The
Department of Agriculture is confident
that an 80-20 funding basis will permit
most of the States to continue their pro-
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grams. I am gratified that the distin
guished chairman of the Senate Subcom
mittee on Agricultural Research and
General Legislation has also seen the ne
cessity of this bill, and I urge its imme
diate passage.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page one, between linlls six and seven,
add the following new section and number:

"SEC. 1. Subparagraph (5) of section 301
(c) of such Act (21 U.S.C. 661 (c) (2) Is
amended as follows: 'notwithstanding any
other provisions of this Act, carcasses, parts
thereof, meat and meat food products pre
pared under State inspection at any estab
lishment in any State, not deSignated under
this paragraph (c), in accordance with re
qUirements which the Secretary has deter
mined are at least equal to those under titles
I and IV of this Act, shall be ellgib1e for dis
tribution in commerce (including entry into
any establishment at which dnspection is
maintained under title I) upon the same
basis !Ill carcasses, parts thereof, meat and
meat food products inspected under title I,
when they are marked under such supervi
sion and other conditions as the Secretary
may by regulation prescribe, with a combined
State-Federal official inspection legend.' "

On page 1, line 7, strike out "Section 2"
and insert in lieu thereof "SEC. 3."

On page 2, line 3, strike out "Section 3"
and insert in lieu thereof "SEC. 4."

On page 2, line 4, strike out "The amend
ments made by" and insert in lieu thereof
"The amendments made by the first and
third sections of."

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, one of
the paradoxes of our economic situation
today is that there is a "plethora. of
plenty" of food, but meat is very ex
pensive. This is pointed out in an article
in the Washington Evening Star, July 21,
1971, in a section on food, written by
Marian Burros, which talks about the
"Plethora of Plenty." I ask unanimous
consent to have the article printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
{From the Washington Star, July 21, 1971]

PLETHORA OF PLENTY

(By Marian Burros)
As unlikely as it may seem, when almost

everything is going up in price, there are
some marvelous food buys awaiting the
canny shopper.

It isn't easy to ferret out these bargains;
it takes time and patience and it certainly
means cooking instead of tossing the package
in a pot.

But it's worth it all around: Better tasting
meals, more attractive looking and less
expensive.

This year fresh, frozen and canned salmon
is a bargain, relatively speaking, that is.
Turkeys are cheaper, too, and they are so
versatile.

Rice, black olives, cranberry sauce, plums
are on the plentiful list put out by the De
partment of AgriCUlture for July and August.

Summer fruits and vegetables, like
peaches, cantaloupes, watermelons, cucum
bers, green peppers and green beans either
are or Will, in the next few weeks, be priced
well.

Consider some new ways of using these
food bargains and notice the drop in your

food expenditures when you el1mlnate con
venience prodUCts from your shopping list.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the ar
ticle points out that meat is the most
expensive item in the American diet to
day. Of course, it does not take the Star
to tell us that meat is expensive. We do
not have to go beyond an article in a
newspaper. We can look at the shopping
pages and look at the prices and they
will tell us what is happening to the cost
of living and the price of meat. Meat is
the most expensive item on the Ameri
can table today-and every American
housewife knows it.

Look at the advertisements from the
food chains-Jumbo, Acme, Safeway,
Giant-look at the prices, the "bargain"
prices of meat.

Mr. President, my amendment would
simply go to the heart of one of the big
problems of the American housewife in
providing food for the table for her hus
and and children-the cost of meat.

We are restricting the meat market.
We are doing it in the name of sanitary
standards. We all support the highest
possible sanitary standards. We all sup
port the highest health quality stand
ards for meat. But when we utilize the
standards to restrict the meat market,
to limit the quantity, without improving
the quality, then we are serving a few
selfish interests and not the interests of
the American housewife who has to go
to the grocery store and use the diminish
ing dollar to feed her family.

That is exactly what the pending
amendment is all about. This is an
amendment which, No. I, looks to a
larger supply of healthful and whole
some meat for the country, because it
looks toward upgrading the State sys
tems of inspection in everyone of the 50
States to the high level which has been
attained by the Federal meat inspection
program.

If we do not adopt the pending amend
ment, there will be very little incentive
in some States to upgrade State in
spected butcher shops-very little. There
will be a laggard interest in it.

So that, in fact, those who acquire
their meat from these sources may not
get meat as good as they could have if
this amendment were adopted, which
would give an incentive in every one of
the 50 states to upgrade their State
systems.

So that what we are talking about is
more meat, a larger quantity of meat,
produced at a higher level of whole
someness and healthfulness, for the
American consuming public. It is as
simple as that.

Under the present system, the only
meat going into interstate commerce
is that which comes from federally
inspected packing plants. This restricts
the market. It does not take an econo
mist to understand the economics of the
problem.

We have one group of people over here
who have a corner on the interstate
market and they want to keep it. If we
do not r.dopt the pending amendment,
they will keep it.

We have over here a number of small
businessmen who are willing to comply

with the highest standards of sanitation
and health protection.

We also have the consuming public,
which has a crying need for some relief
from the high cost of living.

Unless we adopt this amendment, we
will not give them that relief, but will
leave the situation as it is; namely, meat
sales being the prerogative, SO far as the
interstate market is concerned, of those
few who are in the federally inspected
system.

Mr. President, there is a question here
of equity to certain American small
businessmen in various States. I am
proud to say that Maryland is one of
those States. We were told that if we will
upgrade the State inspection system,
and if the local small businessmen in
the meat bUsiness will upgrade their
facilities so that they are equivalent and
equal to the Federal system, their prod
ucts will be given equality with those in
the industry who are now within the
Federal inspection program.

A great many small businessmen in
Maryland and in 46 other States went
out and hocked everything they had to
raise money to upgrade their plants and
make them sanitary and wholesome, and
to make their products equally whole
some with those purchased from Federal
plants.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Maryland yield briefly,
while a number of Senators are in the
Chamber, so that the yeas and nays may
be ordered on the amendment?

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield for that pur
pose.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the amend
ment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the Sena

tor for yielding.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the

Senator also advise the Chair whether
he is asking unanimous consent that his
amendments be considered en bloc?

Mr. MATHIAS. Yes; I make such a
request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MATHIAS. Certainly; I am happy
to yield to the distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma.

Mr. BELLMON. I have been very much
interested in the Senator's remarks. I
was serving as Governor of the State of
Oklahoma when the Wholesome Meat
Inspection Act was passed. Our State
made extraordinary efforts to see that
our State meat inspection plants met the
Federal standards. It was the under
standing at that time that when the
standards were met, these products could
move in interstate commerce.

Is the Senator from Maryland speak
ing about meat from State plants that
do comply with U.S. standards for whole
some meat?

Mr. MATHIAS. The Senator is correct.
During his administration in Oklahoma,
he saw personally what could be done to
upgrade this system so as to make cer
tain that the State system of standards
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was equal to U.S. standards of inspection.
The consumer is thus fully protected and
receives a double benefit, because there is
a greater supply of meat, which tends to
lower the price of inspected meat. The
supply of meat inspected according to
Federal standards will be much larger.

Mr. BELLMaN. There is no jeopardy
to consumers because the quality of meat
is of standards prescribed by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture.

