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To be senior surgeon (equivalent to the Army
rank of Heutenant colonel), effective date
of acceptance
E. Ross Jenney

To be surgeons (equivalent to the Army rank
of major), effective date of acceptance
Charles E. Smith
Gert L. Laqueur
William J. Card

To be sanitary engineers (equivalent to the
Army rank of major), effective date of ac-
ceptance
Ralph J. Van Derwerker
Harry W. Poston

To be junior assistant pharmacists (equiva-
lent to the Army rank of second lieuten=-
ant), effective date of acceptance
David E. Sutliff
Carl H. Brown
Bertram J. Baughman

To be nurse officer (equivalent to the Army
rank of major), effective date of accepi-
ance
Margaret T. De Lawter

To be assistant sanitary engineers (equiva-
lent to the Army rank of first lieuten=
ant)

Dade W. Moeller Roy O. McCaldin

Richard D. Coleman Charles V. Wright, Jr,

John V. Miner, Jr, Gordon E. Stone
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras-
kamp, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Almighty God, who hast revealed
Thyself as a presence fo strengthen and
a light to lead, may this new day bhe
rich in the realization of Thy divine
power and guidance. !

Grant that we may be endowed with
a faith which will make us victorious
over all the dark and disquieting moods
that frequently bafle and play such
havoe with our souls.

May we have within our hearts that
peace which is begotten of simple trust
in Thee, and may we realize more fully
that when we have Thee we have every-
thine.

Fill us with an eager desire to know
and do Thy will, and may we follow
faithfully and courageously the ways of
righteousness and justice which Thou
hast marked out for us.

May we be united in the service of our
beloved country, not merely striving to
the utmost to dethrone and destroy the
gods of war but seeking to build a na-
tion that is spiritually minded lest the
darkness of secularism and materialism
and atheism descend upon us.

Hear us in Christ’s name. Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

GEN. JAMES A, VAN FLEET
Mr. SIEES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the REcoRD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection,
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Mr. SIEES. Mr, Speaker, I note with
pride and gratification the promotion of
James A. Van Fleet, commander of the
Eighth Army in Korea, to the rank of
full general.

A distinguished son of Florida, General
Van Fleet has done an outstanding job
throughout his career. He has shown
particular skill and ability in coping
with Communist military tactics. In
plainer words, he whipped them in
Greece and he whipped them in Korea.
His rank and stature have been earned
the hard way.

He is clearly one of America’s ablest
present-day military leaders.

JOSEFPH A. MYERS ET AL.

Mr. BYRNE of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
take from the Speaker's table the hill
(H. R. 953) for the relief of Joseph A.
Myers, Hazel C. Myers, and Helen Myers,
with a Senate amendment thereto, and
concur in the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

The Clerk read the Senate amendment,
as follows:

Page 1, line 7, strike out *$2,000" and in-
sert “$1,000.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

; The Senate amendment was concurred
.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

CONTROL OF INFLATION

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker,
it is now perfectly obvious that the
Democratic Party has no genuine de-
sire to curb inflation. The solid vote of
the Democrats yesterday against a Re-
publican proposal declaring as a matter
of policy that the preseut authority of
the Secretary of the Treasury and Fed-
eral Reserve Board to exercise control
on credif, bank deposits, and public
fizancing concurrently with the direct
controls of prices and wages makes it
readily apparent that they intend to
make a political issue of the distressing
conditions caused by inflation. This is
natural and understandable because it
means thousands of jobs to their faith-
ful followers and gives them an oppor-
tunity of paying lip service to the plight
of the distressed consumers but it does
not indicate a proper regard for the na-
tional welfare. Though understandable,
it is unpardonable.

Certainly the existing laws with re-
spect to indirect control of our credit
and money supply were intended to be
used and used effectively to control either
inflation or deflation. The refusal by
the Democrats to use these powers is un-
forgivable and shows their colors in
striking contrast to the flag of genuine
statesmanship. For 20 years Truman
and his cohorts have fooled the Amer-
ican public. Certainly the country can
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not withstand their mismanagement
much longer. Complete socialism or
bankruptey, or both, is the inevitable re-
sult of the policies of the Democratic
Party.

SEPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 5 minutes today, following the
legislative program and any special or-
ders heretofore entered.

MAEING PEACE WITH GERMANY

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. RANKIN, Mr. Speaker, accord-
ing to the press a message, or a letter,
has been sent by the President to the
House and the Senate with reference to
making peace with Germany. I should
like to know if that message has been
dgnvered to the House, or if it is avail-
able.

The SPEAKER. It has been referred
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs and
ordered printed.

Mr. RANKIN. Has it been published
in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD?

The SPEAKER. It has not.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that I may extend
my remarks and include a resolution to
declare the war at an end, a resolution
I introduced on February 28 of this year.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr, Speaker, the reso-
lution is as follows:

House Joint Resolution 177
Joint resolution terminating the state of
war between the United States and the

Imperial Government of Japan and be=-

tween the United States and the Govern-

ment of Germany

Resolved, etc., That the state of war de-
clared to exist between the United States
and the Imperial Government of Japan by
joint resolution of Congress approved De-
cemuer 8, 1941 (55 Stat. 795), Is hereby de-
clared at an end.

Sec. 2. The state of war declared to exist
between the United States and the Govern-
ment of Germany by jolnt resolution of Con-
gress approved December 11, 1941 (55 Stat.
796), is hereby declared at an end.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, 8 further
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. RANKIN. When can we have an
opportunity to vote on that proposition?

The SPEAKER. When it is reported
by the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Mr. RANKIN. Are we going to have
to wait on them?

The SPEAEER. Yes.

Mr, RANKIN. That will probably be
after the next war, I am afraid.

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not
know anything about that.

Mr. RANKIN. If we should get into a
war with Communist Russia we would
need the help of the German people.
The sooner we make peace with them the
better it is going to be for us, as well as
for them, and for our white Christian
civilization as a whole,
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STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, AND THE
JUDICIARY APPROPRIATION BILL, FIS-
CAL YEAR 1952

Mr. ROONEY, from the Committee on
Appropriations, reported the bill (H. R.
4740) making appropriations for the De-
partments of State, Justice, Commerce,
and the Judiciary, for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1952, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 685) which was read
a first and second time, and, with the
accompanying papers, referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union and ordered to be
printed.

Mr. STEFAN reserved all points of
order on the bill.

PRIVATE CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is Private Cal-
endar day. -‘The Clerk will call the first
bill on the Private Calendar.

ARTHUR HENDRIKE SORENSEN, MAREN
ANDERSON SORENSEN, AND MINOR
CHILD, EVELYN SORENSEN

The Clerk called the bill (8. 51) for
the relief of Arthur Henrik Sorensen,
Maren Anderson Sorensen, and minor
child, Evelyn Sorensen.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That for the purposes
of the immigration and naturalization laws,
Arthur Henrik Sorensen, Maren Anderson
Borensen, and minor child, Evelyn Sorensen,
shall be held and considered to have been
lawfully admitted to the United States for
permanent residence as of the date of the
enactment of this act, upon payment of the
required visa fees and head taxes. Upon the
enactment of this act the Secretary of State
shall instruct the proper quota-control officer
to deduct three numbers from the appro-
priate quota for the first year that such quota
is avallable.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

MRS. GEORGE (WONG TZE-YEN) POY

The Clerk called the bill (S. 124) for
the relief of Mrs. George (Wong Tze-
yen) Poy.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, ir the adminis-
tration of the immigration and naturaliza-
tion laws, Mrs. George (Wong Tze-yen) Poy,
who is the widow of a native-born citizen of
the United States and the mother of seven
children who are citizen residents of the
United States, and who, but for the death
of her husband, would be entitled to non-
‘quota Immigration status, shall, if otherwise
found admissible to the United States, be
deemed to be a returning resident under the
provisions of section 4 (b) of the Immigra=
tion Act of 1924, as amended.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table,

RAFAEL KUBELIE, LUDMILA KUBELIK,
AND MARTIN KUBELIK

The Clerk called the bill (S. 275) for
the relief of Rafael Kubelik, his wife,
Ludmila Kubelik, and thLeir minor son,
Martin Eubelik.

XCVII—496

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, for the purposes
of the immigration and naturalization laws,
Rafael Kubelik, his wife, Ludmila Eubelik,
and their minor son, Martin Eubelik, shall
be held and considered to have been lawfully
admitted to the United States for permanent
residence as of the date of the enactment of
this act, upon payment of the required visa
fees and head taxes. Upon the granting of
permanent residence to such aliens as pro-
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State
shall instruct the proper quota-control officer
to deduct appropriate numbers from the first
available appropriate quota or quotas,

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

SISTER BERTHA PFEIFFER AND SISTER
ELZBIETA ZABINSKA

The Clerk called the bill (S. 470) for
the relief of Sister Bertha Pfeiffer and
Sister Elzbieta Zabinska.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, for the pur-
poses of the immigration and naturalization
laws, Sister Bertha Pfeiffer and Sister Elzbi-
eta Zabinska shall be held and considered to
have been lawfully admitted to the United
States for permanent residence as of the date
of the enactment of this act, upon payment
of the required visa fees and head taxes,
Upon the granting of permanent residence to
such aliens as provided for in this act, the
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper
quota-control officer to deduct two numbers
from the appropriate quotas for the first year
that such quotas are available.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 11, after “numbers”, strike
out “from the appropriate quotas for the first
year that such quotas are available"” and in-
sert “from the number of displaced persons
who shall be granted the status of permanent
residence pursuant to section 4 of the Dis-
placed Persons Act, as amended (62 Stat.
1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 U. 8. C. App. 1853).”

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

CONRAD XAVIEP. CHARLES MAUERER

The Clerk called the bill (S. 631) for
the relief of Conrad Xavier Charles
Mauerer.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes
of the immigration and naturalization laws,
Conrad Xavler Charles Mauerer shall be held
and considered to have been lawfully ad-
mitted to the United States for permanent
residence as of the date of the enactment
of this act, upon payment of the required
visa fee and head tax. Upon the granting of
permanent residence to such alien as pro-
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State
shall instruct the proper quota-control officer
to deduct one number from the appropriate

.quota for the first year that such quota is

available,

The bill was ordered to be read a thirdq
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table,
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LUIGI PODESTA

The Clerk called the bill (S. 879) for
the relief of Luigi Podesta.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That for the purposes
of the immigration and naturalization laws,
Luigi Podesta shall be held and considered
to have been lawfully admitted to the United
States for permanent residence as of the
date of the enactment of this act, upon pay-
ment of the required visa fee and head tax.
Upon the granting of permanent residence
to such alien as provided for in this act, the
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper
quota-control officer to deduct one number
from the appropriate quota for the first year
that such quota is available.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

JAN JOSEF WIECKEOWSEI AND FAMILY

The Clerk called the bill (S. 1229) for
the relief of Jan Josef Wieckowski and
his wife and daughter.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, for the purposes
of the immigration and naturalization laws,
Jan Josef Wieckowski, his wife, Irena, and
daughter, Maria, shall be held and considered
to have been lawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence as of
the date of the enactment of this act, upon
payment of the required visa fees and head
taxes, Upon the granting of permanent res-
idence to such aliens as provided for in this
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the
proper quota-control officer to deduct the
required numbers from the appropriate
guota for the first year that such gquota is
avallable.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

On line 11, after the words “to deduct”,
strike out the remainder of the bill and
insert in lieu thereof the following: “three
numbers from the number of displaced per-
sons who shall be granted the status of
permanent residence pursuant to section 4
of the Displaced Persons Act, as amended
(62 Stat. 1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 U. 8. C.
App. 1953).”

The commitiee amendment
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

JAMES M. SHELLENBERGER, JR.

The Clerk called the bill (8. 699) for
the relief of James M. Shellenberger, Jr.,
a minor.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, author-
ized and directed to pay, out of any money
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated,
to the legal guardian of James M. Shellen-
berger, Jr., a minor, of Mishawaka, Ind., the
sum of $50,000, in full settlement of all
claims against the United States for the
injury of sald James M. Shellenberger, Jr.,
which resulted in the permanent loss of
sight in his left eye, the partial loss of
elght in his right eye, and facial disfigure-
ment, caused by the use of an improper
solution of silver nitrate in the eyes of said
infant at the time of his birth in the Sixty-
first Station Hoespital, United States Army,

was
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at Leghorn, Italy, on January 8, 1947: Pro-
vided, That no part of the amount appro=
priated in this act in excess of 10 percent
thereof shall be pald or delivered to or re-
ceived by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered in connection with this
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, aay
contract to the confrary notwithstanding,
Any person violating the provisions of this
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined
in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

The bill was ordered to be read a
third time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

HENDRYE KEMPSKI

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 579)
for the relief of Hendryk Kempski.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That Hendryk Kemp-
gki, who arrived at the port of New Yok,
N. Y., June 4, 1949, shall, upon the pay-
ment of the required head tax, be considered
to have been lawfully admitted to the
United States. Upon the enactment of
this act, the Secretary of State shall in-
struct the proper quota-control ofiicer to
deduct one number from the Polish quota for
the first year that Polish quota numbers are
available,

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert in lleu thereof the following: “That
for the purposes of the immigration and
naturalization laws, Hendryk Kempski shall
be held and considered to have been lawfully
admitted to the United States for permanent
residence as of the date of the enactment of
this act, upon the payment of the required
visa fee and head tax., Upon the granting
of permanent residence to such alien as
provided for in this act, the Secretary of
State shall instruct the proper quota officer
to deduct one number from the number of
displaced persons who shall be granted the
status of permanent residence pursuant to
section 4 of the Displaced Persons Act, as
amended (62 Stat. 1011; 64 Stat. 218; 50
U. 8. C. App. 1853).”

The committee
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

KWANGNYENG CHU

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 580)
for the relief of Kwangnyeng Chu,.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, in the adminis-
tration of the immigration and naturaliza-
tion laws, Kwangnyeng Chu, of Neptune,
N. J., who entered the United States on a
visitor's visa, shall be held and considered
to have been lawfully admitted to the United
States for permanent residence, upon pay-
ment of the required head tax and visa fee.

BEc. 2. The Secretary of State is author-
ized and directed to instruct the proper
quota-control officer to deduct one number
from the appropriate quota for the first year
that such quota is available.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert in lieu thereof the following: “That
for the purposes of the immigration and
naturalization laws, Kwang Myeng Chu shall
? * heid and considered to have been lawfully

amendment was
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admitted to the United States for permanent
residence as of the date of the enactment
of this act, upon payment of the required
visa fee and head tax., Upon the granting
of permanent residence to such alien as
provided for in®this act, the Secretary of
State shall instruct the proper quota officer
to deduct one number from the appropriate
quota for the first year that such quota s
available,”

The committee
agreed fo.

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

The title was amended so as to read:
":r&l bill for the relief of Kwang Myeng
Chu.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

amendment was

ISABEL TABIT

The Clerk called the bill (H. R, 581)
for the relief of Isabel Tabit.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the hill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes
of the immigration and naturalization laws,
Isabel Tabit, Montgomery, W. Va., wWho
entered the United States on January 14,
1949, as a temporary visitor, shall be held
and considered to have been lawfully ad-
mitted, as of such date, to the United
States for permanent residence. Upon the
enactment of this act, the Secretary of State
shall instruct the proper quota-control
officer to deduct one number from the
quota for the Lebanon for the first year
such quota is available,

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert in lieu thereof the following: “That
for the purposes of the immigration and
naturalization laws, Isabel Tabit shall be
held and considered to have been lawfully
admitted to the United States for permanent
residence as of the date of the enactment
of this act, upon payment of the required
visa fee and head tax. Upon the granting
of permanent residence to such alien as pro-
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State
shall instruct the proper quota officer to de-
duct one number from the appropriate quota
for the first year that such quota is available,

The committee amendment was
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

MRS. TJITSKE BANDSTRA VAN DER VELDE

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 627)
for the relief of Mrs, Tjitske Bandstra
Van Der Velde.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etec., That, notwithstand-
ing the provisions of section 3 of the Immi-
gration Act of 1917 (U. S. C., 1040 ed., title 8,
sec. 136), the alien Mrs. Tjitske Bandstra
Van Der Velde, whose husband, John Van
Der Velde, and two children are residents
and citizens of the United States, shall be
admitted to the United States for perma-
nent residence as a nonquota immigrant.

With the following committee amend-
ment:»

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert in lieu thereof the following: “That
notwithstanding the provision of the sec-
ond category of section 3 of the Immigration
Act of 1917, as amended, Mrs. Tjitske Band-
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stra Van Der Velde may be admitted to the
United States for permanent residence if she
is found to be otherwise admissible under
the provisions of the Immjgration laws,”

The committee amendment was
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

RAMUTE ALEXANDRA VAILOEKAITIS

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 677)
for the relief of Ramute Alexandra
Vailokaitis.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That Ramute Alexandra
Vailokaitis, upon payment of the required
head tax, be considered, for the purposes of
the immigration and naturalization laws, to
have been lawfully admitted to the United
States for permanent residence on May 14,
1949, Upon the enactment of this act the
Becretary of State shall instruct the proper
quota-control officer to deduct one number
from the Lithuanian quota of the first year
that the same Lithuanian quota is available,

Sec. 2. That the Attorney General is di-
rected to cancel forthwith any warrant of
arrest, order of deportation, warrant of de-
portation, and bond, if any, in the case of
the allen Ramute Alexandra Vailokaitis,

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert in lieu thereof the following:
“That for the purposes of the immigration
and naturalization laws, Ramute Alexandra
Vailokaitis shall be held and considered to
have been lawfully admitted to the United
States for permanent residence as of the
date of the enactment of this act, upon the
payment of the required visa fee and head
tax. Upon the granting of permanent resi-
dence to such alien as provided for in this
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the
proper quota officer to deduct one number
from the number of displaced persons who
shall be granted the status of permanent
residence pursuant to section 4 of the Dis-
placed Persons Act, as amended (62 Stat.
1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 U. 8. C. App. 1953).”

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

ANTON EBERNHARD BLIKSTAD

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 870)
for the relief of Anton Bernhard Blik-
stad.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., Tha* in the adminis-
tration of the immigration and naturaliza-
tion laws, the Attorney General be, and he
is hereby, authorized and directed to record
the lawful admission for permanent resi-
dence of Anton Bernhard Blikstad as of
January 18, 1949, at New York, N. Y., the
date and place he entered the United States
legally as a visitor. Upon the enactment of
this act, the Secretary o” State shall instruct
the proper guota-control officer to deduct
one number from the gquota for Spain for
the first year that such quota is hereafter
available,

With the following committee amend-
ment:
Strike out all after the enacting clause

and insert in lieu thereof the following:
“That for the purposes of the immigration
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and naturalization laws, Anton Bernhard
Blikstad, shall be held and considered to
have been lawfully admitted to the United
States for permanent residence as of the
date of the enactment of this act, upon
payment of the required visa fee and head
tax. Upon the granting of permanent resi-
dence to such allen as provided for in this
at, the Secretary of State shall instruct the
proper quota officer to deduct one number
from the appropriate quota for the first
year that such quota is available.”

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table,

ANTONIOS CHARALAMBOU

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 970)
to adjust the status of an alien who is
in the United States and who is a quota
immigrant.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. RANKIN. Mr, Speaker, reserving
the right to object. :

The SPEAKER, There is no reserva-
tion of objection on the Private Calendar.
There must be an objection or a request
to pass the bill over.

Mr. RANKIN. I want to make some
inquiry about this.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
gentleman cannot do it. Is there ob-
“jection?

Mr. RANKIN. Then I object to this
bill, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. Two objections are
required.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that there is no
quorum present. If we are going to tear
down the immigration laws in this way,
we ought to all be here to see it done.

The SPEAKER. The Chair must en-
force the rules of the House.

The Chair will count. [After count-
ing.] Evidently there is no quorum
present.

Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Speaker, I move
a call of the House,

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the
following Members failed to answer to
their names:

[Roll Call No. 106]

Armstrong Flood Mumma
Beall Gillette Murray, Wis.
Blatnik Havenner O’'Konski
Bosone Hil - Powell
Boykin Irving Prouty
Breen Jenkins Babath
Burdick Kearney Scott, Hardie
Chatham Kelley, Pa. Shafer
Coudert Latham Sheppard
Curtls, Mo. Lyle Thompson,
Dawson Mason Mich.
Dingell Mitchell Woodrufl
Dolliver Morrison

Durham Moulder

The SPEAKER. On this roll call 393
Members have answered to their names,

& quorum,

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with,

PRIVATE CALENDAR
ANTONIOS CHARALAMBOU

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill
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(H. R. 970) to adjust the status of an
alien who is in the United States and
who is a quota immigrant?

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes
of the immigration and naturalization laws,
Antonios Charalambou shall be held and
considered to have been lawfully admitted
to the United States for permanent residence
as of the date of the enactment of this act,
upon payment of the required visa fee and
head tax. Upon the granting of permanent
residence to such alien as provided for in this
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the
proper quota-control officer to deduct one
number from the appropriate quota for the
first year that such quota is available.

Mr. RANKIN, Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike out the last word, and ris= in op-
position to the bill

I yield to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. GarmaTz] to explain the meas-
ure. Let me say to the gentleman from
Maryland that what I am trying to do
is to prevent the gradual destruction of
our immigration laws by piecemeal.
The gentleman from Maryland is the
author of this bill, and according to his
explanation this bill would not have that
effect. I would like for him to state to
us just what it does.

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, Mr.
Charalambou is a native of Greece, born
May 15, 1902, and since his fifteenth
year has been a seaman. He sailed
aboard American vessels continuously
since August 1941 and up to his last dis-
charge on October 13, 1950. In 1940, im-
mediately prior to the commencement of
his service aboard American ships, he
was aboard two Greek merchant ships
in American-European commerce which
were torpedoed. In the summer of 1941
the alien made application for papers
to ship aboard American ships, was ac=
cepted, and at once shipped out on the
Silver Sword on August 30, 1941. He re-
mained in constant service aboard the
Silver Sword until this ship was tor-
pedoed on September 20, 1942, while re-
turning from a run to Archangel,
U.S.S.R. He was rescted by an English
ship in this convoy, which was in turn
torpedoed, and then by a Dutch ship in
the same convoy, also torpedoed, After
several hours in the water he was again
rescued and landed in England by a
British destroyer. He returned to the
United States as a rescued seaman
aboard the Queen Mary, and by January
12, 1943, was again aboard an American
merchant ship, the Henry St. George
Tucker, on which he stayed to Septem-
ber 27, 1943. After more than 2 years
steady service aboard American ships
during the early war period, he became
il because of a stomach disorder, and
was forced off the ships but for a period
of less than 6 months, being all of the
time under a doctor’s care. He reported
to the Immigration Service his disabil-
ity and was permitted to remain in the
United States under the care of his
doctor.

Again, on March 17, 1944, he went back
to sea aboard the American ship, Con-
rad Weiser, and remained on board until
September 5, 1944, when his old disorder
returned and forced him ashore, where
he remained under care of a physician
for almost a year, returning to the ships
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aboard the ships Lone Star, August 5 to
September 22, 1945; Charles N. Coe, No-
vember 7 to February 9, 1946; and Wal-
ker D. Hines, March 21 to October 11,
1946. It might be noted that during the
alien’s illnesses ashore, he did not take
shore employment and kept the Immi-
gration Service advised of his presence
and the reason for his inability to ship.

The alien continued shipping Ameri-
can, and next remained aboard the Park
Benjamin from December 16, 1946, to
November 29, 1947, shipping on the Wm.
H, Aspinwall, January 25 to March 22,
1948, on the George Wallon, July 31 to
September 10, 1948, and on the Donald
H. Holland, December 29, 1948, to March
28, 1949,

After concluding service aboard the
Holland, the alien learned that he was
eligible to apply for American citizen-
ship in aceordance with the provisions
of section 325 of the Nationality Act of
1940. Having long had the desire to be-
come an American citizen, the alien at
once took the first step toward citizen-
ship, filing the Form N-400 with the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service at
New York in April 1949, While ‘waiting
to hear from the service, the alien did
not wish to remain illegally in the United
States and shipped again aboard an
American ship, the Pan Virginia, July 13,
1949, but when this vessel was ordered
into the coastwise service, the alien was
forced to leave the ship because of regu-
lations against aliens serving on coast-
wise vessels. Meanwhile, the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, New
York, addressed a letter to the alien on
June 21, 1949, requesting him to come in
to complete his application and, infer-
entially, to prepare his formal petition
for citizenship. This letter was not for=-
warded to the alien from his New York
address, the alien being then in Balti-
more seeking a ship. Thereafter the
alien, still awaiting further word on his
application for citizenship, shipped on
December 3, 1949, on the Cygnet III, and
remained on board continuously until
October 13, 1950, when the alien signed
off at New York, and learned for the first
time of the letter of June 21, 1949, It
is of interest to note that the Cygnet IIT
spent almost its entire cruise in far-
eastern waters, returning to the United
States twice to reload for brief periods
at Mobile, Ala., and Gulfport, Miss.

At last receiving the long delayed let-
ter of June 21, 1949, the alien went im-
mediately to the Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service, and thereafter to
your correspondent in an effort to move
consideration of his long pending appli-
cation to petition for citizenship. Mean-
while, as is well known to you, the Con-
gress enacted the Internal Security Act
of 1950, containing a provision, section
26, amending section 325 (a) of the 1940
Nationality Act so that only seamen who
were permanent immigrants could there-
after count American ship service toward
residence credit for naturalization. An
exception was provided, but only for sea-
men who had filed their formal petitions
for naturalization prior to enactment of
the law, September 23, 1950. No provi-
sion was made for those who had filed
the required form of application to pe-
tition for mnaturalization, and who
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through circumstances beyond their
control had not been able to complete
formal filing before September 23, 1950.

In this case, the alien, with years of
service, many under the most danger-
ous circumstances, was actually again
serving in a danger area at a time when
the law was passed depriving him of a
privilege which he highly desired and
for which he had taken the preliminary
steps.

The alien presently resides in Balti-
more, at 931 East Baltimore Street, and
has at all times been a law-abiding
person,

Mr. RANKIN. This measure desig-
nates this individual, does it?

Mr. GARMATZ. That is right.

Mr. RANKIN. And it does not apply .

to anyone else?

Mr. GARMATZ. That is right. It is
really a bill for the relief of Antonios
Charalambou.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RANKIN. I yield.

Mr. GRAHAM. As a matter of fact
this takes one number off the quota num-
ber, so far as that is concerned.

. Mr. GARMATZ. That is right. The
bill says that one number shall be de-
ducted from the appropriate quota.

Mr, WALTER. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
Mr. RANKIN. I yield.

Mr. WALTER. The effect of the en-
actment of this bhill will be to substitute
the name of this man for that of some
other alien who is on the quota list, but
whose name has not been reached.

Mr. GARMATZ. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania is correct.

Mr. RANKIN. It is limited to one
individual? That does not show in the
record here, and that is what I was try-
ing to find out. -

Mr, GARMATZ. The bill states on
line 9 of page 1 that the “Secretary of

. State shall instruct the proper quota-
control officer to deduet one number
frora the appropriate quota for the first
year that such quota is available.”

Mr. RANKIN. I thank the gentle-
man.

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

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill for the relief of Antonios Chara-
lambou.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

SISTER NATALIE AND SISTER ALICE

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1136)
for the relief of Sister Natalie (Marie
Palagyi) and Sister Alice (Elizabeth
Slachta).

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That Sister Natalie
(Marie Palagyi), who arrived at the port of
New York, February 7, 1850, and Sister Alice
(Elizabeth Slachta), who arrived at the port
of San Francisco, Calif.,, October 13, 1949,
shall, upon the payment of the required
visa fee and head tax, be considered for the
purpose of immigration and naturalization
laws, to have been lawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence.
Upon the enactment of this act, the Secre-
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota
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control officer to deduct two numbers from
the quota of Hungary, for the first year that
such quota is available,

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert in lieu thereof the following: “That
for the purposes of the immigration and
naturalization laws, Sister Natalie (Marie
Palagyl) and Sister Alice (Elizabeth Slachta)
shall be held and considered to have been
lawfully admitted to the United States for
permanent residence as of the date of the
enactment of this act, upon the payment of
the required visa fees and head taxes. Upon
the granting of permanent residence to such
aliens as provided for in this act, the Secre-
tary of State shall instruet the proper quota
officer to deduct two numbers from the num-
ber of displaced persons who shall be granted
the status of permanent residence pursuant
to section 4 of the Displaced Persons Act,
as amended (62 Stat. 1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50
U. 8. C. App. 19853).”

The committee amendment
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to bz engrossed
and read a third time, was read tt - third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

DR. EUGEN JOSE SINGER AND MRES.
FRIEDA SINGER

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1420)
for the relief of Dr. Eugen Jose Singer
anc. Mrs. Frieda Singer.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Attorney Gen-
eral is authorized and directed to discon-
tinue any deportation proceedings and to
cancel any outstanding orders and warrants
of deportation, warrants of arrest, and bonds,
which may have been issued in the cases of
Dr. Evgen Jose Singer and Mrs. Frieda Singer.
From and after the date of enactment of
this act, the said Dr. Eugen Jose Singer and
the said Mrs. Frieda Singer shall not be sub-
ject to deportation by reason of the same
f..is upon which such deportation proceed-
ings were commenced or any such warrants
or orders have been issued.

Sec.2. For the purposes of the immigra-
tion and naturalization laws, the said Dr.
Eugen Jose Binger and the said Mrs. Frieda
Singer shall be held and considered to have
been lawfully admitted to the United States
for permanent residence as of the date of
enactment of this act, upon payment of the
required visa fees and head taxes. Upon the
granting of permanent residence to such
allens as provided for in this act, the Sec-
retary of State shall instruct the proper
quota-control officer to deduct two numbers
from the appropriate quota for the first year
that such quota is available.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

On page 1, strike out all of lines 3 through
12.

was

On page 2, line 1, strlke out the words
“Skc. 2.”

The commiftee amendments were
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

SISTER M. CROCEFISSA AND SISTER M.
REGINALDA
The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2158)

for the relief of Sister M. Crocefissa and
Sister M. Reginalda.
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There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, In the adminis-
tration of the immigration and naturaliza-
tion laws, Sister M. Crocefissa (Maria Pozzo-
bon) and Sister M. Reginalda (Giovannina
Gemin), who were admitted to the United
States on temporary visas, shall be deemed
to have been lawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence as of
the dates of their last entries, on payment
of the required visa fees and head taxes.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert in lieu thereof the following:
“That for the purposes of the immigration
and naturalization laws, Sister M. Crocefissa
(Maria Pozzobon) and Sister M. Reginalda
(Giovannina Gemin) shall be held and con-
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence as of
the date of the enactment of this act, upon
payment of the required visa fees and head
taxes. Upon the granting of permanent resi-
dence to such aliens as provided for in this
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the
proper quota officer to deduct two numbers
from the appropriate quota for the first year
that such quota is available.”

The committee amendment
agreed fo.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

SISTER M. LEONIDA

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2160)
for the relief of Sister M. Leonida.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bhill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, in the adminis-
tration of the immigration and naturaliza-
tion laws, Sister M. Leonida (Zanka Got-
cheva), who was admitted to the United
States on a temporary visa, shall be deemed
to have been lawfully admitted to the United
States for permanent residence as of the
date of her last entry, on payment of the
required visa fee and head tax.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert in lieu thereof the following:
“That for the purposes of the immigration
and naturalization laws, Sister M. Leonida
(Zanka Gotcheva) shall be held and consid-
ered to have been lawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence as
of the date of the enactment of this act,
upon the payment of the required visa fee
and head tax. Upon the granting of per-
manent residence to such alien as provided
for in this act, the Secretary of State shall
instruct the proper quota officer to deduct
one number from the number of displaced
persons who shall be granted the status of
permanent residence pursuant to section 4
of the Displaced Persons Act, as amended
(62 Stat, 1011; 64 Stat, 219; 50 U, 8. C. App.
1953) .

was

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table,

JAI YOUNG LEE

The Clerk called the bill (H R. 2292)
for the relief of Jai Young Lee.
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There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete, That, in the adminis-
tration of the immigration laws, the provi=
sglons of section 12 (¢) of the Immigration
Act of May 26, 1924, as amended, shall not
apply to Jal Young Lee, the Korean step-
child of an honorably discharged veteran
of World War II, and that, if otherwise ad-
missible under the immigration laws, she
shall be granted admission into the United
States as a nonguota immigrant for perma-

nent residence.

With the following commitiee amend-
ments:

Page 1, line 6, after the word “of"”, insert
“Frank Lee,”

Page 1, line 7, after the word “War”, strike
out the balance of line 7, all of lines B and
9 and down to and including the word “resi-
dence” in line 10, and insert “II. For the

ses of sections 4 (a) and 9 of the Im-
migration Act of 1824, as amended, the said
Jal Young I.ee shall be held and considered
to be the natural-born alien child of the
said Frank Lee.”

The committee amendments were
agreed fto.

The hill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

THOMAS ALVA RAPHAEL (RICHARDS)

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2787
for the relief of Thomas Alva Raphael
(Richards).

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, That, In the administration
of the immigration laws, section 13 (¢) of
the Immigration Act of 1924, as amended,
ghall not apply to Thomas Alva Raphael
{Richards), Japanese minor child in the care
of Staff Sgt. and Mrs. Thomas G. Richards,
For the purposes of sections 4 (a) and 9
of the Immigration Act of 1924, as amended,
the said Thomas Alva Raphael (Richards)
shall be held and considered to be the nat-
ural-born alien child of the sald Staff Sgt.
and Mrs. Thomas G. Richards.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

IRENE SENUTOVITCH

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3214)
for the relief of Irene Senutovitch,

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, elc., That for the purpose
of the immigration and naturalization laws,
the alien Irene Senutovitch, who entered the
United States as a temporary visitor, shall
be held and considered to have been lawfully
admitted to the United States for permanent
residence, Upon the enactment of this act,
the Secretary of State shall instruct the
proper quota-control officer to make the ap-
propriate quota deduction with respect to
such alien.

With the following commitiee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 4, after the word “Senutovitch”,
strike out the balance of line 4, all of lines
5,6, 7, 8, and 9, and down to and including
the word “alien” in line 10, and insert “shall
be held and considered to have been lawfully
admitted to the United States for perma-
nent residence as of the date of the enact-
ment of this act upon payment of the re-
quired visa fee and head tax. Upon the
granting of permanent residence to such
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alien as provided for In this act, the Secre-
tary of State shall instruct the proper guota-
control officer to deduct one number from the
appropriate quota for the first year that
such guota is available.”

t.oThe committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

ANN ELISABETH (DIANA ELIZABETH)
REINGRUBER

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3819)
for the relief of Ann Elisabeth (Diana
Elizabeth) Reingruber.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, elc., That, for the purpose
of sections 4 (a) and 9 of the Immigration
Act of 1924, as amended, the minor child,
Ann Eijsabeth (Diana Elizabeth) Reingruber,
shall be held and considered to be the nat-
ural-born chiid of Capt. and Mrs. Billy J.
Munnerlyn, citizans of the United States.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

Sd4CZ0 ICHIWAWA

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3823)
for the relief of Shozo Ichiwawa.

There leing no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc,, That, in the adminis-
tration of the immigration laws, section 18
(¢) of the Immigration Act of 1924, as
amended, shall not apply to Shozo Ichiwawa,
Japanese minor child in the care of Staff
Sergeant and Mrs. Robert . For the
P of sections 4 (a) and 9 of the Immi-
gration Act of 1924, as amended, the sald
Shozo Ichiwawa shall be held and considered
to be the natural-born alien child of said
Stafl Sergeant and Mrs. Robert Yung.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

DR. GEORGE ALEXANDROS CHRONAKIS

The Clerk called the bhill (H. R. 4038)
for the relief of Dr. George Alexandros
Chronakis.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes
of the immigration and naturalization laws,
Dr. George Alexandros Chronakis, of Enox-
ville, Tenn., shall be held and considered to
have been lawfully admitted to the United
States for permanent residence as of the date
of the enactment of this act, upon payment
of the required visa fee and head tax.
the granting of permanent residence to such
alien as provided for in this act, the Secretary
of State shall instruct the proper guota-
control officer to deduct one number from the
appropriate quota for the first year that such
quota is avallable.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

STATUS OF PERMANENT RESIDENCE TO
CERTAIN ALIENS
The Clerk called the next business (H.

Con. Res. 111) granting permanent resi-
dence to certain aliens.
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Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this resolution
be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection.

CARROLL O. SWITZER

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 623)
for the relief of Carroll O. Switzer.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as {ollows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, notwithstanding
section 1204 of the General Appropriation
Act, 1951, or any other provision of law, there
shall be paid, out of any appropriation avail-
able for payment of salarles of judges of
the district courts of the United States, to
Carroll O. Switcar a sum representing the
salary of a of a district court of the
United States for the period which the said
Carroll O. Switzer served as district judge
for the southern district of Iowa after
August 9, 1950,

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table,

MAJ. BRUCE B. CALKINS

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 828)
for the relief of Maj. Bruce B. Calkins.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ele., That the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, to Maj. Bruce B.
Calkins, Alr Force Reserve, AO 385-054, the
sum of §862. The payment of such sum shall
be in full settlement of all claims of the said
Maj. Bruce B. Calkins against the United
States arising when, as a result of a tempo-
rary change in Army regulations, he was de-
prived of terminal leave to which he would
otherwise have been entitled: Provided, That
no part of the amount appropriated in this
act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be
paid or dellvered to or received by any agent
or attorney on account of services rendered
in connection with this claim, and the same
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con-
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating
the provisions of this act shall be deemed
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed-
ing $1.000.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 6, strike out “2062” and insert
“$475.78.”

The committee amendment
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a ‘motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

R. E. AGEE AND MARGARET E. AGEE

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1485)
for the relief of R. E. Agee and Margaret
E. Agee.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, to R. E. Agee and
Margaret E. Agee, Orland, Calif., the sum of
$28,740.42. The payment of such sum shall
be in full settlement of all claims of the
said R. E. Agee and Margaret E. Agee against

was
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the United States arising out of the destruc-
tion and depreciation of their livestock, im-
provements, and equipment on San Nicolas
Island, Calif., as the result of Government
construction of military installations on the
island during 1942 and 1943 and Government
termination, on March 19, 1843, of the
revocable permit under which they had oc-
cupled the island for grazing purposes since
June 11, 1934: Provided, That no part of
the amount appropriated in this act in ex-
cess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or
delivered to or recelved by any agent or
attorney vn account of services rendered in
connection with this claim, and the same
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con-
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat-
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex-
ceeding $1,000.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 6, strike out ““$28,749.42" and
insert “#7,500.”