Mr. MATHIAS. Under the amendment,
no meat would be certified by the Depart
ment of Agriculture orby the people who
operate the federal system which was
not fully equal in quality to the meat cer
tified under the federal system.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Maryland has ex
pired.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Nebraska yield me 10 ad
ditional minutes?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield 10 additional
minutes to the Senator from Maryland
on the amendment.

Mr. BELLMaN. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yiel.d?

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield.
Mr.' BELLMaN. I should like to ask

the Senator whether meat processed in
foreign countries, such as Mexico, Poland,
or Australia, does not come into this
country and move in interstate com
merce?

Mr. MATHIAS. As the Senator from
Oklahoma well knows, it does. One can
go into any chainstore in the country
and buy a Polish ham or any other for
eign meat product.

Mr. BELLMaN. The way the law is
presently being administered, it seems to
me, is gross discrimination against State
inspection plants. Foreign meat products,
such as meat from Poland, may move in
interstate commerce, but meat inspected
in State plants that conform to Federal
standards may not move in interstate
comnlerce.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the Sen
ator is exactly correct. I would like to
make the further point that there is no
way in the world that the Department of
Agriculture in the Federal Meat Inspec
tion program can oversee what is hap
pening in Denmark, Poland, Mexico or
wherever. However, under the pending
bill, there would be continued oversight
over every one of the State systems if
they all were to come under it. So, we
would have a very real operation of the
federal system.

I would also point out to the Senator
from Oklahoma that this is a program
which has the endorsement of the ad
ministration.

Mr. President, I ask unaninlous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a let
ter from the Department of Agriculture
commenting in approval on the proposal
embodied in the amendment.

There bemg no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
OF.FICE OF THE SECRETARY,

Washington, D.C., June 28, 1971.
Hon. HERMAN E. TALMADGE,
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture .and

Forestry, U.S. Senate.
DEAR Mit. CHAntMAN: This is in response to

your letter of·Ma.roh 25. 1971, requeetlng a

report on S. 1316, a bUl to amend the Fed
eral Meat Inspection Act to increase from 50
to 80 percent the Federal Government's share
of the costs of cooperative meat inspection
programs carried out by the states.

The Department supports this bill provid
ed it is amended to incorporate the basic pro
visions of S. 1932 introduced by Senator
Mathias, S. 1932 would permit State estab
lishments having "equal to" inspection to
move their products in interstate commerce
and to federally inspected establishments,
with a combined State-Federal official inspec
tion legend. The combination of these two
measures will create strong incentives for
States, which have developed inspection sys
tems equal to the Federal. to continue to op
erate and improve these systems.

FEDERAL-STATE COST SHARING

Since late 1967, when the Federal Meat In
spection Act was amended by the Whole
some Meat Act, some 44 States have devel
oped meat inspection programs equal to the
Federal program. Nearly all of these States
had grossly inadequate meat il1&pection pro
grams 3 years ago. That they have been £tible
to develop effective inspection programs in
such a short period of time is a remarkable
achievement. And most important. it clearly
demonstrates their comm1tment to the part
nership approa,ch to government that Con
gess has supported.
. Unfortunately. the Wholesome Meat Act

provides no incentive for States to continue
their meat inspection programs; in fact. it
provides a financial disincentive. A State
must now bear 50 percent of the cost of car
rying out its meat inspection program. But
this cost may be t,otally eliminated simply
by turning the program over to us. With the
financial bind that is prevalent in state gov
ernment everywhere. many Governors and
legislatures are contemplating doing Just
that.

The issue is now under debate in Nebraska,
and legislators from that State have in
formed us that several other Midwestern
States expect to follow Nebraska's lead in
this matter. California has notified us that
if the funding formula is not changed, the
State will not be able to continue its mea,t
inspection program beyond fiscal year 1972.
Similar public comments have been made by
the Directors of Agriculture in Washington
and Wisconsin. Our Meat Inspection Advisory
Committee (which is composed of repre
sentatives of State Departments of AgriCUl
ture) recently passed a resoiution support
ing an increase in Federal funding to not
less than 80 percent of the cost of State
inspection programs.

We are qUite confident that on an 80-20
funding basis most States wl11 continue their
programs. We are equally confident that there
will be a rapid decline in the number of State
inspection programs under the present 50-50
ratio.

On the basis of 44 "equal to" States, total
State inspection costs during fiscal year 1972
are estimated at $53.2 million. The Federal
share of this, under the 50-50 formula. will
be $26.6 million. Under the proposed 80-20
formula. Federal costs would be $42.6 million
-an increase of $16.0 mlllion, but consider
abiy less than the cost of 100 percent funding
that will be required if states begin to ter
minate their inspection programs.

The same funding problems exist in States
that are developing pOUltry inspection pro
grams. Therefore. we recommend the POUltry
Products Inspection Act also be amended to
refiect financing in accordance v.ith an 80-20
formula.

Attached is a table refiecting total Federal
and State costs for operations of State meat
and poultry programs under the 50-50 and
80-20 sharing formulas.
EQUAL TREATMENT FOR STATE-INSPECTED MEAT

Title In of the Federal Meat Inspection
Act clearly indicates that it was the intent
of Congress to give the States an opportunity

to protect the consumer in that portion of
the meat supply produced in plants operating
in intrastate commerce. Only if the States
failed to act was the Federal Government to
step in and assume direct responsibility for
inspection. We wholeheartedly agree with
this State-Federal partnership approach be
cause it encourages local initiative, decen
trallzes decisionmaking, and discourages
growth to unmanageable proportiOns of the
Federai Establishment.

The Federal Meat Inspection Act allows
meat from foreign establishments, produced
under an approved foreign system at least
equal to our Federal system, to move freely
in interstate commerce throughout the
United States. Therefore, products inspected
by States. which provide inspection equal to
the Federal system, should be allowed to
move freely in interstate commerce. Afford
ing a lesser status to an approved State sys
tem seems unfair and unnecessary. Incorpo
ration of the provisions of S. 1932 would
ellminate these particular inequities which
now exist in the intrastate inspection meat
inspection systems.

There would be no significant additional
costs associated with enactment of the pro
visions of S. 1932.

These proopsed amendments would have
no significant impact on the qUality of the
environment.

The Office of Management and Budget ad
vises that there is no objection to the pres
entation of this report from the standpoint
of the administration's program.

Sincerely,
CLIFFORD M. HARDIN.
Secretary Of Agriculture.

Mr. BELLMaN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I might
read at this point a portion of the letter.
It is addressed to the chairman of the
committee under date of June 28, 1971.
The letter states in part:

The Department supports this bill pro
vided it is amended to incorporate the basic
provisions of S. 1932 introduced by Senator
Mathias. S. 1932 would permit State estab
lishments haVing "equal to" inspection to
move their products in interstate commerce
and to federally inspected establishments.
with a combined State-Federal official in
spection legend.

In fact, the Department's approval of
the total bill was predicated upon the in
clusion of the provisions of this amend
ment. And it is a fair amendment.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, will the
senator yield?