The committee
agreed fo.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table,

JAMES J. LIEBERMAN

The Clerk ealled the bill (H. R. 1688)
for the relief of James J. Lieberman.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the
Treasury is authorized and directed to pay,
out of any money in the Treasury not other=
wise appropriated, to James J. Lieberman,
Detroit, Mich.,, the sum of #$1,700. The
payment of such sum shall be in full settle-
ment of all claims of the said James J. Lie-
berman against the United States arising out
of a collision on June 19, 1948, at Giessen,
Germany, between his automobile and an
Army vehicle driven by a member of the
United States Army. At the time of the col-
lision, which was caused by the negligence
of the driver of the Army vehicle, Mr. Lieber-
man was driving his automobile in line of
duty as.a member of the United States Army.
No part of the amount appropriated in this
act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall
be paid or delivered to or received by any
agent or attorney on account of services
rendered in connection with this claim, and
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person
violating the provisions of this act shall be
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum
not exceeding $1,000.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

GUY CHRISTIAN

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1961)
for the relief of Guy Christian.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Becretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, to Guy Christian
(formerly known as McVea J. Vigouroux,
staff sergeant, 14026146, AC), San Jose, Calif,,
the sum of $450. The payment of such sum
shall be in full settlement of all claims of
the said Guy Christian against the United
States for reimbursement of expenses neces-
sarily incurred by him in evading capture by
the enemy, and ultimately returning to the

amendment was
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military control of the United States, while
serving in guerrilla bands in the Philippine
Islands during the Japanese occupation of
such islands in World War II: Provided,
That no part of the amount appropriated in
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof
shall be paid or delivered to or received by
any agent or attorney on account of services
rendered in connection with this claim, and
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to
the coatract notwithstanding. Any person
violating the provizlons of this act shall be
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum
not exceeding $1,000,

The hill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed,. and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

J. ALFRED PULLIAM

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2275)
for the relief of J. Alfred Pulliam.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary
of the Treasury is authorized and directed
to pay, out of any money in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, to J. Alfred
Pulliam, of Waukegan, Ill., the sum' of
£20,000 in full settlement of all claims
against the United States for personal in-
juries, medical and hospital expenses, and
loss of earnings sustained as a result of an
accldent invelving a United States Army
vehicle, on December 22, 1944, at Pearl Har-
bor, Territory of Hawaii: Provided, That no
part of the amount appropriated in this
act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be
paid or delivered to or received by any agent
or agents, attorney or attorneys, on account
of services rendered in connection with said
claim. It shall be unlawful for any agent
or agents, attorney or attorneys, to exact,
collect, withhold, or receive any sum of the
amount appropriated in this act in excess
of 10 percent thereof on account of any
services rendered in connection with sald
claim, any contract to the cor trary notwith-
standing. Any person violating the provi-
slons of this act shall be deemed guilty of
a misdemeanor and upon corviction thereof
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding
$1,000.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 6, strike out *“$20,000” and
insert in lieu thereof "“$17,000.”

; The committee amendment was agreed
0.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

OLLIE O. EVANS, JR.

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2459)
for the relief of Ollie O. Evans, Jr.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That sections 15 to 20,
inclusive, of the act entitled “An act to pro-
vide compensation for employees of the
United States suffering injuries while in the
performance of their duties, and for other
purposes,” approved September 7, 1916, as
amended (5 U. 8. C. 765-769), are hereby
waived in favor of Ollle O. Evans, Jr., for
compensation for disability allegedly caused
by his employment as a member of the Civil-
ian Conservation Corps, in Jones County,
Miss., in 1936, is authorized and directed to
be considered and acted upon under the re-
maining provisions of such act, as amended,
if he files such claim with the Federal Se-
curity Agency (Bureau of Employees’ Com-~
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pensation) not later than 6 months after
the date of enactment of this act. No bene-
fits shall accrue by reason of the enactment
of this act for any period prior to the date
of its enactment.

With the following committee amend-
ment:
Page 2, lines 2 and 3, strike out “Federal

Security Agency” and insert in lieu thereof
“Department of Labor.”

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

THOMAS G. DIGGES

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2550)
for the relief of Thomas G. Digges.
There being no objection, the Clerk

‘read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, cut of funds of the District of Columbla,
to Thomas G. Digges, Arlington, Va., the
sum of $96. Payment of such sum shall be
in full settlement of all claims of the said
Thomas G. Digges against the District of
Columbia for refund of the amount of the
nonresident tuition fee which he paid on
September 1, 1949, to the District of Colum-
bia for the attendance of his son, Robert
H. Digges, at Gordon Junior High Schoel for
the first semester of the 1949-50 school
year. The sald Robert H. Digges attended
such school for only 1 day, September 13,
1949, before withdrawing to attend school in
Virginia but refund of such fee by the Dis-
trict of Columbia is not authorized because
payment thereof was legally and properly
made: Provided, That no part of the amount
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 per-
cent thereof shall be pald or delivered
to or received by any agent or attorney on
account of services rendered in connection
with this claim, and the same shall be un-
lawful, any contract to the contrary notwith-
standing. Any person violating the pro-
visions of this act shall be deemed guilty
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex-
ceeding $1,000.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table. :

ELWOOD GRISSINGER

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3730)
for the relief of the estate of Elwood
Grissinger.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to pay
and deliver to the estate of the late Elwood
Grissinger, of Buffalo, N. Y,, in full satisfac-
tion of its claim against the United States,
on account of the use outside of the United
States of certain long-distance telephone
patents, inventions, and devices of the said
Grissinger by the American Expeditionary
Forces during the World War and the subse-
quent sale thereof, such amounts of bonds
which the United States received from the
Republic of France and other foreign coun-
tries, through the United States Liquidating
Commission, as the Secretary of Defense,
with the approval of the Secretary of the
Treasury, finds to be equitable compensation
as a result of such use and sale. The Court
of Claims is hereby authorized and directed
to render to the Secretary of Defense its opin-
ion as to any matter as to which he requests
to be advised, but such opinion, if any be
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requested and rendered, shall not limit the
authority of the Secretary of Defense to
determine suitable compensation hereunder,

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read tke third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider \7as laid on the table.

WILLIAM C. REED

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2858)
fo rthe relief of William C. Reed.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of
the Treasury be, and hc is hereby, author-
ized and diracted to pay, out of any money
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated,
to William C. Reed, of Pasadena, Calif., the
sum of $5,710.20 for the damages caused to
his property locrted in Riverside County,
Calilf., on Saptember 21, 1943, as the result
of noncombat activities of the United States
Army: Provided, That no part of the amount
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 per-
ccnt thereof shall be pald or delivered to or
received by any agent or attorney on ac-
count of services renderec in connection with
this claim, and the same shal’ be unlawful,
any contract to the contr ry notwithstand-
ing. Any person violating the provisions of
this act shall be decmed guilty of a misde-
meanor and upon conviction thereof shall
be fined In any sum not exceeding $1,000.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

ESTATE OF NORA B. KENNEDY

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3430)
for the relief of the estate of Nora B.
Eennedy.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, to the estate of Nora
B. Eennedy, late of South Boston, Mass., the
sum of $10,000. The payment of such sum
shall be in full settlement of all claims of
such estate agalnst the United States arising
out of the death of the sald Nora B. Ken-
nedy, which occurred as a result of her be-
ing struck by a United States Army vehicle
on December 31, 1844, while she was crossing
D Street near the intersection of Third Street
in South Boston: Provided, That no part of
the amount appropriated in this act in excess
of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or de-
Hvered to or recelved by any agent or attor-
ney on account of services rendered in con-
nection with this claim, and the same shall
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary
notwithstanding. Any person violating the
provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction there-
of shall be fined in any sum not exceeding
$1,000,

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 6, after the word “of” strike
out everything up to the colon on page 2,
line 1, and insert in lleu thereof the follow-
ing: “$5,000, and to pay Mrs. Ann R. Norton
the sum of $1,500. The payment of such
sums shall be in full settlement of all claims
against the United States for the death of
Nora B. Eennedy, deceased, and for personal
injuries and expenses incident thereto sus-
tained by Mrs. Ann R. Norton which occurred
as a result of an accldent during which they
were struck by a United States Army vehicle
on December 31, 1944, while they were cross-
ing D Street near the intersection of Third
Street in South Boston, Mass."”
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toThe committee amendment was agreed

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

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill for the relief of the estate of
Nora B. Eennedy, deceased, and Mrs.
Ann R. Norton.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PAUL D. BANNING

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3891)
for the relief of Paul D. Banning, chief
disbursing officer, Treasury Department,
and for other purposes. .

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

There was no objection.

Mr. TRIMBLE, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that a similar Senate
bill, S. 1438, for the relief of Paul D.
Banning, chief disbursing officer, Treas-
ury Department, and for other purposes,
be substituted for the House bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.,

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as
foliows:

Be it enacted, etc., That there be hereby
appropriated, out of any money in the Treas-
ury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of
£2,625.40 of which amount (&) not to exceed
the sum of §1,641.41 shall be credited in the
accounts of Paul D. Banning, chief disbursing
officer, Treasury Department, not to exceed
the sum of $207.68 shall be credited in the
accounts of E. J. Brennan, former chief dis-
bursing officer, Treasury Department; and
not to exceed the sum of £416.31 shall be
credited In the accounts of Guy F. Allen,
former chief disbursing officer, Treasury De-
partment, such credits being allowed to ad-
just certain overdrafts in such accounts;
and (b) not to exceed the stated sums shall
be paid to the following-named employees of
the Bureau of Internal Revenue in reim-
bursement for amounts paid by them from
their personal funds on account of counter-
feit bills and notes accepted by them while
in the discharge of their ofiicial duties: J, W,

Bell; Florence Brown; Rosamond H. Cross; -

Charles F. DeLisle; William H. Franz; Edward
N. Fuller; Raymond C. Hein; Estelle V.
Laisch; Mrs. Mae Mohn; Mrs. Charlotte Par=-
mentier; Carolyn E. Phipps; Arthur T.
Bchroeder; Joseph F. SBchuler; Margaret T.
Bennott; Florence Stetter; Lenora Willsey,
#10 each; F. H. Bowden, Jr.; Gertrude J,
Davis; Mary 8. Donovan; Helen Keegan;
Arthur J. Loucks; Helen M. Pietzcker; Doro-
thy Baron Rich; J. L. Schrum, $20 each; and
Harriet Ann Duke, §40.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider and
a similar House bill were laid on the
table.

GEORGE S. PASCHEE

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3966)
for the relief of George S. Paschke.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of
the Treasury is hereby authorized and di-
rected to pay, out of any money in the Treas-
ury not otherwise appropriated, to George
8. Paschke, of Bremerton, Wash., the sum of
$1,668.34. The payment of such sum shall be
in full settlement of all claims of the sald
George 8. Paschke against the United States
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for loss of wages, crops, and personal prop-
erty, and for medical expenses, resulting
from his wrongful imprisonment by the
United States Army from May 23, 1946, to
June 7, 1946: Provided, That no part of the
amount appropriated in this act in excess of
10 percent thereof shall be pald or deliv-
ered to or received by any agent or attorney
on account of services rendered In connection
with this claim, and the same shall be un-
lawful, any contract to the contrary not-
withstanding. Any person violating the pro-
visions of this act shall be deemed gullty of
a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding
$1,000.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

WALTER M. SMITH

The Clerk called the hill (H. R. 4226)
for the relief of Walter M. Smith.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows: -

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized
and directed to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the
sum of $112.15 to Walter M. Smith, of 72
Chittenden Avenue, Columbus, Ohlo, In full
settlement of all claims against the United
States as reimbursement for expenses In-
curred in travel from Columbus, Ohio, to
Riverton, Wyo., and return, on instructions
from Bureau of Reclamation, Department of
the Interior, in the month of June 1948:
Provided, That no part of the amount appro-
priated in this Act in excess of 10 per centum
thereof shall be pald or delivered to or re-
ceived by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered in connection with this
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstanding,
Any person violating the provisions of this
act shall be deemed gullty of & misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in
any sum not exceeding §1,000.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

MRS, MAUD M. WRIGHT AND MRS.
MAXINE ROBERTS, FORMERLY MRS.
MAXINE MILLS

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4246)
for- the relief of Mrs. Maud M. Wright
and Mrs. Maxine Roberts, formerly Mrs.
Maxine Mills,

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, to Mrs. Maud M.
Wright, Robinson, Iil., the sum of 87,500,
and to Mrs. Maxine Roberts, formerly Mrs.
Maxine Mills, Robinson, Ill.,, the sum of
$7,600. The payment of such sums shall
be in full settlement of all claims against
the United States of the said Mrs. Maud M.
Wright for the death of her husband, Orlin
C. Wright, on January 21, 1944, and of the
sald Mrs. Maxine Roberts, formerly Mrs.
Maxine Mills, for the death of her former
husband, Charles W. Mills, on January 22,
1944, both of whom died as the result of
burns sustained in a fire at the Evans Hall
housing project, Evansville, Ind., which was
under the supervision and management of
the Natlonal Housing Agency, the United
Btates Court of Claims (Cong. No. 17850,
decided March 6, 1951, pursuant to 8. Res.
227, 80th Cong.) having found .that the
United States was negligent in failing to
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enforce its safety regulations, and that such
failure was the proximate cause of the
deaths: Provided, That no part of the
amount appropriated in this act in excess
of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or de-
livered to or received by any agent or attor=-
ney on account of services rendered in con-
nection with this claim, and the same shall
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary
notwithstanding. Any person violating the
provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex-
ceeding $1,000.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 1, line 6, strike out “$7,500” and in-
sert “'$5,000.”

Page 1, line 7, strike out $7,500” and in-
sert “$5,000."”

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

JOHN S. DOWNING

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4269)
for the relief of John S. Downing.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, to John S. Down-
ing, of Fayetteville, N, C., the sum of $327.75.
The payment of such sum shall be in full
settlement of all claims of the said John S,
Downing against the United States for com-
pensation for services performed between
March 26, 1949, and May 12, 1949 (both
dates inclusive, as United States Commis=
sioner for the eastern district of North Car-
olina: Provided, That no part of the amount
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 per-
cent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or
received by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered in connection with this
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Any person violating the provisions of this
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined
in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to. re-
consider was laid on the table.

SETEFAN LENARTOWICZ AND HIS WIFE,
IRENE

The Clerk called the bill (S. 360) for
the relief of Stefar Lenartowicz and his
wife, Irene.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the hill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes of
the immigration and naturalization laws,
Stefan Lenartowicz and his wife, Irene, ghall
be held and considered to have been law=
fully admitted to the United States for per-
manent residence as of the date of the en-
actment of this act, upon payment of the
required visa fees and head taxes. Upon the
granting of permanent residence to such
allens as provided for in this act, the Secre-
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota=
control officer to deduct two numbers from
the appropriate quota for the first year that
such quota is available,

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 10, after the word “proper”,
strike out the balance of the line, all of line
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11 and line 1 on page 2 and insert the fol-
lowing: “guota officer to deduct two numbers
from the number of displaced persons who
shall be granted the status of permanent
residence pursuant to section 4 of the Dis-
placed Persons Act, as amended (62 Stat.
1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 U. S. C. App. 1953).”

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

8UI KEN FONG AND SUI TUNG FONG

The Clerk called the bill (3. 417) for
the relief of Sui Ken Fong and Sui Tung
Fong.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes
of sections 4 (a) and 9 of the Immigration Act
of 1924, as amended, the minor children, Sui
Een Fong and Sul Tung Fong, shall be held
and considered to be the natural-born alien
children of Soo Wing Fong, a citizen of the
United States.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

BETTY MINORU KEAWACHI

The Clerk called the bill (5. 915) for
the relief of Betty Minoru Kawachi.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc.,, That in the adminis-
tration of the immigration and naturaliza-
tion laws the provisions of section 13 (¢) of
the Immigration Act of 1924, as amended,
shall not apply to Betty Minoru Eawachi,
the minor child of Mrs, James J. Leather-
man, a citizen of the United States.

The bill was ordered to be read a
third time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table,

ESTATE OF SIDNEY LOMAX

The Clerk called the bill (S. 536) for
the relief of the estate of Sidney Lomax,
deceased.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, to the estate of Sid-
ney Lomax, deceased, the sum of $5,000 in
full satisfaction of all claims against the
United States for compensation for the death
of the sald Sidney Lomax, who dled as a re-
sult of injuries received when he was struck
by a United States Army truck in Stark-
ville, Miss., on November 27, 1943: Provided,
That no part of the amount appropriated in
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof
shall be paid or delivered to or received by
any agent or attorney on account of services
rendered in connection with this claim, and
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person
violating the provisions of this act shall
be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum
not exceeding $1,000.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table,

GRADY FRANKLIN WELCH

The Clerk called the bill (S. 1109) for
the relief of Grady Franklin Welch.
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There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay to Grady Franklin Welch, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, the sum of $450, in full settlement
of all claims against the United States for
attorney's fees paid by him, the sald Weleh,
to his attorney of record in the case of
United States against Welch, criminal num-
ber 10200, District Court of the United States
for the Eastern District of Virginia, Norfolk
Division: Provided, That no part of the
amount appropriated in this act in excocs
of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or de-
livered to or received by any agent or attor-
ney on account of services rendered in con-
nection with this claim, and the same shall
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary
notwithstanding, Any person violating thez
provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex-
ceeding $1,000.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

PHILIP J. HINCKS

The Clerk called the bill (S. 1113) for
the relief of Philip J. Hineks.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Szcretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, to Philip J. Hincks,
of Middlebury, Vt.,, the sum of $150. The
payment of such sum shall be in full pay-
ment of all claims of the said Philip J.
Hincks against the United States for relm-
bursement of money pald for uniforms
which were required during his tralning
as a midshipman at the United States Naval
Reserve Midshipman's School, Chicago, Ill.:
Provided, That no part of the amount ap-
propriated in this act in excess of 10 percent
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re-
ceived by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered in connection with this
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Any person violating the provisions of this
act shall be deemed guilty of a misd2meanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined
in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

ROY F. WILSON

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 796)
for the relief of Roy F. Wilson.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, to Roy F. Wilson, of
Burlington, Iowa, the sum of $336.17, in full
settlement of all claims against the Unlited
States for travel allowance from Paris,
France, to Burlington, Iowa, incident to his
discharge from the Army of the United
States on November 23, 1946: Provided, That
no part of the amount appropriated in this
act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall
be paid or delivered to or received by any
agent or attorney on account of services ren-
dered in connection with this claim, and the
same shall be unlawful, any contract to the
contrary notwithstanding. Any person vio-
lating the provicions of this act sihall be
deemed guilty of a mizdemeanor and upon
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conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum
not exceeding $1,000.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 6, strike out “$336.17" and
insert “$330.25.”

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read the third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

JOSEPH A. FERRARI

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3026)
for the relief of Joseph A. Ferrari,

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, to Joseph A. Ferrari,
Dorchester, Mass.,, the sum of $368.50. The
payment of such sum shall be in full settle-
ment of all claims of the said Joseph A. Fer-
rari for reimbursement for personal prop-
erty which he lost when the steamship
Antoine Saugrain was sunk by enemy action
on December 5, 1944, while transporting the
sald Joseph A. Ferrarl and other members of
the Armed Forces from Hollandia, New
Guinea, to Leyte, Philippine Islands: Pro=
vided, That no part of the amount appropri-
ated In this act In excess of 10 percent
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re-
ceived by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered in connection with this
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Any person violating the provisions of this
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in
any sum not exceeding $1,000.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 6, strike out “$368.50"” and in-
sert $333.75."

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

VINCENT F. LESLIE

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4456)
for the relief of Vincent F. Leslie.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secrefary of
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized
and directed to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury, not otherwise appropriated, to
Vincent F. Leslie, Washington, D. C,
the sum of $2,000. The payment of
such sum shall be in full settlement of all
claims against the United States for dam-
ages sustained by the said Vincent F. Leslie
on account of his arrest and imprisonment
at Jacksonville, Fla, by and at the re-
quest of United States Post Office Depart-
ment inspectors on July 3, 1926, and again
on July 8, 1926, and his ensuing confinement
in jail until the dismissal of the prosecution
against him: Provided, That no part of the
amount appropriated in this act in excess of
10 percent thereof shall be paid or de-
livered to or received by any agent or attor-
ney on account of services rendered in con-
nection with this claim, and the same shall
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary
notwithstanding. Any person violating the
provisions of this act shall be deemed gullty
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction
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thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex-
ceeding $1,000.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

EIYOEQO MATSUO

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 608),
for the relief of Kiyoko Matsuo.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the provisions of
the Immigration laws relating to exclusion
from the United States of aliens inadmis-
sible because of race shall not apply to
Kiycko Matsuo, Japanese fiancée of Martin
Boyer, Lancaster, Ohio, a United States citl-
zen. The said Kiyoko Matsuo shall be eli-
gible for a visa as a nonimmigrant tempo-
rary visitor for a period of 3 months if the
appropriate administrative authorities find
that she is coming to the United States with
a bona fide intention of marrying the said
Martin Boyer and that she is otherwise ad-
missible under the immigration laws, If
such marriage does not occur within 3
months after her entry, the sald Kiyoko Mat-
suo shall be required to depart from the
United States and upon failure to do so
shall be deported under sections 19 and 20
of the Immigration Act of 1917, as amended
(8 U. B. C, secs. 1566 and 156). If such
marriage occurs within 3 months after her
entry, the Attorney General shall record the
lawful admission of the said Kiyoko Matsuo
to the United States for permanent resi-
dence, as of the date of her entry, upon
payment by her of the required fees and
head tax.

The bill was ordered o be engrossed
and read a thirc time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

MRS. SHIZUKO YAMANE

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 644)
for the relief of Mrs. Shizuko Yamane.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, notwithstanding
any provision of law excluding from admis-
silon to the United States persons of races
ineligible to citizenship, Mrs. Shizuko Ya-
mane, Japanese wife of Eanichi John Ya-
mane, & citizen of the United States, and
the mother of three United States citizen

.children, shall be admitted to the United

States for permanent residence upon appli-
cation hereafter filed and without present-
ing an immigration visa or other travel doc-
uments, if she is otherwise admissible under
the immigration laws. Upon the admission
of the sald Mrs. Shizuko Yamane to the
United States for permanent residence, the
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper
quota~-control officer to deduct one number
from the Japanese guota for the first year
such guota is avallable,

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert “That, notwithstanding the pro-
visions of section 13 (¢) of the Immigration
Act of 1924, as amended, Mrs. Shizuko Ya-
mane, the wife of Eanichi John Yamane, a
United States citizen, may be admitted to
the Unifed States for permanent residence
if she is found to be otherwise admissible
under the provisions of the immigration
laws.”

The committee amendment was
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
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third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

WLADIMIR PETER LEWICEI ET AL,

The Clerk called the bill (X, R. T44)
for the relief of Wladimir Peter Lewicki,
Mrs. Heedwige Lewicki, and George
‘Wiladimir Lewicki.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, for the purposes
of the immigration and naturalization laws,
Wladimir Peter Lewicki, Mrs. Heedwige
Lewicki (his wife), and George Wiladimir
Lewicki (their son), who entered the United
Etates for a temporary stay, shall be held
and considered to have been lawfully ad-
mitted to the United States for permanent
residence upon payment of visa fees and
head taxes. Upon the enactment of this act,
the BSecretary of State shall instruct the
proper quota control officer to make appro-
priate deductions from the immigration
quota or quotas to which such allens are
properly chargeable,

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert “That, for the purposes of the immi-
gration and neturalization laws, Wladimir
Peter Lewickl, Mrs. Heedwige Lewicki, and
George Wladimir Lewicki shall be held and
corsidered to have been lawfully admitted to
the United States for permanent residence as
of the date of the enactment of this act,
1tpon the payment of the required visa fees
and head taxes. Upon the granting of per-
manent residence to such allens as provided
for in this act, the Secretary of State shall
instruct the proper quota-control officer to
deduct three numbers from the number of
displaced persons who shall be granted the
status of permanent residence pursuant to
section 4 of the Displaced Persons Act, as
amended (62 Stat. 1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50
U. 8. C. App. 1853).”

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

WILLEM SMITS

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 982)
for the relief of Willem Smits.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, in the adminis-
tration of the immigration and naturaliza-
tion laws, Willem Smits shall be held and
considered to have been lawfully admitted
into the United States for permanent resi-
dence as of November 30, 1947, the cdate of
his last entry into the United States,

Sec. 2. Upon enactment of this act, the
Becretary of State is authorized and directed
to instruct the proper quota-control officer
to deduct one number from the nonprefer-
ence category of the first available immi«
gration quota for nationals of Holland.

With the following commitiee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert “That, for the purposes of the
immigration and naturalization laws, Wil
lem Smits shall be held and considered to
have been lawfully admitted to the United
States for permanent residence as of the
date of the enactment of this act, upon pay-
ment of the required visa fee and head tax.
Upon the granting of permanent residence
to such alien as provided for in this act,
the Secretary of State shall instiuct the
proper quota-control officer to deduct one
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number from the appropriate quota for the
prst year that such quota is available.”

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

GEORGE CRISAN

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1454)
for the relief of George Crisan.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows: 1

Be it enacted, etc,, That, in the admin-
{stration of the immigration and naturali-
zation laws, the Attorney General be, and
he is hereby, authorized and directed to re-
cord the lawful admission for permanent
residence of George Crisan as of September
17, 1949, the date he lawfully entered the
United States, upon the payment by him of
the required visa fee and head taxes.

Sec. 2. Upon the enactment of this act the
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper
quota-control officer to deduct one number
from the quota for Rumania of the first year
that such quota is available.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert “That, for the purposes of the
immigration and naturalization laws,
George Crisan shall be held and considered
to have been lawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence as of
the date of the enactment of this act, upon
the payment of the required visa fee and
head tax. Upon the granting of perma-
nent residence to such alien as provided for
in this act, the Secretary of State shall in-
struct the proper quota-control officer to de-
duct one number from the number of dis=
placed persons who shall be granted the
status of permanent residence pursuant to
section 4 of the Displaced Persons Act, as
amended (62 Stat. 1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50
U. S. C. App. 1953).”

The committee
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

HANOH SARAPANOVSCHI

. The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1598)
for the relief of Hanoh Sarapanovschi.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, elc., That, the Attorney Gen-
eral be, and he is hereby, authorized and
directed to record the lawful admission for
permanent residence of Hanoh SBarapanov-
schi as of April 4, 1950, the date on which he
entered the United States at San Antonio,
Tex., upon the payment of the required
visa fee and head tax.

Sec. 2. Upon the enactment of this act
the Secretary of State is directed to instruct
the proper quota-control officer to deduct
one number from the appropriate quota for
the first year that such quota is available.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert “That, for the purposes of the
immigration and naturalization laws, Hanoh
Sarepanovschi, also known as Hanoh Charat,
shall be held and considered to have been
lawfully admitted to the United States for
permanent residence as of the date of the
enactment of this act, upon the payment of
the required visa fee and head tax. Upon
the granting of permanent residence to

amendment was
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Hanch Sarapanovschi the Secretary of State
shall instruct the proper quota-control offi-
cer to deduct one number from the number
of displaced persons who shall be granted
the status of permanent residence pursuant
to section 4 of the Displaced Persons Act, as
amended (62 Stat. 1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50
U. 8. C. App. 1953).

“Sgc. 2. That, for the purposes of the im-
migration and naturalization laws, Gizela
(Gizele) Sarapanovschi (nee Levy) and
Philippe Sarapanovschi shall be held and
considered to have been lawfully admitted to
the United States for permanent residence
as of the date of the enactment of this act.,

The commitiee amendment was
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed

and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill for the relief of Hanoh Sarapa-
novschi (also known as Hanoh Charat),
Gizela (Gizele) Sarapanovschi (nee
Levy) and Philippe Sarapanovschi.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the

table.
HOSHI EAZUO

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1920)
for the relief of Hoshi Kazuo.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the hill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete.,, That, in the adminis-
tration of the immigration laws, section
13 (c¢) of the Immigration Act of 1924, as
amended, shall not apply to Hoshi Kazuo,
half-Japanese minor child in the care of
Sgt. John B. Humberd and Mrs. Thelma
Humberd, citizens of the United States. For
the purposes of sections 4 (a) and 9 of the
Immigration Act of 1924, as amended, the
said Hoshi Kazuo shall be held and consid-
ered to be the natural-born alien child of
the said Sgt. John B. Humberd and the
sald Mrs. Thelma Humberd.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon=
sider was laid on the table.

MARIANNE AND MICHEL SPEELMAN

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2498)
for the relief of Marianne and Michel
Speelman,

There being no objection, the Clerk

read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, for the purpose
of the immigration and naturalization laws,
Marianne and Michel Speelman, of New York,
N. Y., who were admitted into the United
States on temporary visas, shall be held and
considered to have been lawfully admitted
to the United States for permanent residence
as of the date of the enactment of this act,
upon the payment of the required visa fee
and head tax.

Sec. 2. Upon the granting of permanent
residence to such aliens as provided for in
this act, the Secretary of State shall instruct
the proper quota-control officer to deduct two
numbers from the number of displaced per-
sons who shall be granted the status of per-
manent residence pursuant to section 4 of the
Displaced Persons Act, as amended (62 Btat.
1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 U. 8. C. App. 1953).

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 9, strike out *“visa fee and head
tax” and insert "'visa fees and head taxes.”

The committee amendment was agreed
to

:I‘he bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
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time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

MARIA THERESA STANCOLA

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2514)
for the relief of Maria Theresa Stancola.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, in the administra-
tion of the immigration laws, the provisions
of the eleventh category of section 3 of the
Immigration Act of 1917, as amended (8 U.
8. C,, sec. 136 (e), shall not hereafter apply
to Mrs. Maria Theresa Stancola, German wife
of Joseph J. Stancola, a United States citi-
zen serving in the United States Armed
Forces, with respect to any conviction or ad-
mission of the commission of any crime in
her case of which the Department of State
and the Department of Justice have knowl-
edge on the date of enactment of this act.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert the following: “That, notwithstand-
ing the provisions of the eleventh category of
section 3 of the Immigration Act of 1817, as
amended, Maria Theresa Stancola may be
admitted to the United States for permanent
residence if she is found to be otherwise ad-
missible under the provisions of the immigra-
tion laws.”

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table,

HELEN J. LUMLEY

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2774)
for the relief of Helen J. Lumley.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That for the purposes
of the immigration and naturalization laws,
Helen J. Lumley shall be held and consid-
ered to have been lawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence as of
the date of her last entry into the United
States, upon payment of the required visa
fee and head tax. Upon the enactment of
this act, the Secretary of State shall instruct
the proper guota-control officer to deduct
one number from the appropriate quota for
the first year that such quota is available,

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert the following: “That, for the purposes
of the immigration and naturalization laws,
Mrs. Helen J. Lumley and her daughter, Kir-
sten-Jessen Schmidt, shall be held and con-
sldered to have been lawfully admitted to
the United States for permanent residence as
of the date of the enactment of this act,
upon payment of the required visa fees and
head taxes. Upon the granting of permanent
residence to such aliens as provided for in
this act, the Secretary of State shall instruct
the proper quota-control officer to deduct
two numbers from the appropriate quota for
the first year that such quota is available.”

; The committee amendment was agreed
0.

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

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill for the relief of Helen J. Lumley
and Kirsten-Jessen Schmidt.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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JANE AND MARTHA CLARK

The Clerk called the bill (H. H. 3151)
for the relief of Jane and Martha Clark.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes
of sections 4 (a) and 9 of the Immigration
Act of 1924, as amended, and notwithstand-
ing the provisions of section 13 (¢) of that
act, the minor children, Jane and Martha
Clark, shall be held and considered to be the
natural-born alien children of Eric B. Clark,
& citizen of the United States.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

ETHFL CRISTETA BEENER

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3895)
for the relief of Ethel Cristeta Berner.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, for the purposes
of the immigration and naturalization laws,
Ethel Cristeta Berner who entered the United
States on September 21, 1945, at San Fran-
cisco, Calif., and who currently is in a non-
quota status as a student, shall be held and
considered to have been lawfully admitted,
as of such date, to the United States for
permanent residence. Upon the enactment
of this act, the Secretary of State shall in-
struct the proper guota-control officer to
deduct one number from the quota for the
Philippine Islands for the first year such
quota is avallable.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert the following: “That, for the pur-
poses of the immigration and naturalization
laws, Ethel Cristeta Berner shall be held and
considered to have been lawfully admitted to
the United States for permanent residence
as of the date of the enactment of this act,
upon payment of the required visa fee and
head tax. Upon the granting of permanent
residence to such alien as provided for in
this act, the Secretary of State shall instruct
the proper quota-control officer to deduct
one number from the appropriate quota for
the first year that such quota is available.”

The committee amendment was
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

DEFENSE FRODUCTION ACT AMENDMENTS
OF 1951

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the

Committee of the Whole House on the !

State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the hill (H. R. 3871) to
amend the Defense Production Act of
1950, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H. R. 3871, with
Mr, M1is in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-
mittee rose on yesterday, the Clerk had
read down to and including line 21 on
page 2 of the bill.

If there are no amendments at this
point, the Clerk will read.
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Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Avcust H.
ANDRESEN: On page 2 immediately following
line 21, title I of the Defense Production Act
of 1950 is hereby amended by adding the
following section:

“S8ec. 104. That import_controls of fats
and oils (including an-b!arlng materials,
fatty acids, and soap and soap powder, but
excluding petroleum and petroleum products
and coconuts and coconut products), pea-
nuts, butter, cheese and other dairy prod-
ucts, and rice and rice products are necessary
for the protection of the essential security
interests and economy of the United States
in the existing emergency in international
relations, and no imports of any such com-
modity or product shall be admitted to the
United States until after June 30, 1858,
which would (a) impalr or reduce the domes-
tic production of any such commeodity or
product below present prodyuction levels, or
below such higher levels as the Secretary
of Agriculture may deem necessary in view
of domestic and international conditions, or
(b) interfere with the ordérly domestic stor-
ing and marketing of any such commodity or
product, or (¢) result in any unnecessary
burden or expenditures under any Govern-
ment price-support program.”

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order against the
amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. AvcusT H. ANDRESEN] in support of
his amendment.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield.

Mr. ALBERT. I want to congratulate
my colleague of the Committee on Agri-
culture for this amendment. I have an
identical amendment at the desk, and I
hope the amendments prevail.

Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to revise and extend my remarks fol-
lowing the remarks of the gentleman
from Minnesota.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, this amendment is a vital and
necessary amendment to the security and
economy of the United States. It simply
authorizes the continuance of the present
import controls of fats and oils. The
amendment also includes cheese and
other dairy products which are vital to
our economy and for which increased
domestic production is needed.

House Resolution 278, which was ap-
proved by both Houses of Congress on
June 30, continue title IT of the Second
War Powers Act which authorized import
controls on fats and oils and butter.
Therefore, these controls are extended in
the executive branch of the Federal Gov-
ernment for the month of July. If that
action had not been taken by the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency as well
as the House and the other body, then the
law would have expired on June 30. This
would have permitted large imports of
fats and oils and butter upon our do-
mestic market to the detriment of Amer-
ican production.

Mr. Chairman, it is very vital to the
economy of our counfry to encourage
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abundant domestic production of fats
and oils and dairy products during the
present emergency. If we do not con-
tinue these powers of control over im-
ports of these commodities, it is quite
apparent that we will have a flood of
fats and oils and dairy products on our
domestic market coming from other
countries and produced at a much lower
cost than what we produce them for here
in the United States,

I feel that it is vital to the security
and economy of the United States to
secure abundant production of fats and
oils and dairy products by American
farmers. This production should be
encouraged by Congress and the Gov-
ernment, and my amendment proposes
to give such encouragement.

There has been an embargo on im-
ports of foreign butter for several years
under authority of the Second War Pow-
ers Act, which law has been continued
by Congress on several! occasions. This
law expired on June 30, but was con-
tinued for the month of July by Con-
gress with the approval of the President.

The tariff duty on butter was reduced
by the President from 14 cents to 7 cents
per pound in 1949. A quota of butter
imports under the reduced duty was
placed at 60,000,000 pounds. This was
an invitation to foreign producers of
butter to ship their products to the
United States. Foreign-produced butter
can be laid down in our principal con-
suming markets, with duty and trans-
portation paid, at from 43 cents to 55 -
cents per pound. The support price on
butter fixed by the Department of Agri-
culture is 66 cents per pound. Up to the
present time, the embargo on butter im-
ports has protected domestic producers,
If the embargo is not continued as pro-
posed in my amendment, our country
will be flooded with foreign butter im-
ports, and the Department of Agricul-
ture will be required to buy at least 100,-
000,000 pounds of domestic butter under
the support program. This would result
in another potato fiasco. The people
will remember that 15,000,000 bushels of
potatoes from Canada came into the
United States at a price a few cents un-
der the support price, while we were de-
stroying potatoes produced in the United
States. We do not want to go through
a similar experience with butter, cheese,
and other dairy products, or with fats
and oils.

During the past 5 years dairy cow
population has decreased around 3,000,-
000 head. The population of human be-
ings in the United States has increased
by more than 10,000,000 during the same
period. We should have more dairy cows
instead of less to provide the American
people with more milk at cheaper prices.
My amendment seeks to give this en-
couragement to American dairy farmers
for the next 2 years by placing an em-
bargo on imports of butter, cheese, and
other dairy products. Unless favorable
action is taken here today, and should
the farmers be compelled to face foreign
competition from imports many of them
will sell their dairy cows for slaughter
which will mean a further reduction in
the supply of milk, cheese, and other
dairy preducts for American consumers,



7832

I have included cheese and other dairy
products in my amendment. These
dairy products are definitely tied into
butter, and should have the same pro-
tection as to imports. Around 50,000,000
pounds of foreign-made cheese was
brought into this country in 1950.

There are many kinds of cheese which
have been imported from foreign coun-
tries. I want to illustrate what has
happened in the case of blue—bleu—
cheese. Imports. of this cheese in 1950
amounted to 3,491,837 pounds. This
type of foreign cheese is being sold today
in the New York market at a wholesale
price from 39 cents to 43 cents per
pound. There are 22 American pro-
ducers of blue cheese. Under prevail-
ing milk prices it costs the American
producers at least 50 cents per pound to
produce blue cheese. American pro=
ducers of this type of cheese cannot long
survive if they are forced to meet this
foreign ecompetition. It is the intention
of my amendment to place an embargo
against impcrtation of blue cheese, or
any other type of cheese that is presently
injuring domestic production. It is also
the intention of my amendment to con-
tinue the embargo against butter im-
ports and the other commodities or
products set forth in the amendment,

The embargo as defined in the amend-
ment will be automatic and go into oper-
ation in accordance with the three
standards set forth in my proposal to
the Committee of the Whole. The
amendment reads as follows:

Sgc. 104. That import controls of fats and
oils (including oil-bearing materials, fatty
aclds, and soap and soap powder, but ex-
cluding petroleum and petroleum products
and coconuts and coconut products), pea=
nuts, butter, cheese, and other dairy prod-
ucts, and rice and rice products are necessary
for the protection of the essential security
interests and economy of the United States
in the existing emergency in international
relations, and no imports of any such com=-
modity or product shall be admitted to the
United States until after June 30, 1953, which
would (a) impalr or reduce the domestic
production of any such commodity or prod-
uct below present production levels, or below
such higher levels as the Secretary of Agri-
culture may deem necessary in view of do-
mestic and international conditions, or (b)
interfere with the orderly domestic storing
and marketlng of any such commudity or
product, or (¢) result in any unnecessary
burden or expenditures under any Govern-
ment price-support program.

The Senate of the United States has
adopted the language of this amend-
ment which is found in S. 1717, an act to
amend and extend the Defense Produc-
tion Act of 1950, and so forth.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Does the
gentleman’s amendment only seek to
carry out the present law? Is it different
from the present law?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It is
somewhat different from the present
law because we have spelled out in the
amendment certain commodities.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I wish the
gentleman would discuss that feature of
his amendment.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for five additional minutes,
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, the amendment provides a
certain yardstick that will govern the
embargo provisions of this bill. In the
first place, no imports of fats and oils
and butter, cheese, and other dairy prod-
ucts will be permitted to come into this
counfry for the next 2 years, provided
(a) if such imports will impair or reduce
the domestic production of any com-
modity or product below present produc-
tion levels, or below such higher levels
as the Secretary of Agriculture may
deem necessary, in view of the domestic
and international conditions; or, (b) if
it interferes with the orderly domestic
storing and marketing of such commod-
ities; or, (e) if it results in any unnec-
essary burden or expenditure under any
Government support program.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield? ;

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield.

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman’'s
amendment is not confined to dairy
produets, is it?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. 1t is
confined to all fats and oils. I will read
the items in there. Import controls of
fats and oils include oil-bearing mate-
rial, fatty acids, and soap and soap pow-
der—but excluding petroleum and pe-
troleum products, coconuts, and coconut
products—peanuts, butter, cheese, and
other dairy produects, rice and rice prod-
ucts. Those are the items covered.