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield.
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I have had

a hard time understanding the situation.
I wish that the Senator from Maryland
would explain for me how it is that we
will allow this to a foreign government,
where their inspection is equal to the
USDA inspection, but we Will not allow
it to our own State governments. I have
an awfully hard time explaining that to
a person in Florida with a plant that has
received approval. He has a plant that is
equal to and therefore does not require
Federal inspection. I have a hard time
explaining that to the State officials.

They have worked the state plants up
to where they are equal to, and then they
see foreign beef coming in here that is
not inspected, and that is for what we
say is a valid reason, that that inspection
is equal to the inspection here. I wonder
if the senator could help me out of that
dilemma.

Mr. MATHIAS. I have the same
dilemma.. Why do we allow the meat-
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:packer in Poland or Denmark, over
whom there is no possibility of any over
sight inspection of meat, to do this and
yet say to the State of Maryland or Flor
ida, which has also complied:

Although you have been certified, al
though your meat inspection systems have
been declared to be equivalent and as good
as the Federal system, we will not let your
goods into interstate commerce.

Mr. CHILES. It sounds like it is equal
but not quite equal enough.

Mr. MATHIAS. As the Senator well
recognizes, this is not a situation that
holds logically. We have to look for oth
er grounds. The sufferers are the small
producers that cannot get into inter
state commerce. They suffer. But we
know that the real sufferers are the peo
ple who pay these plices for meat, be
cause their access to the real reservoir
of meat products in the country is artifi
cially limited. There was a time when
the State inspection was not as good and
when they were not producing meat un
der the same sanitary conditions as other
places. We know that. We have to be
realistic. However, we have to update our
thinking on this matter.

Mr. CHILES. The Senator from Mary
land thinks there would be actually more
competition if we allowed plants in the
State of Maryland and the State of Flor
ida-and we have plants in our State
where the inspection is equal-to be able
to ship in interstate commerce. There
would actually be more competition than
now where they have to go to the expense
of having a Federal inspection of the
food operations.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I take it
that by admitting to interstate commerce
meat products produced in wholly equal
State-inspected plants, those prodUCts
are just as wholesome and just as health
ful and would increase the total supply
of meat available to the Amelican house
wife; and she, in turn, if the law of sup
ply and demand has not totally evapo
rated in this day and age, would benefit
from the competition in the marketplace.

Mr. CHILES. The Senator thinks it
would be easier for the little man to get
into the meat business if he felt his orig
inal investment would not be so high and
that this might encourage a person to
get into the business.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I do
not think it takes very much imagination
to realize how difficult it would be to start
another Swift or another Armour Co.
under modern conditions. It would even
be tough for little plants to start, because
if they are going to meet these high
standards which are now required, and
""ill continue to be required under the
amendment-which incidentally will be
assisted by the Federal Government-it
is going to require capital. But it will cer
tainlY be possible and easier under the
pending amendment for a man to go into
the business than it would be without it.

Mr. CHILES. The Senator from Mary
land said that if we could not find logi~

cal reasons why this would be so, we
would have to find other reasons. I have
not found those as yet. I wonder if the
Senator could tell me if he has found
other reasons.

Mr. MATHIAS. I think the Senator

from Florida knows that one of the
rules of logic in the case of a ques
tion, the answer to which eludes one,
is to ask who benefits. Who benefits
in this case? It is those who presently
monopolize the interstate meat market
and they do not want to share it. I think
that is where the difficulty arises in get
ting what is otherwise a very equitable
and desirable amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator's time has expired. Who yields
time?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Georgia is recognized.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, we
considered this amendment in the Com
mittee on AgriCUlture and Forestry and
we rejected it.

First, there is no need to provide for
State inspection of meat moving in inter
state commerce. Packing plants prepar
ing any part of their output for inter
state commerce have been subject to
Federal inspection since 1907; and Fed
eral inspection is available to any such
plant that can meet the requirements
of the Federal Meat Inspection Act. Dur
ing the same period, to the extent that
State meat inspection services have been
available, they have been restricted to
plants producing only for consumption
within the State.

I wish to say to the distinguished
Senator from Florida, this situation is
not in any way comparable to the situa
tion with respect to imported meats.
Federal inspection is not available in
foreign countries. Meat produced by
foreign packing companies can be im
ported into the United States only if in
spected under a foreign system at least
equal to the U.S. system.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. TALMADGE. I am delighted to
yield to the Senator from Florida.

Mr. CHILES. Is the question here
whether inspection could be available?

Mr. TALMADGE. The question in
volved is that the United States simply
has no jurisdiction in a foreign country
and could not exercise jurisdiction. We
simply must set up some system that
accepts the foreign inspection service,
and that is what we have done in this
instance. But we do have jurisdiction
over 50 States and we mandate Federal
inspection if they ship in interstate com
merce in this country.

Mr. CHILES. What the Senator has
not explained is: Where are the rights
of the people? Are we just organized to
put another burden on the people in our
States that we cannot place on foreign
people? The Senator has not answered
that.

Mr. TALMADGE. I will get to that
point now. Such foreign plants are not
given a choice of alternative systems, as
this amendment would provide for do
mestic plants.

If this amendment were agreed to, and
if the bill passed, and was signed by the
President, anyone who ships meat in in
terstate commerce could have two oP
tions: The first option would be to get
Federal inspection and ship anywhere in

the United States he wanted to; and
the second option would be to shop any
where around the 50 States and get the
best deal and the best inspection serv
ice. He would do business wherever he
thinks the alternative is easier.

If treatment for shrink were more fav
orable in one State than in the other
States, he could shop around with 50
alternatives. Inspection in each of the
50 States is bound to be different insofar
as restrictions are concerned, what they
require to be done, and what may not be
done, the personalities and the people
involved.

That is why the amendment should
not be agreed to.

Mr. CHILES. Then the Senator has
the confidence that the inspectors we
have are going to be competent enough
that that meat will be safe enough?

Mr. TALMADGE. I am not saying
that.

Mr. CHILES. But the Senator does not
have that same confidence with respect
to State inspectors.

Mr. TALMADGE. Personally, I do not
buy foreign meat. I do not know how
many people do. I do not encourage it,
but if someone wants to run the risk of
buying foreign meat he must run the
risk of the foreign inspection service.

In this country we have had Federal
inspection since 1907. Since that date we
have required that meat shipped in in
terstate commerce must be federally
inspected.

The second reason our committee dis
agreed with the 'amendment is that it
threatens to corrupt both the Federal
and the State inspection systems. If it
were adopted, each plant in an approved
State could elect between two inspection
systems, as I just pointed out to the
Senator from Florida. A person who had
not yet located his plant, or was in a
position to relocate his plant, could
choose the most advantageous of a
number of systems. If treatment for
shrink or other matter were more
favorable in one State-Georgia, Florida,
Montana, or Wisconsin-plants in that
State would have a competitiveadvan
tage.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TALMADGE. I am delighted to
yield.

Mr. MATHIAS. The Senator says that
the average American housewife has a
choice when she goes to the grocery
store.

Mr. TALMADGE. I am yielding for a
question, I wish to say to the Senator
from Maryland. I am on limited time.