Mr. COOLEY. Would it not be inter-
esting to know why the committee left
this provision out of this bill, since a
similar provision has been in the law for
quite some time?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Well, it
was not in the Defense Production Act
of 1950. The authority for an embargo
on fats, oils, and butter was contained
in the Second War Powers Act which has
been continued several times under leg-
islation from the Banking and Currency
Committee of the House.

Mr. COOLEY. When did that expire?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. That
expired on June 30, but was continued
under House Resolution 278 for another
month,

Mr. COOLEY. And but for the con-
tinuing resolution, it would have already
expired?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It
would have already expired and those
commodities would have been dumped
on our market.

I introduced a bill having somewhat
the same language and the same intent,
on June 5, H. R. 4335, which was referred
to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency. I wrote the chairman of the
committee asking for a hearing, but up
to the present time a hearing has not
been granted. I can readily understand
i‘;hat. because the committee has been so

usy.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield
to the gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman cer=
tainly did not understand I was crit-
icizing the committee. I merely asked
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him if it would not be interesting to know
why the committee did not put provisions
of this kind in the bill.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I am
sure that we do not intend to criticize
the committee.

Mr. COOLEY. Is there any such pro-
vision in the bill as presented by the com-
mittee?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. There
is no such provision.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. We did not
have any jurisdiction of the subject mat-
ter at all. We never did have. We ex-
tended it for 30 days so we could look into
it. It is not in this bill because it is not
the proper place for it. .

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. When
I introduced my bill on June 5, it was
referred to the Committee on Banking
and Currency. 1 asked for a hearing
on it.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, I yield
to the gentleman froni Oklahoma.

Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman has
made a very fine statement. I think one

.other thing should be pointed out.

Some of these commodities are under
price supports and acreage quotas, and
if a flood of imports comes in at this
time the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion’s good record for the last year will
be in reverse in a few days.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. 1
would like to elaborate on that for just
a moment, because that is very vital and
that is included in the amendment. In
the case of butter, butter from New
Zealand can be laid down in the United
States at 43 cents a pound, duty and
transportation paid. The support price
is 66 cents a pound.

A few hundred thousand pounds of
butter can break the market. The
wholesale market now is about 68 cents,
and with the support price at 66 this
foreign butter flooding our market will
cause the Department of Agriculture to
buy probably 150,000,000 pounds of do-
mestic butter at the support price.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield.

Mr. COOLEY. Did I understand the
gentleman to say that he referred his
bill to the Committee on Banking and
Currency and that it is currently being
considered.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Thatis
right.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has expired.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for three additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield
to the distinguished chairman.

Mr. SPENCE. Under the present law
the President has control of the im-
portation of fats and oils. The gentle-
man’s amendment makes some matexial
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changes in the present law, That is true,
is it not?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Thatis
correct.

Mr. SPENCE. That is correct. I am
sure the committee will be perfectly glad
to have a hearing on this proposition and
consider reporting a bill. But here
comes an amendment; we have had no
opportunity to study it. The first time
I saw it was a few minutes ago. I think
the gentleman ought to give us an op-
portunity to study the facts; and I want
to say to the gentleman that I do not
think it will take more than a day; that
we will consider this proposition and give
him a hearing on his bill.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Ithank
the chairman for that statement, but
this is a matter of emergency. If this
amendment is not passed in this bill by
the end of this month our country is
going to be flooded with butter and fats
and oils from other countries in the
world under a reduced tariff and there
is only one concern in the United States
who will profit by it; that is the Uni-
Lever Bros., who control fats and oils
throughout the world. Uni-Lever has a
virtual monopoly on fats and oils sup-
plies throughout the entire world, and
we certainly do not want all of those

competitive products dumped upon our

market in the United States to the
detriment of American producers. It
will react against our entire economy.

Mr. LARCADE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Iyield.

Mr. LARCADE. I would like to ask
the gentleman whether rice and rice
products are included.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Rice
and rice products are included in the bill.

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield.

Mr., ABBITT. Is not the gentleman’s
amendment word for word like the
amendment adopted by the other body
when it passed the act week before last?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Yes,
this amendment, word for word, was
adopted by the other body and there ap-
parently was not much of any opposition
to it because I assume that they were also
interested in protecting the domestic
producers in a long-range program.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield.

Mr. BROOKS. Does the gentleman’s
amendment cover vegetable oils gen-
erally?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It cov=-
ers all fats and oils; and with a large
cotton crop staring us in the face, prob-
ably 16,000,000 to 19,000,000 bales you
are going to have so much cottonseed oil
that certainly it must be protected from
imports. That also is true for soybeans
and soybean oil and other fats hich the
Department of Agriculture is urging be
produced in this country. If we do not
want the Government to buy these prod-
ucts under the support program at the
cost of hundreds of millions of dollars,
then we had better pass my amendment
so we can protect not only the Treasury
of the United States but also the econ-
omy of the country.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has again
expired.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Minnesota may proceed
for two additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I agree with
the gentleman that we ought to extend
the present law. If we can get a com-
mitment from the chairman to have
hearings on it then I think that prob-
ably will be the better way to do it, but
I realize we have got to have something
within 30 days, but to have a separate
law is a better way to do it. I do not
understand the difference between the
gentleman’s amendment and present
law, but I think something ought to be
done along this line.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. If we

do not do it now it will be too late to
enact another law and have it passed by
both bodies before the end of this month;
and we certainly do not want our country
to be used as a dumping ground for fats
and oils and dairy products.

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield.

Mr. MORANO. What effect would the
gentleman's amendment have on butter
price to consumers?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It will
protect the consumers and assure them
of an adequate supply of butter and other
dairy products produced in our country.
Since 45 percent of our meat comes from
American dairy farms, meat supplies will
be increased for the consumers. It is
profitable for a dairy farmer to sell his
dairy cattle today for beef and that is
what a lot of them are doing. That is
why we have lost over 3,000,000 head. If
you want to look forward a year or two
from now, we better have more milk
cows and protect the economy of the
dairy farmers who are producing the
milk, butter, and other dairy products
for American consumers. The best in-
surance for American consumers against
price increases will be to encourage more
production of dairy products. in the
United States. .

Mr, JAVITS. Mr, Chairman, will th
gentleman yield?

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. In other words, let us
give him more protection than he gets
now under the parity price program?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Yes,
this gives him protection from the im-
ports that come in under a reduced duty,
and under devalued foreign money.

Mr. JAVITS. It will give him more
production than he has under the pres-
ent price support program?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. 1f we
do not, we will have another potato
fiasco here in the United States, with
hundreds of millions of pounds of fats
and oils and dairy products being im-
ported into the country, and with our
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Government buying it under the price-~
support program to hold up the price,
simply providing a market for foreign
production.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has expired.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
may proceed for one additional minute.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H, ANDRESEN. I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. MULTER. When was the last
time any of these products the gentle-
man seeks to place an embargo upon,
these edible products, were imported into
this country?

Mr. AUGURT H. ANDRESEN. This
embargo has been in operation for sev-
eral years under the Second War Powers
Act, which expired on June 30, but was
continued for 30 days in the recent reso-
lution we passed.

Mr. MULTER. As I understand it, the
gentleman has no fault to find with the
laws as they exist today?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. No;
certainly not; but there is a question
whether or not it can be administered
and interpreted as a continuing propo-
sition under the Second War Powers Act,
for butter and the other products in the
amendment.

Mr. MULTER. Does it not accomplish
the gentleman’s purpose if the present
law is simply extended? In other words,
we simply extend the existing law for the
duration of this act?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. No.

Mr. MULTER. Then we will give the
gentleman a hearing on his bill and de-
termine what changes, if any, should
be made?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. That
will not accomplish the purpose that I
seek, because the administration Las de-
cided that under the powers in the De-
fense Production Act they are not broad
enough to take in and protect these
various fats and oils and dairy products.

Mr. MULTER. I suggest we extend
the existing law,

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. That
will not do the joh.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment offered by

-the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.

Avcust H. AnpreseN]. I have an iden-
tical amendment at the Clerk’s desk.
The control of imports of the type con-
templated by this amendment is essen-
tial to protect the farmers and taxpayers
of this country. Importations of fats
and oils, including dairy products and
peanuts, would seriously jeopardize the
price-support program on such products.
In order to maintain their prices, pea-
nut farmers of this country have con-
sented to the reduction of their acreage
over the years. If foreign peanuts were
allowed to be shipped into this coun-
try, it would mean that the Commodity
Credit Corporation would probably have
to buy the entire American crop. The
effect of this would be disastrous for
two reasons. In the first place, it woulé
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cost the taxpayer enormous sums of
money, and in the second place, its ulti=-
mate effect would be to destroy the
price-support program on American pro-
duced peanuts. As a matter of fact it
would probably ultimately result in
bankrupting farmers who depend upon
peanuts as a cash crop.

I congratulate the gentleman upon his
amendment and sincerely hope that it
prevails.

The CHATIRMAN. May the Chair in-
quire of the gentleman from Kentucky
whether or not he withdraws his point
of order against the amendment?

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my point of order.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise

in support of the pending amendment. -

Mr. Chairman, this amendment should
be adopted. It must be perfectly obvious
to all of us that separate legislation will
not be enacted within the next 2 or 3
weeks and if this amendment is not
adopted the law will expire and our
country could be flooded with imported
fats and oils.

Even while the law was in effect and
embargoes were in operation, I received
information to the effect that consider-
ation was being given to the advisability
of lifting the embargoes so as to permit
the importation of peanuts in large
quantities from Red China. This was
about a year ago and upon receiving the
information, I came straight to Wash-
ington where some of my colleagues met
me, and we discussed the matter at
great length with officials in the execu-
tive branch. We emphasized the fact
that the peanut producers of our coun-
try had accepted acreage allotment and
marketing quotas and had embarked
upon a program which contemplated a
drastic reduction in the production of
peanuts. We also pointed out that our
Government at that time was supporting
the price of peanuts and that the Gov-
ernment had millions and millions of
dollars: invested in peanuts which had
been acquired under the support pro-
gram. Just how ridiculous can we be?
If we are going to support the price of
peanuts in this country and sustain sub-
stantial losses, how can we justify per-
mitting the importation of large quanti-
ties of peanuts from places across the
sea?

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. ALBERT. If this amendment is
not enacted, it is entirely probable that
the Commodity Credit Corporation, with
taxpayers’ funds, will buy the entire
American peanut crop and a substantial
portion of all butter and milk products
produced in this country.

Mr. COOLEY. I think the gentleman
is correct. I know that about a year ago
we were told that there were shiploads of
peanuts ready to be dumped on the
market in America, and but for the fact
that the embargo was not lifted, those
peanuts would have come in. How do
we know that tomorrow morning, or
rather, at the expiration of this law, that
ships might not be in our ports ready to
unload large quantities of fats and oils
to further depress the American market?
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Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. MULTER. Is it not a fact that
while this embargo has been in effect
that no imports of butter has come in,
and the Commodity Credit Corporation
did buy large quantities of domestic
butter?

Mr. COOLEY. Yes, under the support
program, perhaps that is true. We
probably will be buying peanuts, but why
should we lift the embargo and flood our
market with foreign oils and fats and
still continue the support program?

Mr. MULTER. We are not suggesting
that we lift the embargo, but the ques-
tion in my mind is, How can you possibly
be hurt if the existing embargo law
stands, until we can have a hearing on
the bill to determine whether changes
in the bill should be enacted? That is
the point.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota, the author of the
bill.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The
solicitor for the Department of Agricul-
ture has stated that the existing law will
only apply to linseed oil and rice. Those
are the only two commodities to which
he can make it applicable. And, I might
say further, that on June 20, before this
continuing act was passed, the Depart-
ment had prepared an order putting the
existing law as provided in the Defense
Production Act into operation covering
only imports on linseed oil and rice.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, permit me
to read from the law. With all due defer-
ence to the gentleman, he just cannot
read what it says when he gives you the
opinion he quoted: Fats, edible oils, in-
cluding oil-bearing materials, fatty acids,
butter, soap and soap powder, but ex-
cluding petroleum and petroleum prod-
ucts and coconut products.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. That
is right. :

Mr. COOLEY. That is the law the
gentleman wants to extend.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. And
rice and rice products. They have ruled
down in the Department that they must
come in under the Defense Production
Act and not under the War Powers Act,
and under either act they have ruled
that it was not particularly in the inter-
est of defense production for them to
include other fats and oils and butter.
Now, they were before our committee,
and that was the ruling their counsel
made.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the

gentleman from North Carolina has

again expired.
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman

be permitted to proceed for two addi- -

tional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, if the

gentleman will yield further, the law

that I am talking about that we are sug-
gesting should be extended is the same
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law that we extended a few days azo
when we included rent control in the
Defense Production Act, and specifically
this very Fats and Oil Embargo Act we
are talking about is chapter 426 of Pub-
lic Law 591.

Mr. COOLEY. How long was it ex-
tended?

Mr. MULTER. Until the end of this
month.

Mr. COOLEY, That is right, and the
gentleman knows full well that if we do
not take action here and now it will never
be extended past the first of August, and
on the second of August our market
could very well be flooded.

Mr. MULTER. I agree with that, but
let us extend this law as it is now, and
then decide what changes, if any, must
be made in this law.

Mr. COOLEY. In other words, as I
understand it, the gentleman is willing
to accept an extending amendment, an
amendment the effect of which would be
to extend existing law.

Mr. MULTER. Exactly.

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman from
Minnesota should be able to discuss that
more intelligently than I could, because
he knows the real difference between his
amendment and existing law.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. Yes, of course I yield.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I have
already stated the attitude of the De-
partment of Agriculture and their coun-
sel on this matter, so that either under
the Second War Powers Act, to which
the gentleman has referred, or under any
provision of the Defense Production Act,
they say it will not be made applicable to
anything but linseed oil and rice. That
is all that is necessary, because it is all
in the interest of defense production and
the security of the country. I have tied
into mine the economy of the country. I
do not know, and I have no way to de-
termine, how the administrators or the
lawyers down in the administration are
going to act, so I do not think the gen-
tleman and I can say here how they will
interpret a law, but I do know that they
came before our Committee on Agricul-
ture and stated that, and they threw out
dairy products and they threw out the
other fats and oils. So this amendment
was perfected, and they saw it, and they
agreed that this would accomplish the
result for which I have offered it, and it
has been adopted in the Senate.

Mr. MULTER. My suggestion is, let
us extend the existing law and either the
gentleman’s Committee on Agriculture
or the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency can consider it and hold hearings.
Our chairman says it should not take
more than a day. Then we can find out
what changes you need, if you need any.

Mr. COOLEY. The situation is that
we must act now.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Andreser amendment,
for what I consider very good and suf-
ficient reasons.

This Nation produces annually around
10,000,000,000 pounds of fats and oils.
Because of that great production we
have had in this Nation more fats and

_oils than the American people could con-

sume. Because of that the price of lard
has been about 50 percent of the ,...... 25
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should have been over the period o® the
rast 4 or 5 years.

When a packer buys a hog, he knows
before he even huys the hog that he is
giing to lose on the lard, so he must
raise the price of pork chops in order
to make up that difference. So when
p.ople buy the pork chops, they must
pay a higher price than they would pay
if lard was at its proper price level.

Here are some more facts the Mem-
bers from the large industrial centers
should take into consideration before
they vote on this amendment. Labor
draws in wages a little over $4 for every
dollar the farmer takes in. Industry
sells on an average a little over $4 worth
of goods for every dollar the farmer
takes in. So when you reduce the farm
income you reduce by at least fourfold
the amount that labor will draw in
wages, and by over fourfold the amount
the business man will sell in goods. So
it affects the whole economy of the
Nation.

Every raw product comes from the soil
or the seed.

Seventy percent of the working people
of America are employed in some phase
of growing, transporting, processing and
wholesaling and retailing farm products.

If the farmer does not get sufiicient
pay for those products, every man,
woman and child in America suffers. It
must also be remembered that since we
mecharized our farms over the past 25
years, the national income averages al-
most exactly seven times our farm in-
come. So it is not only for the benefit
of the farmer that tke gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. Avcust H. ANDRESEN]
has offered his amendment, but it is for
the benefit of every Lmerican.

I hope that the Representatives from
the industrial sections of the country will
recognize these facts and that farming
is the basic industry of the country. We
have always had a depression in this
Nation when farm prices were too low,
and we have always had prosperous times
when farm prices were at fairly high
level as is the case today and when we
argue that we should have beef roll-
backs, for instance, we rcust realize that
those roll-backs will cost the American
farmer many hundreds of millions of
dollars and in turn they will cost the
laboring man and indusiry fourfold
more than the farmer will suffer as a
result of such roll-backs.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time because
I think this amendment is serious
enough to justify a great deal of thought
and consideration. I come from a cot-
ton-preducing State. Our section de-
pends upon cotton. Last year we had a
very great shortage of cotton. The De-
partment of Agriculture appealed to our
pecple to plant more cotton, a great
deal more cotton and to try for an all-
time record in cotton production. Our
farmers have gone to work this year and
are preducing an all-time record in the
production of cotton in the South and
West.

Last night I read in the paper and
then again this morning I read the
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articles in the paper in reference to the
agricultural report on the produection of
cotton. I find that the cotton acreage
is up 58 percent in the United States over
what it was a year ago. Our farmers
are planting 11,000,000 more acres of
cotton this year throughout the South
and West than they did the year before,
The three Western States of California,
Arizona, and New Mexico alone have
planted an all-time record acreage in
cotton, about 40 percent above the previ-
ous record year of 1949. None of us were
greatly surprised last night to read the
report from the Department of Agri-
culture showing an estimate of 17,000,-
000 bales of American cotton to be pro-
duced during the coming year. That is
what they estimate, and I think it is a
conservative estimate.

We find as a result of it that yesterday
afternoon the cotton market fell $3.10
a bale on cotton. I think that is some-
thing we ought to think about. Iam not
alarmed. But if cotton produces cot-
tonseed, and from cottonseed comes cot-
tonseed meal and oil, we should have in
force a law which will permit our Gov-
ernment to restrict the importation of
vegetable oils in competition with cot-
tonseed oil. If there is any doubt at all
about the authority, I am in favor of
extending that authority. So I am in
support of the amendment presently be-
fore the committee or some other
amendment which will accomplish this.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. EROOKs]
has expired.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I offer
a substitute amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BPENCE:

“Sgc, 104. The act of June 30, 1850, Public
Law 500, Eighty-first Congress, as amended,
is hereby amended by striking out ‘July 31,
1951, and inserting in lieu thereof ‘Septem-
ber 80, 1952'.”

Mr, SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I offer
this as a substitute for the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. AvecusT H. AvpreseN]. I think
the present law has served every purpose
for which it was enacted. It has pro-
tected every agricultural product that
was sought to be protected.

I might say that includes peanuts.
The growers of peanuts are much exer-
cised that the law would expire and they
would have no protection.

That law was considered by the Com-~
mittee on Banking and Currency. It is
within the jurisdiction of that commit-
tee, and that commitiee reported it after
hearings., I realize that the farmer
needs protection. While I live in an in-
dustrial section, seven of the counties I
represent are as much devoted to agri-
culture as any county in the United
States. I want to protect the farmers.
I know that farming is the great basic
industry of America. I know that when
the farmer is not prosperous none of us
is prosperous. I want to see the farmer
protected. I want him to obtain the
fruits of his labor. But why should we
adopt an amendment, when we have had
no opportunity to consider it? I am sure
the gentleman from Minnesota will ad-
mit it changes the basic policy. It is a
far-reaching amendment.
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Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPENCE. Not right now. Itisa
far-reaching amendment. We have had
no opportunity to give it consideration.
I had never seen it until a few minutes
ago. The Senate may have adopted it,
but is that any precedent for the House?
I think not. If you adopt it, there will
be no chance for any consultation in
conference in regard to it, because I un-
gﬁl‘rstand it is in the words of the Senate

Now, why not give the Committee on
Banking and Currency an opportunity to
consider this matter? Why not give
them an opportunity to hear witnesses
on the subject, to see how far-reaching
the gentleman’s amendment is? I can
say to the gentleman that the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency nesds no
guardianship by any other committee,
We are as truly interested in the welfare
of the farmers of the country as any
other committee of this Congress. Many
of the Members on that committee have
large farming sections in their distriets.
They do not need the guardianship or
patronizing advice of any other commit-
tee. They will meet in the spirit of tak-
ing care of the farmer’s interest and in
taking care of his interest we will take
care of the public weal.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SPENCE. I yield.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Iknow
the gentleman wants to be accurate.

Mr. SPENCE. Certainly.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The
genileman has stated that the Senate
has adopted an amendment similar to
the one he has offered.

Mr. SPENCE. No, no. Similar to
the one you have offered. That is what
I said was the objection to your amend-
ment.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. If my
amendment is adopted, then, according
to the genileman’s interpretation, it
would not be in conference; it would be
agreed to.

Mr. SPENCE. That is correct.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. And
that is the way we want it.

Mr. SPENCE. It would be a final set-
tlement of it without any consideration
and without any hearings, I did not say
that the Senate had adopted an amend-
ment such as I have offered, but such
as the one which the gentléman has of-
fered. Therefore there is nothing to go
to conference. We would finally have
accepted an amendment that we had had
no consideration of in the Banking and
Currency Commiitee to whom it ought
1o be referred.

What is unreasonable about contin-
uing the present act for 90 days? It
is the act that was the result of hear-
ings; it is an act that has accomplished
its purpose; it is an aci that has pro-
tected the farmer, and it will give us
time to have a hearing on the subject.
We will give the gentleman an oppor-
tunity to be heard on his bill, and we
will proceed in an orderly way to arrive
at a conclusion after consideration and
judgment, and there is certainly nothing
unreasonable in my request, and I hope
the House will adopt the amendment I
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have offered. I hope the House will not
override the right of the Committee on
Banking and Currency to consider this
matter in an orderly fashion under the
rules of the House and give the Mem-
bers the benefit of a report which will
analyze the proposal and give you all
the facts.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the pro
forma amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I feel sure every Mem-
ber of the House approaches legislation
and votes in the way that he feels will
be for the best interest of the country.
I have never been for controls, and I
think it might be well for those who are
askineg to be shackled by controls to
examine what happened under the OPA.

During the year previous to Pearl
Harbor 50000 food outlets closed their
doors. Labor was scarce, and operating
costs were mounting steadily, but ceil-
ing prices were frozen under OPA.

I recall that in the first quarter of
1943 about 5,000 grocers and butchers

closed their shops every month. On one.

day in March 1943 the New York State
Retail Merchants Association recorded
arrivals of 62 carloads of .potatoes as
compared with 143 carloads on the same
day of the previous year. Oranges were
10 carloads, against 21 a year earlier;
fresh peas, 1 carload against 33; spin-
ach, 6 carloads against 26; grapefruit,
10 carloads against 26. Total cars of
all fruits and vegetablés on track in
the New York market that day were 292,
against 554 a year earlier. The same
situation developed in poultry.

I recall that during 1942 the grocery
manufacturers of America maintained
almost daily contact in Washington
with no less than 21 Federal agencies—
certificates, amendments, special orders,
interpretations, from OPA, WFB, FSA,
BLS, FCA, FDA, FWA, OCD, OLLA, USI,
and ODHWS.

In February 1943 the Byrd committee
reported to the Senate that in a period
of 6 months the OPA had “issued and
requested statistical data on 7,715,229
report forms, exclusive of rationing
forms and instructions.” Yet OPA, in
that period, was only one of 48 Federal
agencies sending out guestionnaires to
businessmen.

The OPA topped the list with 1,096
different forms.

I recall definitely that in October 1943,
when butter was unobtainable in several
large cities, and available only in quar-
ter-pound lots generally, an official re-
port showed 221 million pounds of but-
ter impounded in cold storage by the
Federal Government, about 6.7 pounds
for each of the 33,000,000 families in the
United States. Worst of all, much of
this butter had been in storage so long
it was unfit for human consumption,

I am sure that many Members will
recall the report submitted to the House
of Representatives in November 1943
covering nonrecoverable losses in Gov-
ernment-owned food spoilage. This re-
port included 2,739,000 pounds of dried
beans and peas which had become
mouldly and weevil-infested; 295,000
pounds of wheat cereal; 234,620 pounds
of strawberry preserves, mouldy; 113,088
pounds of canned salmon—rusty cans;
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121,600 pounds of potatoes—old stock;
138,750 pounds of fresh onions—de-
cayed; 69,804 pounds of canned toma-
toes—spoiled; 74,064 pounds of canned
peaches—rusty cans.

Another list carried items spoiled but
partially salvageable. This list included
1,939,000 pounds of rolled oats, damaged
by rodents; 47,420 pounds of canned
chicken; 240,000 pounds of canned sal-
mon; 102,700 pounds of mouldy beans.

At Zanesville, Ohio, 30 carloads of
evaporated milk were on hand at least
3 months on Government account when
the cans began to explode.

Mr. Chairman, that is exactly what
you are rushing into now under these
controls. Memories are short. In less
than 11 years the people have forgotten
apparently the turmoil and shortages
due to OPA. Now we propose to repeat
that history and I am against it.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to correct my amend-
ment by striking out “August 1, 1951,”
and inserting in lieu thereof “July 1,
1952.”

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Eentucky?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, Mr.
Chairman, I object.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the requisite number of
words,

Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that the
gentleman from Minnesota has objected.
An amendment can be prepared and of-
fered to make it 12 months, and I hope
it will be accepted.

I am not saying that the gentleman
from Minnesota is wrong, I do not know,
but in the interest of orderly procedure
and good judgment in legislation and
acting in a manner that we should act
v.ith discretion, it occurs to me that the
safe way is not to adopt the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. Avcust H. ANDRESEN] and
make it a part of this bill. If we do, it is
cemented in the law then and there is
necthing in conference to talk about,
there is no area of disagreement between
the two Houses. As I stated, it is sealed
in the law. The gentleman from Min-
nesota wants it that way. Well, I sup-
pose if we understood it like the gentle-
man from Minnesota possibly we would
feel the same way. But we do not under-
stand it that way.

We have not had any hearings on this
matter, it has been given no considera-
tion. The chairman of the Committee
on Banking and Currency offers to give
it immediate consideration after this bill
is out of the way. Then we will hear the
gentleman from Minnesota and if he is
right we will be on his side and will re-
port a bill out.

The amendment offered by the chair-
man of the Committee on Banking and
Currency is to extend the present law
for 60 days after expiration, which in
practice will mean 90 days. He asked
unanimous consent to extend the pres-
ent law, in effect, for 12 months, but the
gentleman from Minnesota objected to
that. I do not see why he objected but
he did object.

An amendment will undoubtedly be
offered to amend the substitute offered
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by the gentleman from Kentucky to
make it 12 months. Certainly no one
can object to that. Then the two will go
to conference, the existing law and the
Senate amendment as proposed by the
gentleman from Minnesota. The con-
ferees in that area of disagreement will
have something to work on. If there is
something being done that is not in the
public interest, it can be stopped, it can
be prevented; but if you cement it in the
present bill, we have no area of dis-
agreement at all. The conferees are
absolutely helpless.

I hope the gentleman will withdraw
his cbhjection to that amendment., Will
not the gentleman do that?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FATMAN. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, I have
been informed that when a House bill is
amended, even though there is identical
language in a Senate bill, it is scill sub-
ject to conference.

Mr. PATMAN. Oh, no; the gentleman
is not correct. He has been here a long
time, because I have been here 23 years.
I believe the gentleman has been here
that long.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. A little
longer than that.

Mr. PATMAN. A little longer; yes.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The
Parliamentarian has advised me that
when the House amends its own bill,
even though there is a similar provision
in the Senate bill, and we do not amend
the Senate bill, that it is subject to
amendment.

Mr, PATMAN. Well, that is in the
shadow of trickery, and we are not going
to work any trickery here.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN,
not engage in that kind of trickery.

Mr. PATMAN. And we do not want to
be compelled to do it to protect the pub-
lic interest. So save us from a situation
where we might be constrained to do
something against the rules to protect
the public interest. Let us fix this thing
so that there will be an area of dis-
agreement, and then if the gentleman
is right he should not object, because
right will prevail,

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. COOLEY. It is difficult for me to
understand how the Committee on
Banking and Currency can suggest that
the committee is taken by surprise by
this amendment in view of the fact that
the House of Representatives inserted
almost a similar provision in the stop-
gap legislation which continued the op-
eration for an additional 30 days.

Mr. PATMAN. Well, that gives us
some time to study it. We have plenty
of time, g

Mr. COOLEY. You have already had
a week’s time.

Mr. PATMAN. I know, but we still
have time. This is only the 10th day of
July, and we have been up to the dead-
line a lot closer than 21 days before this.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

I do
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Mr, PATMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr., AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I
might say to the gentleman that I in-
troduced a bill on June 5, and on the
6th I wrote a letter to the chairman and
asked for a hearing on it, and up to this
date I have not received a hearing. I
know you have been busy.

Mr. PATMAN. For the obvious rea-
son that the chairman has been con-
ducting hearings night and day, and
even Saturdays.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I un-
derstand, and I am not criticizing him
for that.

Mr. PATMAN. And even the ambi-
tious and aggressive Committee on Agri-
culture has not been doing that well.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, That is
why it is necessary to enact this amend-
ment as a part of this law.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia, Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. We are try-
ing to carry out the intention that you
have in your mind. Today we are offer-
ing an amendment to amend the pres-
ent bill. Now, that goes to conference,
That gives us an opportunity to investi-
gate without a formal hearing, and cer-
tainly it is fair, and I hope you will not
object to this amendment. That goes to
conference, and if we are convinced that
your amendment is better than the pres-
ent law, we will accept it. You certain-
1y are entitled to some kind of a hearing,
and I ask the Members to vote for this
amendment to the existing law, not that
we do not want to have a hearing, but
we will find out from some witnesses if
the present law is better for the people
of the country. I think this is a fair
solution, and I think you ought to go
along with it, because we are trying fo
help you out.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr., Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. I have read the Andre-
sen amendment and I have read the
committee substitute. The Andresen
amendment speaks of cheese and cheese
products. Is that included under the
present law, or is that a new one?

Mr, PATMAN. That is another thing
we do not know about in other words,
we are legislating in the dark.

Mr. JAVITS. If it is a new one, I
think that puts a different light on the
situation.

Mr., PATMAN. I think the gentle-

man will admit that some commodities
are included that are not ia the present
law.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN., I
stated that in my statement,

Mr. PATMAN. Each one is a basic
commodity. We do not know how far it
will go.

Mr, Chairman, I offer an amendment
to the Spence substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PATMAN to the
sgubstitute offered by Mr. SPENCE:

“Sgc. 104. The act of June 30, 1950, Public
Law 500, Eighty-first Congress, as amended,
is hereby amended by striking out 'August 1,
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1951," and inserting in lieu thereof “July 1,
1952.""

Mr. PATMAN, Mr, Chairman, this is
offered in view of the fact that the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr, AUGUST
H. Anpresen], did not see fit to per-
mit the gentleman from EKentucky
[Mr. SPENcE] to amend his own amend-
ment accordingly. As far as the
Committee on Banking and Currency
is concerned, I think the impression
has been left that we are not looking
after the farmers. I desire to invite your
attention to the fact that the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency has a rec-
ord of going so far in the interest of the
farmers that by unanimous consent we
lowered the parity law one time. When
the first Price Control Act was passed
by Congress the latter part of 1941 or
early part of 1942, January 8, I believe
it was, when it became law, we had a pro-
vision inserted by the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee providing for 110 per-
cent of parity. Now, no other committee
of Congress ever did that well for the
farmers. We went too far. We went so
far we had to go back and lower it. So
our committee has not been on the side
of being stingy with the farmers, we
have been on the side of being generous
with the farmers.

Our coramittee is composed of Repre-
sentatives from farming distriets just
like most of the other committees of this
House. We have the interest of agri-
culture at heart just like any other com-
mittee of this House. We yield to no
committee of this House in our interest
in and appreciation of the farmers of the
country. We want to do what is neces-
sary to keep them prosperous, recog-
nizing, as has been said here, that if the
farmers are not prosperous the country
is not prosperous. We must maintain a
sound, prosperous agriculture, We all
realize that. Now I want to appeal to
the Members of the House if this is not
absolutely sound.

We have hefore our committee now a
bill to amend the present act on im-
ports of fats and oils, to extend it for
1 year. We have not had an oppor-
tunity to hold hearings on that bill
by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
AvucusT H. ANDRESEN] because it in-
volves other commodities. The gentle-
man here admits it involves other com-
medities than the present law. We want
to hear the testimony on it. We do not
want to act in the dark. We have plenty
of time. We have 21 days. The chair-
man has promised a hearing imme-
diately after this bill passes. A promise
from the gentleman from Kentucky
means it will be done. He is a man of
honor, a man of integrity. No one ever
questions his word. He has told us we
are going to have that hearing. Then
if the gentleman from Minnesota can
malke a case for the additional commodi-
ties we will be on his side. We will re-
port his bill. But if he does not, we will
not, we will report the present law just
as it is, So why not pass this extension
of 12 months, and then it will be in the
House bill. The other bill in the Sen-
ate, meeting us half way, contains a
proposal advanced by the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. AucusTt H. ANDRE-
seEN] just exactly as he has put it in this
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bill. Then we will have an area of dis-
agreement. If there is anything wrong
about the Andresen matter we can do
something about it. If it is all right,
we can agree to the Senate provision.
But if you accept the Andresen amend-
ment now you have cemented it in the
bill and there is no way on earth for the
conferees to change the dotting of an
“i" or the crossing of a “f.” It has to
remain exactly that way.

It does not seem to me like that is the
right way to legislate. If there are two
ways to do something and one is a good,
safe, reasonable way and the other is
uncertain, let us do it the reasonable
way.

This Andresen amendment embraces
commodities the present law does not
embrace. We are willing to have a hear-
ing on the additional commodities. The
chairman says so. We do not object to
that. But let us extend the present law
now, and then meet with the Senate
conferees and do what is right.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the Andresen amend- °
ment. :

Mr. Chairman, you do not need to try
and convince something is wrong, and
uncertain about this language we have
in the Andresen amendment, It is very
plain, fair and constructive. It states
that import controls of fats and oils,
peanuts, butter, cheese, and other dairy
products, and rice and rice products are
necessary for the protection of the es-
sential security interests and economy
of the United States in the existing
emergency in international relations.

If it is necessary for national defense
to bring those things in, I have no ob-
jection to bringing them in. But the
Andresen amendment also states this,
and this is where the certainty and the
protection come in:

No imports of any such commodity or
product shall be admitted to the United
States until after June 30, 1953, which would
impair or reduce the domestic production of
any such commodity or product below pres-
ent production levels, or below such higher
levels as the Secretary of Agriculture may
deem necessary in view of domestic and in-
ternational conditions.

Why do you want to bring in imports
which will upset the program of our do-
mestic production at present levels or
higher levels if the Department of Agri-
culture says we need those higher levels
of production? Higher levels should be
protected. That is what the gentleman
wants to do. He wants to protect our
present production and higher produc-
tion if necessary—to do what? To ac-
complish the main purpose of the law.
Where is there anything wrong in that?
Why does the Committee on Banking
and Currency want to further consider
that proposition?

That is just cold-blooded American-
ism, and that is what we want in this
proposition. If these imports interfere
with the orderly domestic storing and
marketing of any such commodity or
products they must not come in until
1953. What is wrong with that? Do
you want to upset the domestie storing
activities? Do you want to upset the
marketing activities of our domestic
procedure? If you do not want to upset
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those things, then adopt the Andresen
amendment.

Now, the third and last proposition—
if these imports result in any unneces-
sary burden or expenditure in any Gov-
ernment price-support program, they
must not come here until 1953, What
is wrong with that?

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. 1 yield.

Mr. COOLEY. And we are supporting
oil-producing commodities such as pea-
nuts and cottonseed.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Certainly. When
you vote against this amendment you
will vote to defeat your idea and to de-
stroy your own program. I am sure we
do not need any further time to consider
that sort of proposition. We should
adopt this amendment.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Under
the amendment offered by the chairman
of the committee and the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. PaTman], the Govern-
ment must own the commodities and
own the fats and oils in the support pro-
gram before this would go into operation.

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is correct.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. At the
present time the Government does not
own any of these fats and oils and all
this does is to seek to stop the Govern-
ment from being put in a position of
having to buy these fats and oils; and,
in other words, to save the taxpayers’
money.

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is correct.
This is protection all the way through.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield.

Mr. ALBERT. The Commodity Credit
Corporation sent me a letter this morn-
ing stating they had reduced their in-
ventories over a billion dollars, I believe,
and this will add that billion dollars back
to their inventories if the commeodities

come, because the Commodity - Credit.

Corporation, under the law, is bound to
buy American-produced produets if
there is no other market for them.

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is correct.
They have to do it.

Mr. ALBERT. That is right.

Mr. CRAWFORD. This will save
money for the taxpayers and protect
American agriculture at the same time.

Mr, BELCHER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr,. CRAWFORD. 1 yield.

Mr. BELCHER. Can the gentleman
tell us why the Committee on Banking
and Currency would need to hold hear-
ings to determine whether or not we
should permit imports into the United
States of products at the very time that
the Government of the United States is
spending he taxpayers’ money to support
that market?

Mr., CRAWFORD. And which im-
ports would upset this program? Of
course they do not need any hearings
on that.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, CRAWFORD, 1 yield.
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Mr. CELLER. Has the gentleman con-
sidered the impact this amendment
would have on our relations with other
countries with whom we have reciprocal
trade agreements, and the ECA coun-
tries?

Mr. CRAWFORD. Now, wait a min-
ute, if we are going to upset the domestic
production of any commodity or upset
the orderly domestic storing activities
which will result in any unnecessary
burden of expenditure on Government
price-support programs, in order to pro-
tect the reciprocal trade-agreements
program—if we are going to go that far,
we might as well kick American agricul-
ture in the pants and tell them to go
rustle for themselves.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield.

Mr. COOLEY. We have had almost
the same provision in the law and there
has been no complaint about any confiict
with reciprocal trade treaties.

Mr, CRAWFORD. That is right, the
only difference is that we have had one
or two more products added.

Mr. COOLEY., That is right.

Mr. CRAWFORD. We want to adopt
the Andresen amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I will not teke any
more time than is necessary, but I think
a word or two ought to be said to clear
up the situation. The gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr, Avcust H. ANDRESEN],
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
Arpert], and myself have offered an
amendment to the hill to take care of im-
port licensing. The chairman of the
Committee on Banking and Currency has
introduced a substitute amendment
which would carry on the present law
for another year. The present law is not
sufficient to adequately meet the situa-
tion. There are only two instances in
which imports of these commodities can
be stopped. First, the President must
find that such controls are essential to
the acquisition or distribution of prod-
ucts in world short supply. That does not
help relieve the situation at all. That
applies to commodities in short supply.
Second, essential to the orderly liquida-
tion of temporary surpluses. That does
not meet our situation. So to adopt the
substitute will not meet the situation at
all,

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ABBITT. I yield.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Iwould
like to stress what the gentleman has
said, that before the amendment offered
by the chairman of the commitfee [Mr.
Sreence] or by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Parman] goes into effect, the Gov-
ernment must have these surpluses. At
the present time the Government does
not have these surpluses of these com-
modities, Our amendment seeks to pre-
vent the Government from getting them,
in order fo have orderly marketing in
this country. So on fats and oils and
dairy products the amendment proposed
by the gentleman from EKentucky [Mr.
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Srence]l will not prevail, and imports
will come into the United States.

Mr, SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ABBITT. Iyield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. SPENCE. The gentleman comes
from a peanut-growing section of the
country.

Mr. ABBITT. Yes.