Mr. MATHIAS. I am getting to the
question. What choice does the inhabi
tant of a small rural community have, a
community where they do not have su
permarkets, where there is a little local
store? We have those communities in
Maryand, and I know the Senator's
State has made great advances, but I
suspect they still have them there, too.

Mr. TALMADGE. They do.
Mr. MATHIAS. What choice does the

housewife have in small communities
where there is little choice and very little
incentive on the part of the inspector to
upgrade products so that the housewife
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1 These plants are exempted from regular inspection but sub·
ject to sanitary reviews including product wholesomeness and
labeling requi rements.

2 Designated.

Slaughter and
slaughter·
processing Processing

combination only Custom 1

consent request so that I might put into
the RECORD a State-by-State breakdown
of State meat inspection plants, which
I think would be helpful for the infor
mation of the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the break
down was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATE INSPECTION PLANTS

48 49 42
1 7 1

11 45 16
37 44 42
20 307 0
28 44 22
24 47 2
4 10 8

52 209 48
109 101 59

21 37 0
48 10 62

213 388 30
69 65 66

192 37 205
132 33 59
33 83 68

118 124 91
6 22 65

37 44 13
6 97 9

194 282 0
(2) .
66 43 33

127 145 212
(2) ••• _•••••.••••••••..••
71 20 131
6 9 1
6 7 10

28 173 83
15 29 22
99 589 20
92 165 92
(2) ••••••••••••••••••••••

168 183 387
70 50 107
51 49 77

289 220 154
(2) •••••••••••••••••.•..•

1 41 I
55 81 0
33 16 108

130 56 61
320 262 97

43 20 0
13 9 12
17 48 77
24 15 3
34 30 51

183 132 487
8 8 17

3,352 4,485 3.151

Alabama _
Alaska. _.• • _
Arizona. . . __
Arkansas. ... _
California. . ._
Colorado. • • _
ConnecticuL._. __ .•.•
Oelaware•.. _•• ._
Florida•• . _

~;~:ii~~'~~~::::::: ::
Idaho_ •• ._._ .• _
Illinois•••• . .
Indiana..•••••• •
lowa•• . •• _••
Kansas•• • _.• _
Ken!~cky•• • _•••• _
~u.ISlana•••••.••••••alne ~

Maryland•••••• _•••••
Massachusetts••••••••
Michigan••••••••••••
~in~es9ta~••••••••••

M:~~~~:r~~·.:::~:::~~
Montana..•••••••.•••
Nebraska••••••••••••
Nevada••••••••••••••
New Hampshire•••••.
~ew Jers~y••••••••••

ew MeXICO•••••••••
New York •••••••••••
North Carolina•••••••
North Dakota•••••••••
Ohio. ""'.".'.""
Oklahoma•••••••••••
Oregon•• : •••••••••••
Pennsylvania•••••••••
Puerto Rico .•••••••••
Rhode Island•••••••••
South Carolina•••••••
South Dakota•••••••
Tennessee. _~ _
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Washington••••••••••
West Virginia •• '."_'
Wisconsin. '."." •••
Wyoming••••••••••••

---------
TotaL••••••••

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I would
like to ask the distinguished chairman of
the committee if, in spite of the long list
of those who have opposed this provi
sion, there is doubt in his mind that the
administration now favors this amend
ment.

Mr. TALMADGE. The administration
wrote a letter subsequent to the hearihgs
on S. 1316 and urged that that bill, S.
1316, be agreed to, prOVided that the
amendment of the Senator from Mary
land was also approved. We considered
the Department's views, and the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry re
jected them.

Mr. MATHIAS. If the Senator could
indulge me just one more colloquY. the
Senator said the American Meat Insti
tute came in and objected to this amend
ment, and I think the Senator said the
AFL-CIO came in and objected to the

Mr. MATHIAS. I wanted to ask the
Senator if it is not true that this amend
ment actually passed the Senate once.

Mr. TALMADGE. I know it was de
feated by a vote of 52 to 19 in the year
1968.

Mr. MATHIAS. It passed the Senate
last year. It is not a new idea. Is it not
true, in fact, that the Department of Ag
riculture, by letter of June 28, made its
position very clear in support of this
amendment?

Mr. TALMADGE. It did. I am informed
by the staff that this amendment was ac
cepted by Senator HOLLAND to an appro
priation bill he was managing. It did not
survive the conference, I may say.

Mr. MATHIAS. But it was accepted by
the Senate last year.

Mr. TALMADGE. In response to the
question of the Senator from Maryland,
it was accepted by Senator HOLLAND on
an appropriation bill.

Hearings were held on the pending
bill, S.1316, on May 26. The Depart
ment of Agriculture did not report on
S. 1316 until June 28, after completion
of the hearings, and it was not until that
time that any suggestion was made that
a provision similar to the pending
amendment of the Senator from Mary
land be made a part of S. 1316.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TALMADGE. If the Senator will
permit me, I shall be glad to yield in a
moment.

Consequently, no witnesses testified on
the pending amendment. As soon as the
Department's report was received I had
visits from representatives of the Ameri
can Meat Institute, the 'Amalgamated
Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of
America, and others to make known
their opposition.

.The proper procedure should have
been for the Department to make the re
port that it was requested to make on
S. 1932. Then hearings could have been
held and the proponents and the oppo
nents would have had a fair opporttmity
to make their views known. But no one
had an opportunity to make his views
known, and I may say to the distin
guished Senator from Maryland that the
chairman of the subcommittee of the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
that has S. 1932 before it would be de
lighted to give the Senator from Mary
land hearings on this amendment if he
desired to pursue it in that fashion, in
the proper legislative manner, before
the proper forum, in the proper sub
committee of the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry, at the proper time.

Mr. President, it is essential that the
consumer be given adequate protection.
It is essential that neither the Federal
nor State systems be subjected to any
corrupting or weakening influences. It is
essential to our farming and packing in
dustries that the integrity and reputation
of federally inspected meat be kept in
violate.

I urge that this amendment be re
jected, as the Senate Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry rejected it.

I will yield now to the Senator from
Maryland for a question.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, 'vill the
Senator also yield for a brief unanimous

has an opportunity for the same quality
meat as other citizens?

Mr. TALMADGE. I know of no place
in the Nation today where federally in·
spected meats are not available.

The inspectors and other persons em·
ployed by each system would be well
aware of the choice accorded packing
plants and the fact that their jobs de
pended upon the pleasure of the plant
owner. States that are interested in at
tracting industry to locate within their
borders would know that a strict inspec
tion system might work against their
interests.

While the amendment is based upon a
determination by the Secretary of Agri
culture that the State inspection system
is equal, that determination is a difficult
one and depends upon consideration of
a great number of variables, including
the abilities and attitudes of the indi
viduals performing the inspection work
and their superiors. This amendment
would tend to weaken both the State and
the Federal inspection systems in many
ways which might defy determination by
the Secretary. And if both systems were
corrupted as a result of this nefarious
influence the Secretary might be required
to determine that a corrupt State sys
tem was at least equal to a corrupt fed
eral system.

Third, even if these insidious corrupt
ing influences were resisted, the effect of
the amendment could only be a weaken
ing of the inspection system. At present
all inspection of products prepared by
plants which move any of the product
into interstate commerce is performed
by the Federal Inspection Service. The
organization and personnel of this serv
ice have been built up through the years
since 1907 to match the magnitude of
the task. Transfer of interstate inspec
tion to the States will increase the vol
ume of work State services are called
upon to perform, above that for which
they are organized and decrease the vol
ume of work which the Federal Inspec
tion Service is called upon to perform
below that for which it is organized.

Fourth, this is not the proper way to
legislate. The committee now has before
it S. 1932, which has the same purpose
as the amendment. The Department of
Agriculture was asked to report on that
bill on May 25, but it has not yet done
so and no hearings have been held on
that bill.

The proposal is very controversial, as
the Senator knows.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that paint?

Mr. TALMADGE. I will yield in just a
moment. Let me complete my statement.

On July 29, 1968, a similar provision
was stricken from the Wholesome Poul
try Products Act by a vote on the Senate
floor of 52 to 19. At that time the provi
sion was opposed by the Department of
Agriculture, the National Broiler Coun
cil, the National Cattlemen's Associa
tion, the National Turkey Federation, the
American Federation of Labor, the Amal
gamated Meat Cutters and Butcher
Workmen of North America, the Special
Assistant to the President for Consumer
Affairs, and many others.

Now I yield to my friend from Mary
land briefly, for a question.
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amendment. But the housewives who are
governed by these prices--

Mr. TALMADGE. Is the Senator ask
ing a question or making a speech? If he
wants to make a speech, he should make
it on his own time.

Mr. MATHIAS. I wondered how many
housewives came in to object.

Mr. TALMADGE. I would suspect that
if there were adequate publicity on this
provision, the mail of the housewives
would be tremendou'> respecting this
amendment.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, how
much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 12 minutes.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
have several requests for time. First I
want to yield to the distinguished rank
ing minority member of the Appropria
tion Subcommittee, the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA) ;
then I will yield to the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE) ;
then I will yield to the distinguished Sen
ator from New Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA)
3 minutes each.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for yielding for this pur
pose.

I rise to oppose the amendment, Mr.
President. It is premature. No hearings
have been held on it. This is not the way
to legislate by way of an amendment on
a principal measure of this kind. I op
posed the amendment a year ago when it
was proposed as an amendment to t.he
appropriation bill. It was accepted to
take to conference. There it was fairly
promptly taken care of. Last year the
Department of Agriculture said that
they were opposed to such a measure.

In the hearing before the Agriculture
committee and in the conference out
lines, the Depa,rtment of Agriculture
took the position that the a.mendment
to the Federal Meat Inspection Act pro
posed by S. 3603 and now S. 1932 was
"premature" at this time.

An excerpt from Under SecTetlliry J.
Phil Campbell's letter of April 15, 1970,
to Chairman ELLENDER follows:

The Department's position is that the pro
posed amendment to the Federal Meat In
spection is premature. We suggest that con
sideration of this type of amendment be
given at some point after the three-year
period provided in the Act and when the
total inspection system--8tate and Fed
eral-has developed fully under provisions
of the Act. After the States have clearly es
tablished to all concerned producers, packers,
consumers, and regulatory agencies, that the
State meat inspection systems are clearly
and fully equal to the Federal system, this
will be the time, in our opinion, to consider
permitting the product of such inspection to
move in COInmerce.

In the conference outlines provided
to the committee on July 18, 1970, the
Department states the following:

With respect to that portion dealing With
the interstate shipment of State inspected
meat, the Department suggests consideration
be given to this type of authority at some
future time after the three-year period pro
vided in the Wholesome Meat Act, and when
the total inspection system--8tate and Fed
eral-has developed fully under the pro
visions of the Act.

The question, Mr. President, is not
high prices or low prices of meat. This
is a meat inspection bill. The thrust of
it has to do with inspection of meat and
quality of meat.

When we get into competitive features
and the comer of the market, the inter
state market, and the desirability of dis
solving that corner and the monopoly on
this market, that is another question. The
question here is, What is the quality of
State inspection?

Let me give these figures to represent
one of the questions that will be brought
before the Agriculture Committee when
the bill will be considered by it. The Fed
eral Government spends about $78 mil
lion to inspect 3,700 plants-$78 million.
The total appropriation for meat inspec
tion is about $100 million, but $22 million
of that goes to the States for matching
their inspection costs of State inspected
plants. So the States have $45 million to
inspect 7,400 plants, twice as many plants
as the Federal Government has, with
about one-half the amount of money.

The AgriCUlture Committee will be in
terested in finding out whether or not
that amount of money, scattered over
7,400 plants at about $6,000 apiece, pro
vides that the quality of inspection is as
good as it should be.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired.

Mr. TALMADGE. One minute.
Mr. HRUSKA. One additional minute.
As against that background, we ought

to keep in mind the purpose of this bill.
The purpose of this bill is quality in
spection and quality meat. Just how 3,700
plants in America can have a corner on
meat products so that they can monopo
lize prices will remain a mystery for a
long time to any thoughtful citizen.
There are 3,700 plants. It is no longer the
big 5 or the big 6, but 3,700 plants pro
ducing 90 percent of the product. How
can that monopoly be broken by the in
jection into interstate commerce of 10
percent of the meat product by 7,400
plants?

So it just does not work out that way.
But we ought to bear in mind the thing
that is most important: What is the im
pact on the quality of meat for the con
sumer?

Mr. President, the amendment should
be defeated.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the distingUished
senior Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the measure as reported by
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS).
I believe this legislation, which has been
proposed in the past, would be of great
help to the development of State inspec
tion systems that will support the Fed
eral Government's effort, and I support
the position of the committee in that re
gard.

I also support the committee's position
in opposition to the Mathias amendment.
TIllS is a very bad amendment. Some talk
has been presented to the Senate about
the position of the American consumer.
I think if that is concerning us, then we
should all vote against the Mathias
amendment. The Consumer Federation
of America, which represents over 200
consumer organizations throughout this

country at the Federal and State levels,
strongly opposes the Mathias amend
ment. They do so because they see it as
an .amendment which would erode and
undermine our efforts to establish a na
tional Federal-State cooperative system
of high-quality State inspection and Fed
eral inspection standards for the slaugh
tering and processing of American meat
and American meat products.

I served on the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry with the distin
guished senior Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONDALE. I have only 3 minutes.
I shall yield in a minute.

The work of our committee led to the
adoption of the Wholesome Meat Act.
The key problem that we had to deal
with was that there was a strong system
of Federal inspection at the Federal
level, but with that system came certain
costs, such as, higher costs of sanitation,
higher costs of inspection, restrictions on
the amount of additives that could go
into the meats, and restrictions on the
kind of advertising one could resort to.

So, increasingly, meatpackng orga
nizations were moving into the intra
state picture, where they could be re
lieved of those costs which the Federal
system, because of its high standards,
imposed upon the industry. The result of
this was best stated by Ralph Nader
when he said, "bad meat was becoming
good business,"

So we passed the Wholesome Meat Act,
designed to maintain the highest Fed
eral standards and to bring the States
along with standards that were at least
equal to those ,at the Federal level.