Mr. SPENCE. Have not peanufs been
taken care of under the present act?

Mr. ABBITT. Peanuts have been
taken care of.

Mr. SPENCE. Has not butter been
taken care of? What agricultural prod-
uct has not been taken care of under the
present act?

Mr. ABEBITT. The only answer I can
give the gentleman is that when this
matter came up and it looked like con-
trols would expire on June 30, our very
efficient chairman called a conference of
members of the committee interested in
this matter. We have certain people
irom the Department of Agriculture, and
they told us then that under the present
law it was doubtful if they protect our
products.

Mr. SPENCE. Because the act was
about to expire. Was that not the
reason?

Mr, ABBITT. No, sir. They said that
under the language there had to be two
things. There must either be a short
supply or it must be essential to the
orderly liquidations of temporary sur-
pluses.

Mr. EPENCE. What agricultural
product has not been taken ecare of at
the present time?

Mr. ABBITT. I cannot tell the gen-
tleman,

Mr, SPENCE. They have all been
taken care of. The act is very wide in
its scope. I have heard no complaints
from all of the people who are produc-
ing oils and fats, butter and butter prod-
ucts, They knew that it protecied them.

Mr. ALEERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ABBITT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. ALEERT. Is it not a fact that
since the war there have been in the
Commeoedity Credit Corporation store-
house surpluses of these commodities,
and therefore the provisions of the law
were necessarily put into effect; whereas
at the present time those surpluses have
been reduced and we are putting our-
selves in the position of making it im-
possible to operate this law, by reason
of the fact that this condition iz -»
longer present?

Mr. ABBITT. The gentleman is
exactly right. Last year we had about
10,000,000 bales of cotton. There was a
short supply. The same was true of all
these other things.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ABBITT. I yield.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I under-
stand the gentleman himself introduced
a bill along this line. What is the dif-
ference between the gentleman’s bill

.and the present law and the Andreaen

amendment?



1951

Mr. ABBITT. I introduced a bill con-
tinuing the present law, with an added
amendment, which takes care of the sit-
uation to which the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. ALBerT] referred.

Mr. COOLEY. Will the gentleman
read that amendment?

Mr. ABBITT. “Essential to the or-
derly marketing of commodities under
price control or diversion program.”
But that is not in the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Kentucky
[Mr. SpeNck]l. Unless we have that
added to the present law or our amend-
ment we might just as well not have any
law, so far as keeping out these products
is concerned at the present time.

First. These are abnormal times in
which we find ourselves, and many of
the adjustments which were set in mo-
tion after the cessation of hostilities in
World War II will not have been com-
pleted by the time the current law ex-
pires. Specifically, adjustments are
still being made with respect to the pea-
nut program and while impressive prog-
ress has been made toward bringing sup-
plies into line with demand, I am reli-
ably informed that the CCC, on the basis
of estimated yields this year, might very
well lose over $3,500,000 on peanuts.
Certainly we are not justified in adding
to this burden by stimulating the im-
portation of peanuts at the time when a
Government ageney is doing everything
within its power to bring supplies into
line with demand.

There is nothing unfair or out of keep-
ing with the spirit of the general agree-
ment on trade and tariff in connection
with the protection of our domestic pea-
nut industry. Fundamentally, the
United States is producing peanuts for
edible market in fthe United States.
Practically all of the remaining produc-
tion of peanuts throughout the world is
for oil on a much lower-priced market.
By opening our domestic edible market
to foreign produced peanuts we are pro-
viding foreign producers with a high
priced edible market for which their
nuts were not originally produced. The
current acreage adjustment program
with respect to peanuts in the United
States provides for determining yields
on a 5-year average basis. Over a pe-
riod of time such a basis has proven to
be acceptable and sound. However, it
does mean that in a period such as we
are encountering now, it does not fully
reflect probable yields. Accordingly, it
will take a little more time to properly
bring supply into line with demand in
this country.

Second. I understand the CCC still
holds in excess of 500,000 pounds of lin-
seed oil at an aggregate cost of approxi-
mately $146,000,000, which is the carry-
over from the production of flaxseed in
World War II. Additional time is needed
for orderly reduction of these stocks.

The two main sources from which we
could expect importation of flaxseed,
which would interfere with the orderly
marketing of this commodity which was
acquired under price support, are Argen-
tina and Canada. While it is true that
supplies in the Argentine have been re-
duced materially, they have increased
their acreage this year approximately
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1,500,000 acres, which amounts to a
50-percent increase in acreage. There
is little doubt but what many circum-
stances and forces would operate fo
bring a substantial portion of Argentine
production into this counfry unless con-
trolled.

Last year Canada had a short flax
crop. There is no indication that last
year’s short Canadian crop will be re-
peated this year.

Third. The present market in the
Unitzd States for rice is sufficiently high
that it would tend to draw supplies from
far-eastern markets to the United States
at a time when food which is produced
in the Far East should be kept in that
area. In view of the current unsettled
times, it is quite obvious that we should
take steps now to see that the necessary
legislation is passe 1 to protect the gains
we have already made in solving our
agricultural adjustment problems.

Fourth. For those of you who believe
that this proposal is sufficiently covered
by the Defense Production Act of 1950,
let me explain that the law is not suffi-
ciently clear to say with absolute cer-
tainty that the Defense Production Act
of 1950 will be interpreted to permit
the control of imports such as we have
in mind. Accordingly, I urge you to
pass. this legislation and leave no doubt
as to the intention of the Congress.

Fifth. The Depa.tment of Agriculture
has very strongly urged that the cotton
producers of the United States increase
their production from 10,000,000 bales
in 1950 to 16,000,000 bales in 1951. The
present prospects indicate that the
American f.rmer has responded to this
appeal and will not only mec: the goal
of 16,000,000 bales, but probably will
exceed it. 'This will result i the pro-
duction of huge quantities of cotton-
seed oil. It is patently absurd for the
Congress of the United States to say
to the cotion grower: “You should in-
crease your production of cotton, and
incidentally ccttonseed, and at the same
time while you are increasing your pro-
duction in response to our needs, we are
going to aid and aket the lowering of
the price you will receive for the totton-
seed by opening up importation of fats
and oils which are not needed in this
country, but are very definitely needed in
the countries from which they would be
exported to this country.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr, AsBiTT]
has expired.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I would
like to point out, Mr. Chairman, that we
have members on both sides of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture who seem to be
satisfied that the Andresen amendment
should be adopted. I think that it is best
that we do take this language the Senate
has adopted, for by so doing we can ce-
ment it into law, as the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Parman] has so well stated,
though he does not approve of such ac-
tion. Personally, I want to cement it
into law. I do not want the President to
have the opportunity to veto the same
restrictions as to imports of competing
farm products, and he would have that
opportunity if we followed the advice of
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr,
SpENCE] and the gentleman from Texas
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[Mr. PaTmMaN] and attempted to reenact
the present law. Let us express the will
of the House today and legislate as we
feel is right. I have every confidence in
the members of the Committee on Agri-
culture and in my colleague, the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. Avcust H.
ANDRESEN], who has always worked hard
for the best interests of our dairy farm-
ers. Why in the name of common sense
should we, on the one hand, spend
huge sums to support farm commodity
prices and then, on the other hand, open
our Nation's doors wide to competing
products produced by cheap labor?

. Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield that I may ask a
question of the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. ABBITT]?

. Mr. H, CARL ANDERSEN. I yield.

Mr. CRAWFORD. In response to the
chairman of the committee, the gentle-
man from Kentucky [Mr. SPENCE], when
he asked what farm products are not
protected, as I understood the gentle-
man’s presentation none of them are
protected unless they fit into those two
categories which the gentleman enu-
merated.

Mr. ABBITT. That is exactly right.

Mr. CRAWFORD. So the answer to
the question of the gentleman from Ken-
tueky is that none are protected unless
that amendment is put in.

Mr. ABBITT. That is right; as was
pointed out so well by the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. AreerTl, We no
longer have these circumstances, so we
will not be protected.

Mr, H. CARL ANDERSEN. In con-
clusion, let us vote down the Spence sub-
stitute and accept the Andresen amend-
ment., Millions of farmers who produce
hogs, dairy products, and flaxseed will
have added incentive to work long hours
and produce ample food so necessary to
our Nation at this time.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I strong-
1y support this amendment by the gentle-
man from Mirnesota [Mr. Avevst H.
Awpresen]. Too long and too often have
the farmers of Towa and the Nation been
made the victims of “ureign fats and oil
imports, produced by cheap labor.

I am opposed to undermining Ameri-
can farmers, labor and industry through
the importation of any foreign products
unless there is a tariff differential repre-
senting the differential in cost of produc-
tion and the American standard of liv-
ing.

I will never knowingly vote for any
piece of legislation that will permit Lever
Bros. and the soap monopoly or any other
industry in this country to purchase raw
material on a cheap foreign labor market
and then sell the finished product in this
country at a price based on the American

‘raw material and labor market.

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the pro forma
amendment and wish to speak in opposi-
tion to the Andresen amendment.

I find on looking over the Andresen
amendment that it affords no protection
at all to our national defense effort.
When it comes to national interest and
the defense effort we are not farmers, we
are not city folks, we are not in any spe-
cial category except that we are all
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Americans, and our first thought is and
must be for the protection of this coun-
try. Iam sure the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. AvcusT H. ANDRESEN] feels
the same way, but I can find nothing in
his amendment to meet the situation in
which we now find ourselves, the shortage
of edible fats. Fats and oils are used in
many things that enter into our war ef-
fort, and we cannot let prohibition
against the importation of fats and oils
go to the point where it interferes with
the manufacture of our war materials,
and that is what the gentleman’s amend-
ment would do. There is everything in
the amendment that would limit the de-
fense efforts of the United States since
we are admittedly in short supply of fats
and oils. If the gentleman can show me
where I am mistaken about his amend-
ment I would be very glad to have him
do so. ,

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McKINNON. Iyield.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Does
the gentleman feel that it is in the inter-
est of national defense to secure an
abundant production of all kinds of foods,
fats, and oils?

Mr. McKINNON. I will be glad to an-
swer this way: I think our economy
wants a full production and we want to
do everything we can to encourage full
production; but if due to reasons beyond
our control we cannot get sufficient fats
and oils for the war effort, for war pro-
duction, then we must be able to import
them. The gentleman's amendment
does not provide for that. y

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Oh,
yes; my amendment takes care of se-
curing an abundant production of lin-
seed oil and other oils that go into
paints. So if the gentleman is inter-
ested particularly in that angle he is go-
ing to get abundant production of those
oils

Mr. McKINNON. Will the gentleman
be more specific?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Let me
say further that we have seen the time
in this country when the shortage of
fats and oils has been so bad that we
were gouged by other countries of the
world in our efforts to secure raw mate-
rials for the war effort to keep up pro-
duction in this country. We had to pay
$3.22 a pound for pepper and 67 cents
for rubber, and other things propor-
tionately.

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I
cannot conceive how pepper and rubber
enter into the production of fats and
oils, edible or otherwise.

I want to say simply that last year we
reported this bill out and favored it be-
cause there was a surplus. There is no
surplus now. In the last 12-month pe-
riod flaxseed, for instance, was selling
at about four times what it sold for in
the 1935-39 period. If 400 percent in-
crease is not sufficient incentive to se-
cure the necessary production of flax-
seed oil, I think we should not tie our
hands on national defense by prohibit-
ing further importation of flaxseed oil.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McEINNON. I yield.
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Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. The gen-
tleman is mistaken in the price of flax-
seed. The approximate price of flaxseed
was $4 per bushel. It was up to $7 per
bushel during the war. It certainly is
not four times today what it was in 1935,
It is about 30 percent over.

Mr. McKINNON. The Department of
Agriculture reports the price of flaxseed
in April of 1951 at $4.37. In the 1935-
39 average the price was $1.69, practi-
cally four times as much. Now, if that
kind of price incentive cannot produce
enough flaxseed to take care of our war
effort, I think our war effort comes be-
fore the protection of a few people.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. McKINNON. T yield to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. ALBERT. Does the gentleman
think any one of these conditions in the
Andresen amendment would  prohibit
this country from bringing into it any
of these fats and oils if the defense ef-
fort should require it, and loeal produc-
tion could not meet the demand?

Mr. McKINNON. That is the way I
read it. I asked the gentleman for that
clarification. I do not object to seeing
that our own farm bloc gets adequate
protection and incentive for production.
We want to keep our domestic produc-
tion high.

Mr. ALBERT. What in the amend-
ment leads the gentleman to think that
if the defense effort of the country
would require imports and American
agriculture could not produce it, we
could not bring it in?

Mr. McKINNON. Read the amend-
ment.

Mr. ALBERT. Where in the amend-
ment?

Mr. McKINNON. The amendment
simply says that notwithstanding the
provisions of any other law the import
controls on fats and oils are prohibited
from coming in if it will do one of three
things.

Mr. ALBERT. That is right.

Mr. McKINNON. First, will reduce
the domestic production, which is a very
broad thing, and, second, interfere with
the orderly domestic storing, and, third,
;‘esult in unnecessary burden of expendi-

ure,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, T ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman may proceed for one addi-
tional minute.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, the gentleman has referred
to linseed oil. The Government itself,
the Commodity Credit Corporation, owns
1 year’s supply of linseed oil from a crop
that it purchased 2 years ago when the
Government purchased the entire crop
of flaxseed in this country. They have
all kinds of flaxseed. With the rest of
the provisions of the bill, before they
become operative, under the amendment
proposed by the gentleman from Ken-
tucky, the Government would have to
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own all of these surpluses before the em-
bargo could be put into operation
What my amendment seeks to do is to
have an orderly production in this coun-
try and orderly marketing, so that the
Government will not have to waste the
taxpayers’ money under the support pro-
gram to buy fats and oils, butter, cheese,
and these other items.

I hope I have made myself clear that
there is an ample supply of linseed oil
in this country because the United States
Grov.ernment owns one full year’s supply
of it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has again
expired.

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for
two additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, first
of all I want to point out that during
that year the gentleman is describing
the great stockpile on the Government
shelf the price of flaxseed went from
$3.68 to $4.37. If the genfleman is will-
ing to write into his amendment, if the
war effort necessitates these fats and oils
may be brought in for the protection of
our country, that is one thing, but the
gentleman’s amendment does not pro-
vide that. There would be a great dan-
ger to our national defense and to our
welfare to allow special interests to come
in here, as this amendment does, and
take over the defense of our country.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. 1
would like to read the amendment.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. McKINNON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. McCARTHY. As I read the
amendment, it would prevent the impor-
tation of these things, even though it is
necessary to stockpile them. I can see
the point of the gentleman from Minne-
sota, if he wants to write an amendment
that will lay down certain provisions for
the distribution of this stockpile ma-
terial after the emergency has passed,
but, as I read the amendment, it would
prevent stockpiling under emergency
conditions if the stockpiling itself would
constifute a threat to American agri-
culture.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McKINNON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The
gentleman is entirely in error. It would
not prevent stockpiling, it would not pre-
vent greater production when ordered

‘by the Secretary of Agriculture to get

more linseed.

Mr. McCARTHY. If you bring it in
you have a stockpile.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. No.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr, Parman] to the
substitute,

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. SPENCE) there
were—ayes 61, noes 129,
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So the amendment to the substitute
was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute offered by the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr, SPENCE].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. SPENCE) there
were—ayes 65, noes 136.

So the substitute was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. Aveust H.
ANDRESEN], .

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis-
consin: On page 2, after line 21, insert a new
subsection as follows:

*“{c) Add a new section of title 1 of the
Defense Production Act of 1950 to read as
follows:

“*‘Sgc. 104. The President shall establish a
single central agency to serve as a claimant
to present the construction and supply needs
of State and local governments and their
tax-supported agencies'.”

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, in view of the action just taken by
the Committee of the Whole, I ask unan-
imous consent that my amendment be
corrected to show that it will follow the
amendment just adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr, DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, in contrast to the rather compli-
cated matter upon which this House has
just been deliberating, the purpose of
this amendment is quite simple and
quite direct. It is to establish one claim-
ant agency for the various governmental
units. During World War II there was
such an agency. It was called the Gov-
ernment Requirements Bureau. It op-
erated within the War Production Board.

I suppose it might be said with con-
siderable force that this is an adminis-
trative matter and that, therefore, it
should be handled by the administrative
agencies without a¢tion on the part of
the Congress. As a matter of fact, how-
ever, the assurance has been given sev-
eral times that such a unified agency
would be created, but the months have
gone by and that assurance has never
been acted upon. 2

Just about a month ago an order was
issued which continues the existing
claimant agencies, so that at the present
time the local and State governments in
order to have their needs presented must
act through not one but through at least
19 different claimant agencies. This
means that our States, our county and
city governments, and our school dis-
tricts in the States must try to verse
themselves in the operations of those
19 agencies, instead of being able to
operate through one.

I think it would alleviate a confusing
situation for the 168,000 local and State
governmental units in this Nation if they
were permitted to operate at this time
as they were during World War II,
through some sort of a single claimant
agency.
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As I said, perhaps there will be some
feeling that it is not necessary to write
this into legislation, but this will not be
the first time the Congress has found it
necessary, because of the dilatory tactics
of an administrative agency, to write
into law a provision to enact something
that has been promised many times by
administratcrs but has never been acted
upon. I think it will eliminate con-
fusion and will increase the efficiency
of the allocations program if this
amendment is adopted.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. McDONOUGH. What difference
weuld there be between the service of the
agency about which the gentleman is
speaking as compared to the services
now rendered by NPA?

Mr, DAVIS of Wisconsin. This would
work through and with the NPA.,

Mr. McDONOUGH. Does not the
NPA render this kind of service now?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. It attempts
to. It deals with several claimant
agencies that present the case for re-
quirements, just as I would like to have
one claimant agency that would present
the claims of these governmental units
for materials. At the present time, when
a school wants materials, it may have to
work through the Federal Security Ad-
ministration, or it may have to work
througch one or more of the 18 other
agencies. There are 19 of them operat-
ing with, and dealing with, the local units
of government at the present time.

Mr., KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. KEATING. Under the gentle-
man’'s amendment, the way it would op-
erate would be that if a school district
or any other unit would go to this one
central agency, it in turn would know
which group among these various war
agencies the matter should be taken up
with, and would go directly to it?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. That is the
purpose, to channelize the necessary re-
quests for materials.

Mr. KEATING. It strikes me it would
be a very desirable thing. We have all
encountered difficulty under the present
system.

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield.

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I can
confirm what the gentleman from New
York has just said, because we had such
a situation with regard to governmental
agencies in Milwaukee.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I am sure
you have had.

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I ap-
preciate the gentleman's point. I think
we would be doing a good and real serv-
ice through the adoption of this amend«
ment.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I also want to com-
mend my colleague for offering this
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amendment, and I want to join in spon-
soring it. In many instances my oifice
was called to aid the city of Milwaukee
in trying to get through the various de-
partments an application with the NPA.
Is it not true that if the gentleman’s
amendment is adopted this agency will
provide information and aid to the State
and other local governments and help
get allocations and priorities, to aid the
efforts these local governments are mak-
ing together and mutually with our other
defense and military efforts in the
American nroduction job?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin, That is the
purpose of the amendment, and I believe
it will be of real benefit to State and
local governmental units.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin,

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Worcorr: On
page 2, line 16, after the word “conditions”,
strike out the words “and exceptions.”

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, it
will ke noted by reference to section 102
that the President, to prevent hoarding,
and for other purposes, may designate
certain materials as materials which
cannot be hoarded. In order that there
might be a better understanding of the
matter before us, let me read the fore-
part of section 102, which does not ap-
pear in the copy:

In order to prevent hoarding, no person
shall accumulate (1) in excess of the rea-
sonable demands of business, personal, or
home consumption, or (2) for the purpose
of resale at prices in excess of prevailing
market prices, materials which have been
designated by the President as scarce mate-
rials or materials the supply of which would
be threatened by such accumulation. The
President shall order published in the Fed-
eral Register, and In such other manner as
he may deem appropriate, every designation
of materials the accumulation of which is
unlawful and any withdrawal of such desig-
nation.