The program has just begun. This
measure for expanded Federal support,
will help them. But many who have
looked at the problem well know that
State standards are still below Federal
standards.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 3 minutes have expired.

Mr. MONDALE. Will the Senator yield
me 30 seconds?

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield the Senator
an additional one-half minute.

Mr. MONDALE. And to permit them
now to escape this high quality of in
spection standards, I think, could very
well destroy the Federal system, and
leave us in a worse position than we
were before the adoption of the Whole
some Meat Act.

I strongly oppose the amendment.
Mr. TALMADGE. I yield 3 minutes to

the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I rise
in opposition to the Mathias amendment.
When we first· considered the Wholesome
Meat Act in the.Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry, we had this problem
before us. We discussed the cost and
quality of State inspection versus Fed
eral inspection.

I think this matter has been amply
covered in the debate, but I do wish to
say that the enactment of the Mathias
amendment would open up a floodgate,
and the American consumer would be the
victim, because it was originally intended
that Federal inspection, which covers 90
percent of the meat that moves in inter-
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state commerce, should be required in
order to protect the consumer.

There have been many offenders under
the Meat Inspection Act that we enacted.
Most of those offenders are in the in
trastate plants. Unless we provide rigid
standards before meat moves in inter
state commerce, as provided under the
present law, and unless we provide rigid
enforcement before that meat moves in
interstate commerce, the American con
sumer is going to suffer.

The Mathias amendment WQuld seek to
give equal dignity to meat inspected in
State plants and produced in State
plants. But, Mr. President, the enforce
ment and inspection that take place in
State inspected plants is not equivalent
to or identical to the inspection and en
forcement that take place in plants in
spected by the Federal Government. I
think this is a very succinct statement,
which applies to the question of whether
or not the Mathias amendment should be
approved.

This is a matter that we should con
sider in the light of what is best for the
American consumer. To ap,prove the
amendment is to give license and ap
proval to the movement of meat that
might be inadequately inspected in intra
state plants. That is what is at stake. I
do not think we are ready for that, be
cause the State inspected plants, under
laws approved by the Wholesome Meat
Inspection Act, are still on trial. We are
not sure that the inspection standards
adhered to in intrastate inspection are
yet adequate.

The PRESIDING.OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired.

Mr. MONTOYA. So, in view of that,
Mr. President, I hope that the Senate
will reject the Mathias amendment.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. HANSEN).

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I think
it would be appropriate indeed to seek
t,o attach as an amendment to this
measure a bill I have introduced sepa
rately. My bill would call for the labeling
of all imported meat that comes into this
country as imported meat, until it goes
to the ultimate consumer.

However, I shall not press for its at
tachment to this bill at this time, be
cause I am fully cognizant of the urg
ency that faces the distinguished Sena
tor from Nebraska and others equally
affected as is he. Nevertheless, I do wish
to take this occasion to say that it makes
no sense at all, in my judgment, to say
on the one hand that State systems are
inadequate, and then for the Depart
ment of Agriculture to say, though we do
not have enough foreign inspectors to
give anything like an adequate inspec
tion there, that we 'will nevertheless op
pose or object to the labeling of imported
meat. I

It should be noted that most of the
manufacturing meat which comes into
this country comes in in the state of
frozen blocks that weigh between 50 and
60 pounds. It also should be noted that
the Department of Agriculture, in one of
its bulletins, gives this advice to
housewives:

Cook thawed meat immediately, or keep
it for only a short time in' a refrigerator.
Avoid refreezl.ngthawed meat.

I hope at some later date to press for
this legislation which I have introduced,
because I think it would serve the people
of the country well, whether on the basis
of labeling or othenvise, to have the best
of meat produced, meat which I submit is
uniformly good and wholesome, on the
one hand, or meat, mixed into ham
burger, that comes from a foreign coun
try. But I will not press for the proposal
now, because I respect the concen1 of my
good friend from Nebraska to expedite
the bill he is handling.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Senator from
Wyoming for his courtesy.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I have
listened with interest to the statements
of the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico and the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota. I hear no indictment of
the U.S. Department of Agriculture as to
whether we have an equal inspection in
the States and whether that would be
safe for the consumers.

I have a hard time understanding how
the U.S. Department of Agriculture can
say that the State of Florida's meat in
spection system is equal and that it will
protect the people of the State of Flor
ida, my people, when ,they eat that meat,
but if any of that meat from that State
system was shipped into a sister State,
that would not be safe and would not be
protection and would not be equal.

I also have a hard time determining
how ,the same department we have just
indicted can say that meat coming from
New Zealand or Poland or Hungary can
come ,to the State of Florida and because
we say that their inspection system was
equal, that meat is safe for our consum
ers in the State of Florida to eat. Yet, it
is not federally inspected, and it has not
been under a federally inspected system.

It seems to me that to say we have to
have a federally-inspected system for in
terstate meat, but we do not need it for
foreign meat and we do not need it for
the people of my state to eat that meat, is
to make an argument that is a bunch of
heifer dust. There are reasons other than
the .argument of the protection of the
consumers that are affecting this.

It seems to me that if the state of Flor
ida can do a job in the inspection of this
meat and can do it a little cheaper than
the U.S. Department of Agriculture
because we are closer to the people in
State government, because we pay a little
more attention to our dollars, because we
have somebody overlooking those dollars
a little better-then we ought to allow
the State to do that by setting the stand
ards, and not make everybody feel that
we have to have a federally inspected
system to ship interstate and cost them
some more dollars.

We cannot be talking about the protec
tion of the people in this if we are bring
ing in the foreign meat, and we cannot
be talking about the protection of the
people if we are going to allow them to
eat the state-inspected meat in the State
they are in. We are just talking about
economics. We are talking about whether
we are going to step on the toes of some
body who spent the money to have the
federally inspected plant. Perhaps there
was a reason for that in the 1907 inspec
tion, when the States were allowed to set
UP their own systems and no one cared

what was in those systems. But now that
we have gone to the Federal requirement
that the State system must be equal or
we will have Federal inspection, and if
we are going to set that Federal require
ment, I am ready to trust the U.S. De
partment of AgriCUlture. I believe that
they will be able to set the standards,
that those standards will be able to be
equal within the States, and that we will
be able to protect the consumer in that
way.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished Senator from Kansas (Mr.
DOLE).

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Senator from
Nebraska.

Mr. President, I rise to support the bill
and also the Mathias amendment.

Having supported the Wholesome
Meat Act when it was passed, and having
read the Mathias amendment very care
fully-I am a cosponsor of the amend
ment-I think it makes clear that we are
talking only about inspection that is at
least equal to the Federal inspection.

I think that perhaps the fundamental
purpose of this amendment, as out
lined by the Senator from Maryland, is to
allow meat processed in State-inspected
plants to be distributed in interstate
commerce when the State inspection
standards have been found at least to be
equal to Federal inspection requirements.

I happen to believe that we have peo
ple in my State and people in the other
46 States who are capable of meat in
spection. I happen to believe that when
we reach the standards equal to Federal
standards, we have a right in our States
to have that meat move in interstate
commerce.

I say that partiCUlarly in view of the
fact 'touched upon by the Senator from
Wyoming. We do not seem to have any
great reluctance in letting foreign meat
move into interstate commerce, even
though it is not inspected, even though
it may not be equal to the Federal
standards.

Therefore, I believe that if we are fol
lowing strict requirements and strict
standards, as pointed out in the Mathias
amendment, we should treat our States
as fairly as we treat many foreign coun
tries. We have approximately 2 billion
pounds of meat per year from foreign
countries moving freely in interstate
commerce; and I would hope that the
Senator from Wyoming's bill would be
considered carefully in hearings and
eventually brought before the senate and
the House for action.

I believe in States' rights and States'
responsibilities, and I strongly support
the Mathias amendment, because it is
tightly drawn, because it would protect
the consumer and would give Americans
the protection they deserve.

We know what happened at the outset.
There was a fear that the standards in
many States were not equal to the Fed
eral standards. That is no longer tfie
case.

I share the views just expressed by the
Senator from Florida. I have enough
confidence in the USDA and enough con
fidence in the several States which do
have these standards. I think that per-
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haps we penalize these States now by not
making the same benefits available to
them that we make available to foreign
countries. It will be helpful to my State,
yes, and to the State of the Senator from
Maryland, and to many other States.
Having supported this proposal in the
committee, I now support it on the floor.

Mr. President, I am pleased to join the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS)
in introducing this amendment to make
greater quantities of wholesome meat
and meat prodUCts available in interstate
commerce.

The fundamental purpose of this
amendment is to allow meat processed in
State inspected plants to be distributed
in interstate commerce when the State
inspection standards have been found to
be equal to Federal inspection require
ments.

There are several factors that weigh
heavily for enactment of tllis proposal.

First, it would benefit consumers who
would have available to them a wider
variety and greater quantity of good,
\vholesome meat and meat products.

Second, it would aid many small proc
essors who have gone to considerable
expense and efforts to bring their facili
ties up to the strict standards of the 47
States-including Kansas-whose meat
inspection regulations have been found
to be equal in all respects to Federal
standards. The processors who are meet
ing the new strict State standards, are
currently treated unfairly by not being
able to distribute their products on the
same basis as other products meeting no
higher standards.

This unfairness is highlighted by the
fact that meat products of foreign coun
tries, now amounting to more than 2 bil
lion pounds per year, move freely in
interstate commerce in this country after
those countries' inspection systems and
facilities meet USDA standards. This
situation means that a small processor
in Kansas can go to Missouri and buy
meat from New Zealand, Yugoslavia,
Poland and some 39 other countries, but
he cannot sell his own meat, which was
inspected under equally strict require
ments, in Missouri-or any State, other
than Kansas.

The result is less income for the small
processor and a more expensive, less
varied selection for the consumer.

There is no reason for this continued
disparity between State and federally
supervised meat e.nd meat products.
Thirty-five States have closed the gap
which once existed and more will follow.
Americans are getting the protection
they deserve against impure or unsani
tary meat, but now that this protection
is assured the small processor and the
consumer deserve the benefits of ex
panded meat markets.

I cannot see any real reason to oppose
the amendment, and I share the view
expressed in the letter from the Secretary
of Agriculture on June 28, in support of
the amendment.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON).

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, if the
purpose of the Wholesome Meat Act \vas
to assure that the consumers of this

country received a high quality product
regardless of where that product may
have been processed, then it seems to me
that it only follows that these products
should have the light to move in inter
state commerce. If, in flU:t, these
products are not good enough to move in
interstate commerce, this means they are
not good enough to use intrastate and
that the Wholesome Meat Act ought to
be strengthened or repealed.

I am one who supports the Wholesome
Meat Act. In my State, it has caused
many of the State inspected plants to be
repaired and modeluized, and their
products are now certainly as good as
those produced under the Federal stand
ards that are enforced by the USDA
meat inspectors, and certainly they are
as good as standards followed in foreign
countries whose products move in inter
state commerce.

Also, I SUggest that the permission to
allow these products to move in inter
state commerce will make certain that
the USDA does a better job in setting
standards for State plants and super
vising them. Once it is the law that these
products move in interstate commel'ce,
there will be an additional responsibility
on the USDA to take a greater interest
in the operation of the State plants, and
I believe the amendment will have a very
salutary effect on the total meat inspec
tion system of the country.

I strongly support the amendment and
urge its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CURTIS. Ml'. Pl'esident, I yield 1
minute to the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. MATHIAS. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, I just wanted to revert

to the point made by the Senator fl'om
Minnesota with respect to the position
of the Consumer Federation of America.
I share with him his views on the work
of the fedel'ation, but I submit that on
this issue they do not have a very edu
cated opinion. Their spokesman, Miss
Irma Angevine, was quoted as saying,

Nobody knows what Federal standards are,
so how can we tell what the Department of
AgriCUlture wlll consider to be at least equal
to its standards?

"Nobody knows." I submit that some
body does know, and that the Depart
ment of AgriCUlture is right in the posi
tion in its letter of June 28 to the chail'
man of the committee. I think that is the
correct position.

As the Senator from Oklahoma has
eloquently said, it is the way to upgrade
the entire system without making the en
tire system a Federal system. It is the
way to keep some Vitality and life in the
Federal system, to encourage the States
to do the best they can, and to give the
housewives and other consmners the best
break we can give them. The way to do
it, in my judgment, is to adopt this
amendment.

Mr. President, I am pleased to ask
unanimous consent that Senators Mc
CLELLAN, Moss, and DOLE be added to the
list of cosponsOl's.

Mr. HRUSKA. The intent of the Fed
eral Meat Inspection Act, enacted in
1967, was to provide Fedeml assistance.
to State meat inspection pl'Ograms so

that they could equal the Federal sys
tem in effectiveness. A well-coordinated
inspection system based upon Federal
standards obviously would insure a
cleaner and more healthful supply of
meat to the American consumer.

The progl'am in the past 4 years has
resulted in a remarkable level of
achievement by the States. Inspection
systems in 44 States have been declared
equal to the Federal inspection system.
Three States and Puerto Rico have
failed to meet the requirements. Three
other States are still trying to meet the
requirements of the program before the
discretionary period elapses and theil
systems are taken over completely by the
Federal system.

Thus the program to date demon
strates how much can be accomplished
through a Federal-State approach. The
Consumel' and Marketing Service of the
Department of Agriculture and the
States themselves should be commended
for the fine work they have done in es
tablishing a truly national system of
meat inspection.

One of the principal and in my opinion
most laudable goals of the Nixon admin
istration is its objective of bl'inging the
Federal Government's decisionmaking
processes closer to the people. There is
an urgent need to bring Government
closer to the people and to make its proc
esses more responsive to the people.

The thrust of the administra
tion's revenue-sharing program is to
strengthen State and local governments
by returning money and decisionmaking
to State and local levels. This is also the
objective of the bill which Senator CUR
TIS and land others have proposed to
the Federal Meat Inspection Law.

The purpose of this bill is to pre
vent a situation which may possibly
jeopardize State participation in the
meat inspection progl'am. That situa
tion is brought about by the increasing
possibility that State governments, who
have very critical financial problems,
may not be able to hold up their end of
the meat inspection partnership.

Governol's 'thl'Oughout the Nation are
faced with difficult priority decisions,
just as we are in the Congl'ess. They aTe
desperately looking for ways to stretch
the State tax dollar.

In recent months, several State leg
islatures have balked rut appropriating
funds for operating State meat inspec
tion programs. Their attitude seems to
be, "why should we put up half the mon
ey for a State meat inspection program
dictated by the Federal Governent? If
the Federal Government is going to tell
us how it must be done, then let them
do it, paying the full cost and freeing
our funds for more urgent matters."

It is difficult to blame the States in
consideration of the great demand for
tax dollars. In my own State of Nebras
ka the state legislature has passed legis
lation limiting its contribution to 20 per
cent. At the current level of spending,
this would proVide 'Only enough money to
maintain the system on a 50-50 Federal
state funding basis until about Novem
bel' of this year.

At that time, the Federal Government
would have to take over the Nebraska in
spection system.
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ceed to the consideration of Calendar
Order No. 301, S. 1483.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 1483) to further prOVide for the

farmer-owned, cooperative system of making
credit available to farmers and ranchers
and their cooperatives, for rural residences,
and to associations and other entities upon
which farming operations are dependent,
to provide for an adequate fiexible fiow of
money into rural areas, and to modernize
and consolidate existing farm credit law to
meet current and future rural credit needs.
and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Georgia?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, \vhich
had been reported from the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry, with
the following amendments:

On page 2, line 17, after the word "agri
culture", insert "which wUl 'be responsive to
the credit needs of all types of agriculturaJ
producers having a basis for credit...

On page 4, line 11, after the word "for",
strike out "credits" and insert "credit".

On page 7, at the beginning of Une 9, strike
out "through agents.. and insert "and bor
rowers through agents Who are fanners or
ranchers"; at the beginning of line 13, strike
out "increase its capital stock" and insert
"authorize the issue or increase of its capital
stock necessary".

On page 9. line 9, after the word "associa
tions", strike out "including (1) fanners and
ranchers, (2) persons furnishing 'to fanners
and ranchers farm-related services necessary
to their agricultural production, including
basic processing and marketing, and" insert
"and are (1) bona fide farmers and ranchers,
(2) persons furnishing to farmers and ranch
ers farm-related services directly related to
their on-farm operating needs, or".

On page la, line 4, after the word "Ad
ministration", Insert "Rural housing fi
nanced under this title, shall be for single
familY, low- and mOderate-priced dwe1l1ngs
and their appurtenances not inconsistent
with the general quality and standards of
housing existing in, planned or recommended
for the rural area where it is located."; in
line 10. after the word "ranchers", insert "di
rectly related to their on-farm operating
needs"; in line 20, after the word .. them",
insert "at their option"; In line 21, after the
word Iftheir", insert Hon-farm""

On page 13, Une 18, after the word "as
sociation", insert "shall be a body corporate
and".

On page 15, line 15, after the word "and",
insert "shall".

On page 17, line 8, after the word "closed",
insert "The association shall then purchase a
similar amount of stock in the land bank....

On page 23, line 6, after the word
"granted", insert "It"; in line 11, after the
word "or", strike out "paid In" and insert
"pay In".

On page 24, line 4, after the word "or",
where It appears the first time. strike out
"of".

On page 29, at the beginning of line 14,
insert "the holder of".

On page 32. Hne 16, after the word "the",
strike out "banks" and insert "bank"; in
line 18, after the word "the", strike out
"banks" and insert "bank".

On page 33, line 8, after the word "them",
insert "at their option"; in line 9, after the
word "their", Insert "on-fann"; in line 24,
after the word "account", insert "or allo
cated reserve account".

On page 34. line 10, after" (7)", strike out
"and" and insert "any"; in line 14, after the
word "above". insert "either heretotore or

Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tunney
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Young

Rlblcoff
Schweiker
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Smith
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Stennis
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NOT VOTING-10
Humphrey Mundt
Long Pastore
McGee
McGovern

FARM CREDIT ACT OF 1971
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Senate pro-

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED
As in executive session, the Presiding

Officer (Mr. KENNEDY) laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States sublnitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of Senate proceed
ings,)

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
Messages in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States, submitting
nominations, were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Leonard, one of his secre
taries.

So Mr. MATHIAS' amendment was re
jected.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was rejected.

Mr. CURTIS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, is the
Senator from Nebraska prepared to
yield back the remainder of his time?

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. TALMADGE Mr. President, I do
not think it is necessary to have the
yeas and nays on final passage. We can
pass this bill by voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, and was read the
third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, shall it pass?

The bill (S. 1316) was passed.
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I

move to reconsider the vote by which
the bill was passed.

Mr. CURTIS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The title was amended, so as to read:
"A bill to amend section 301 of the Fed
eral Meat Inspection Act, as amended,
and section 5 of the Poultry Products
Inspection Act, as amended, so as to in
crease from 50 to 80 per centum the
amount that may be paid as the Federal
Government's share of the costs of any
cooperative meat or poultry inspection
program carried out by any State under
such sections."

Bayh
Gravel
Harris
Hatfield

Miller
Mandale
Montoya
Muskie
Nelson
Pell
Proxmire
Randolph

Hruska
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Jordan, N.C.
Kennedy
Magnuson
Mansfield
McIntyre
Metcalf

McClellan
Moss
Packwood
Pearson
Percy
Prouty
Roth
Saxbe
Spong
Stevens
Taft
Weicker

Aiken
Allott
Boggs
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, W. Va.
Case
Church
Cooper
Cranston

Allen
Anderson
Baker
Beall
Bellmon
Bennett
Bentsen
Bible
Brock
Buckley
Byrd, Va.
Cannon
Chiles

If this happens in Nebraska, it is quite
likely that other States will follow. I
would hope this would not happen be
cause it would mean that the States
would forfeit more of their power and
prerogatives to the Federal Government,
a situation which in my opinion is not
only deplorable but also dangerous.

Our bill, S. 1316 would provide that
the Federal contribution for the meat
inspection system be increased from 50
to 80 percent of the total cost of the
program. Such an increase would keep
the States in the meat inspection pic
ture-a goal which is very desirable.

It is my hope that the bill will be
approved into law without any amend
ment to its present form as introduced.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, if the
Senator from Nebraska is prepared to
yield back the remainder of his time on
the amendment and the Senator from
Maryland is prepared to do the same, I
suggest that we vote on the amendment.
The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Mary
land. On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an

nounce that the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. BAYH) , the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from Okla
homa (Mr. HARRIS), the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY), the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. LONG), The Sena
tor from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE), the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc
GOVERN), and the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PASTORE), are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from South Dakota
(Mr. 'MCGOVERN), the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE), and the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPH
REY), would each vote "nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD)
is necessarily absent, and if present
and voting, would vote "yea."

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The result was announced-yeas 38,
nays 52, as follows:

[No. 175 Leg.]
YEAS-38

Cook
Cotton
Curtis
Dole
Dominick
Fong
Goldwater
Griffin
Hansen
Holllngs
Hughes
Jordan, Idaho
Mathias

NAYS-52
Eagleton
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Fulbright
Gambrell
Gurney
Hart
Hartke