The amendment proposed is this:
“Making such designation the President
may prescribe such conditions and ex-
ceptions with respect to the accumula-
tion of materials in excess of the rea-
sonable demand,” and so forth.

With the language “and exceptions”
included it makes possible gross dis-
crimination between corporations, agen-
cies, and individuals. Of course I do
not suppose we could presume that in
the administration of any law there
would be any discrimination in the al-
location of materials, but we do have
complaints today from small business
as well as big business and from in-
dividuals that favoritism is being shown
in the distribution and allocation of
materials.

If the President is authorized to make
exceptions in respect to stockpiling and
in respect to the amount of material
which might be accumulated by any per-
son, then the charge can be made per-
haps successfully that exceptions are
made in some cases. Now, I do not want
anyone to say that merely because I am
a Republican favoritism is being shown
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to me by the administration over a good,
loyal, constitutional Democrat. I do not
want anybody to say that because I am
a Republican I can have 100 pounds of
beef in my deep freeze, but that because
another person is a Democrat he can
have only 50 pounds. That is what this
language says. But, more serious is this
situation:

As between two manufacturing con-
cerns, as between, let us say, the Ford
Motor Co. and General Motors, under
this language an entirely different rule
can be set up for the amount of material
which the Ford Co. might have to the
disadvantage of General Motors. I
merely use these two concerns as an
example.

In the stockpiling or accumulation of
raw materials sometimes lies the answer
as to whether a concern can satisfac-
torily compete with another concern. I
do not think we should put any agency
of the Government in a position where
it can successfully be charged that under
the law they can show favoritism to one
concern over another concern.

That is the gist of the whole situation.
The President may preseribe such con-
ditions as he may see fit for the dis-
tribution of goods; but with the amend-
ment which I have offered, favoritism
cannot be shown. There can be no ex=
ceptions to the general rule. Everybody
will have to be treated alike in the allo=
cation of material.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I
understand that reasonableness of the
amount he got would then be the test,

- Mr, WOLCOTT. It might be the test.
It also might depend upon the interpre-
tation of the reasonableness of it whether
or not a concern is put out of business.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment, and I
ask unanimous consent to revise and
extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, this is
another of those very simple amend-
ments that does nothing except impede
the proper administration of the law.
In other words, the gentleman offering
the amendment says to you that the
President may not impose any excep-
tions or grant any exemptions, as far
as the accumulation of material is con-
cerned. He says that it is all right to
impose conditions under the anti-hoard=-
ing amendment. You have there a pro-
vision against the unreasonable accumu-
lation of material, whether it is for home
consumption or for national defense or
otherwise. In other words, under the
proposed amendment if a businessman
says, “I am willing to invest my money
and buy up outside of this country and
import and stockpile for the Govern-
ment cobalt or aluminum or any other
strategic material,” the President can-
not say, “You can do that” The only
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way you can gef that material, if you
do not grant an exception, is to compel
the Government to go out and buy and
stockpile that material. The same in-
stance can be multiplied thousands of
times. They go right through the en-
tire economy. You will not be able to
do those things under this proposal. As
a matter of fact, you will even destroy
the amendment you have just passed,
embargoing the importation of fats and
oils and other items in order to build
up your production here in order to
build up stockpiles. If the President
cannot give you an exception so that
you can stockpile linseed oil or any of
the other items as you inerease produc-
tion—and if you increase production only
as far as you can consume it, it will do
no good—you vitiate all of the provisions
in the law which tend to effectuate the
allocation and priorities title of this bill.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. I yield.

Mr. SPENCE. Was not the word “ex-
ception” placed in there in order that
he might have authority to help the
small dealer?

Mr. MULTER. That was one of the
things we had in mind. You cannot
possibly treat a small-business man the
same as a big fellow. The big fellow
buys an inventory of a million dollars,
The small fellow will buy only a thou-
sand dollars worth, but his $1,000 in-
ventory may be 100 percent more than
he had last year, while the million-dollar
inventory maye be a drop in the bucket
to the big fellow.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECK. I think the use of
the word “conditions” would take care
of that situation, because conditions
could be made general; and if the pur-
pose were to have general classification,
then those conditions could be accepted.

Mr. MULTER. If “exceptions” are
included in *“‘conditions,” why take the
word “exceptions” out of the law? Why
did we put it in there in the first place
if we did not intend it to cover two dif-
ferent provisions?

Mr. HALLECK. If the gentleman will
yield further, I have always proceeded
on the theory that when additional
worcs are used they mean something.
T do not believe that “conditions” is
synonymous with “exceptions.”

Mr. MULTER. I agree. And that
answers the argument you made a mo-
ment ago. We need the word “excep-
tions” as well as “conditions.” The
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WoL-
corr] is offering an amendment to take
out the word “exceptions.”

Mr. HALLECK. The point you made
a moment ago seemed to indicate that
if the word “exceptions” were taken out,
the small business might thereby be
prejudiced.

Mr. MULTER. Yes.

Mr. HALLECE. I do not hold with
that at all because I think that under
the application of the word “conditions,”
small business as a class could be taken
care of under the conditions imposed.
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Mr. MULTER. I ecannot understand
how you can write a condition as a part
of a regulation so as to grant a specific.
exemption.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. I yield.,

Mr. KEATING. If the antihoarding
provisions are sound in order to prevent
infiationary trends, and I believe they
are, then does not the granting of ex-
ceptions completely vitiate the basic pro-
vision against hoarding?

Mr. MULTER. Of course it does not.

Mr. KEATING. Why not? If any-
body can grant blanket exceptions here,
there, and yonder?

Mr. MULTER. The answer to that is
very simple: If you do not trust the
President, do not pass this law. This
law vests all of these authorities in the
President.

Mr. EEATING. The gentleman has
answered my question.

Mr. MULTER. If you are not going
to trust him as to one of these powers,
you certainly cannot trust him as to any.
I can point out one department of our
Government that is operating satisfac-
torily to the Republicans. The distin-
guished chairman of our committee
joined me in asking questions a few
moments ago about the embargo amend-
ment and you found unanimity of opin-
ion among the Republicans that at least
as to that provision of law the Depart-
ment of Agriculture is operat:ng satis-
factorily under your President. Every
other department is operating under our
President. Iam satisfied that all depart-
ments are operating satisfactorily under
the same President.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. WoLcorT].

The question was taken; and the
Chair being in doubt, the Committee
gévided and there were—ayes 80, noes

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
appointed as tellers Mr, Worcorr and
Mr. PATMAN. d

The Committee again divided; and
the tellers reported that there were—
ayes 126, noes 111.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HALLECEK. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word, and I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for five
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, if my
memory serves me correctly, it was about
a year ago that the President sent up to
the Congress a request for what was
known as a Defense Production Author-
ity that had to do primarily with priori-
ties, allocations, requisitions, expansion
of production, and consumer-real estate
credits. It will be recalled that this was
shortly after the President had com-
mitted our forces to Korea. After that
message came to the Congress it became
apparent throughout the country that
the impact on our economy would be
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such as to, in all likeliliood, bring about
an inerease in prices in many fields and
further fire the fuels of inflation which
have beset us for many years. Because
of that fact there arose across the coun-
try an insistent demand that the Con-
gress do something affirmatively and ef-
fectively to deal with the problem of
price and wage stabilization. It is sig-
nificant that no request came from the
White House for any such action. The
request as it came to the Congress on
that occasion came from the people, and
as the result of that request, which I
say was overwhelming, the Congress re-
sponded, and in September of last year
enacted the Defense Production Author-
ity Act, which included added titles deai-
ing with price and wage stabilization.

There was considerable controversy
about this at the time. However, I think
the larger part of the argument re-
volved around the original request from
the White House than around the pro-
vision of wage and price stabilization.

Today the administration, which a
year ago not only did not ask for any-
thing to deal with price and wage sta-
bilization but as a matter of fact op-
posed it, is here putting the chief em-
phasis on added authority to deal with
price and wage stabilization. Now we
are hearing again the talk of pressure
groups, pressure groups supposedly sin-
ister, or alleged to be sinister, that some-
how or other are working their will upon
the Congress. Well, let me say that I
have listened to that sort of talk from
people in the Government so long that
I am getting pretty tired of it.

I resent the implication that the Con-
gress of the United States, sent here
by the people to represent them, is suba-
servient to the will of so-called pres-
sure groups. I served on the Lobby In-
vestigating Committee in the last Con-
gress and I observed there the tremen-
dous effort that was made by some to
try to make it appear that all private
interests or private lobbying organiza-
tions, whatever they may be, are sin-
ister and bad., Yet if the lobbying comes
from the departments downtown, we are
told it is all good. There again, no one
was able to make anything like that
stick. Of course, it is only important
now as we hear again the drums of the
people in the Government downtown
beating, prodding, going out over the air-
ways and into the press, trying to make
it appear that there is some sort of a
sell-out going on here in the Congress.
Again, I say, I resent that. And we
have come to a point where we hear the
suggestion that the cease-fire operations
now going on in Korea are nothing but
some sort of a Communist threat to
wreck the control program in this coun-
try. That will certainly be sad news
to a lot of the boys in Korea and to
a lot of people in this country who have
been led to believe that those cease-fire
talks might really produce something
that would bring about peace. I would
still like to believe it in spite of all the
suggestions that have been made.

Today, of course, there is talk about
the impact of the situation that is going
on in the country in respect to prices;
people worrying about inflation. Well,
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I might suggest that some people should
have been worried about that a long
time ago. An eminent economist re-
ported the other day that inflation, since
the days of the depression, has cost the
person with his money invested in dol-
lars 61 times as much as was lost by
all of the people in the bank failures
during the depression.

Of course, we are all worried about
inflation and high prices. The ques-
tion is, What are we going to do about
it? Every housewife in Indiana knows
when a pot boils over on the stove, the
only sensible thing to do is to turn down

‘the fire under the pot. She knows that

trying to hold down the lid will not do
any good, certainly for not very long.

In fact, she knows she would get badly
scalded if she tried to do that.

By the same token, we cannot hope
to reduce the pressure on our economic
system by holding the lid down on prices
and wages by direct controls alone. We
have to get at the fire which is gener-
ating the inflation steam.,

Much of this heat results from the
administration’s spending policy. There
is no evidence that the administration,
for all its protestations about concern
for the eonsumer and the taxpayer, is
doing a thing to cut back on Federal
spending. In fact, the Congress has been
meeting with administration resistance
at every turn in its efforts to reduce
appropriations.

Moreover, the administration has con-
sistently stifled, rather than promoted,
the consumer production so vitally need-
ed, and it has failed to exercise basic
eredit and monetary controls.

Of course, none of us should delude
ourselves that the passage of this bill or
any other bill would satisfy an adminis-
tration which has already demonstrated
its total inability or unwillingness, prob-
ably a combination of both, to effectively
and sincerely tackle the basiec problems
of inflation.

Regardless of what we do or what we
do not do, the administration, the folks
downtown, are already primed to blame
the Congress for whatever further mess
that same administration makes of the
situation in which the Nation now finds
itself.

Yes, the White House is all set to
blame the Congress, and this time you
know it will be a Democrat-controlled
Congress, for conditions which can be
laid directly on the doorstep of incom-
petent administrative leadership.

Let me emphasize again what has al-
ready been pointed out.

The Congress did pass legislation last
September which, had there been any
intelligent foresight on the part of the
administration, might well have proved
an effective brake on inflation. As a
matter of fact, some of us fought for
what undoubtedly would have been a
much more effective and equitable bill,
that was known as the Kunkel substi-
tute.

But we did give the White House and
the administration the tools with which
to do a job.

What happened?

The White House and the Truman ad-
ministration insisted loudly that it did
not need and did not want control over
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wages and prices. That was in Septem-
ber of 1950. I have tried to figure out
why they felt that way about it, and
maybe it goes back to that campaign
oratory of the then candidate for Vice
President, Mr. BarkKLEY, who went to
S;aingﬁeld. Ill., on August 18, 1948, and
said:

It is legitimate for me to ask today wheth-
er you want to change back from $40 cattle
and $30 hogs.

In other words, if you want $40 cattle
and $30 hogs, vote the Democratic ticket.

The candidate for President had some-
thing to say about that:

I want to say to you that if the farmers
of this country know which side their bread
is buttered on—and I believe they do—
they’re not going to put this Republican
gang in control of the Government,

It is obvious that apparently a lot of
farmers must have believed that.

The President also said:

Never in the world were the farmers of any
republie or any kingdom or any other coun-
try as prosperous as the farmers of the
United States.

Then cattle were about $40. Of course,
You orators in the city were saying to the
city folks, “These awful folks are respon-
sible for dollar beefsteak in the city.”
But whether you know it or not, if you
come from the city, there is a lot more
to the steer than beefsteak. If he is $40
a hundred, you do not carve out steaks
at less than a dollar a pound, if you
make it at that. As a matter of fact,
today cattle are about $32 in Chicago and
hogs are $23.

The contract that you folks were mak-
ing in that campaign was a 4-vear con-
tract. I sometimes wonder what you are
coucerned about. You ought to take the
responsibility for high beef prices, if the
people in the cities do not like it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana has expired.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for five
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. HALLECK. When you talk about
the price of beefsteak, everyone wants to
see it lower, of course. But let us take
another look at the record. The admin-
istration did not want controls last Sep-
tember or during the months that fol-
lowed.

But they want even more controls
now—more controls and what they
choose ‘o call roll-backs.

Having .aissed the bus in September,
they would like to roll back the ealen-
dar—and I refer to the administration
people—piling confusion on top of con-
fusion because they failed to act at the
proper time,

Instead of acting, the administration
vacillated, stalled, yes, and looked the
other way, for months after adequate
executive powers were on the books.
Cattle were $27 last fall, and again I say
they are $32 now.

Not until the fat was in the fire did
the administralion atvempt action. Not
until the simmering pot was coming to



7894

a rolling hoil did the administration at-
tempt action. And even then such ac-
tion was a half-hearted attempt to apply
controls under a formula that put poli=
ties before national welfare.

Every move was made with an eye to
political consequences.

And now, having first failed to use the
powers granted to the Executive, and
then having abused those powers, the
administration wails that more absolute
and far-reaching authority is necessary.

I say that regardless of what powers we
might; see fit to grant we would still face
a whining protest that the Congress
had not gone far enough.

Our problem today is not only how
best to control inflation. It is also how
to get the job done, after the Congress
agrees once more on measures, by an
administration of proven incompetence.

We might just as well realize, to put it
bluntly, that the Congress, no m_atter
how hard it might try, cannot legislate
competence into the Truman adminis-
tration. _

The people of this country have—and
we might as well face this basic fact—
the people of this country have lost faith
in the ability of this administration to
cope with the problems we find before us.

The people realize—and not without
abundant evidence—that in the final
analysis the Congres: can only create
tools in the form of laws. And no law, no
matter how expertly conceived, is of any
value unless it is wisely administered.

That, really, is our problem: How to
achieve sincere, € Tective administration
of the laws passed by the Congress.

We have not been getting effective, sin-
cere administration and we are not going
to get it.

The people have lost faith in the ad-
ministration and so has the Congress.

There is no good reason why this great
Nation cannot do the job that needs to
be done without putting everybody into
an unnecessary strait-jacket of regimen-
tation and control.

The trouble lies in the fact that this
administration insists on tying to the
emergency its carefully laid plans for an
ever-increasing Government strangle-
hold on our national economic system.

It insists on exploiting an emergency
atmosphere to its own ends.

Those ends are bigger spending pro-
posals, bigger bureaucracy, more jobs for
party faithful, higher taxes, and more
controls.

What we really need is an honest de-
sire by the administration to get this job
done with a minimum of dislocation to
all segments of our people.

I am convinced that an intelligent
assessment of the program we must un-
dertake, an assessment made with the
reasonable security of America in mind,
along with a realistic appraisal of our
own capabilities, will disclose that we can
do the job that needs to be done from
here on out. And it will disclose, further,
that it can be done without all this ham-
stringing of industry, business, labor, and
agriculture that is proposed.

The administration asks for more au=
thority when it has not shown an ability
to intelligently use what has already been
extended,
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What the administration really needs
is a genuine will to make the American
system work as it was designed to work—
as a system of free men who produce best
when they are not saddled with restriec-
tions, regimentation, and control.

There is, I repeat, no bill that this Con-
gress could pass which could create in
this administration that sort of will.

The best we can do under the circum-
stances is to resist the efforts of the
White House to impose an ever-increas-
ing load of debt and an unnecessary
tightening net of controls around our
people.

In its failure to cope with the problems
of the hour the administration will once
again attempt to pin the blame for its
own shortcomings on the Congress.

This it will attempt to do regardless of
the action we take here.

I am confident, however, that the
people of this country have been fooled
for the last time by Mr. Truman and his
Socialist-minded coterie. I believe the
people still have faith in the deliberations
of the Congress.

We should not let them down.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. O'TOOLE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I always make a special
effort to be present to listen to the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HAaLLECK].
During the years that he has served
with me in the House I have found him
very interesting. In fact, I can truth-
fully say that I find him very amusing.
His ability to talk all around a piece of
legislation without disclosing his point
of view has afforded me many a laugh.

The gentleman from Indiana is like
the late James J. Corbett, former heavy-
weight champion boxer of the world.
Corbett, after he retired, was famous for
his inability to pick a winner. The gen-
tleman from Indiana is a worthy succes-
sor to Corbett’s laurels. His inability %o
feel the pulse of the people and to recog-
nize their wants is common fo the party
for which he is such an able mouthpiece.
The failure of his party to recognize the
intelligence of the citizenry of this coun-
try has kept that party out of political
power in the Federal Government for
almost a quarter of a century. Old-time
vaudevillians would change their act
every 6 months or a year, but the Re-
publican Parly cannot see innovations
of that type. They are still trying to
sell the old act with the same songs and
chatter that they used a quarter of a
century ago. Truthfully, they have be-
come the Cherry sisters of politics.

I do not believe that politics should
enter into the question of controls, but
unfortunately the gentleman from In-
diana chose to put this question on the
political stage. Over a year and a half
ago, the gentleman from Indiana while
speaking on the floor of this House used
nearly the identical words and phrases
that he uttered today. He told how the
people had lost faith in the administra-
tion, that they did not want controls,
that they wanted the free-enterprise sys-
tem. I do not like to recall to the gen-
tleman the result that was obtained in
the election the following November,
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1 recognize the gentleman for his
courage. He always has the courage to
fight for the minorities. In his case the
minorities are people with the views of
the National Association of Manufac-
turers, the National Real Estate Board,
the National Chamber of Commerce, and
the Goulds and Rockefellers.

My distinguished colleague said that
he resents the talk emanating from the
administration that pressure is being
used to defeat this measure., Surely, the
gentleman must realize that we in this
House are not so naive that we do not
believe that some of the most powerful
financial groups in this country are doing
everything in their power to remove
controls and to prohibit the strengthen-
ing ot the existing regulations. Does he
choose to completely ignore the great
wave of pressure that is coming in favor-
ing this legislation? Does he choose to
ignore the pressure whose source is from
the grass roots and the asphalt of our
Nation? Because the people of the
United States are speaking lucidly and
forcefully on an issue that affects their
every-day existence does he think that
their plea and call should be ignored?
The gentlemen should not look down on
these people because they have not the
media of the press, radio, and other fa-
cilities of public opinion at their com-
mand. He should not brush their
thoughts aside because they are unable
to write speeches for Congressmen to
deliver upon this floor. He must realize
that this is the voice of the people of our
country who make the Government and
who are the Government and who have
a right to dictate the policies under
which they desire to live. These are the
people who are paying the bill. These
are the people who—when they gather
at the cross road, the strest corner, the
butcher shop, the grocery store—main-
tain that prices are entirely too high,.
that profits are too great, and that their
dollar purchases too little. These are
the people who have sent us here be-
lieving that it is a representative form
of government and that we should speak
for them and recognize their plight.

If the Republican Party desires infla-
tion, excessive profits, and a higher cost
of living the people will recognize the
party’s aims. If the Republican Party
desires to see higher prices that have
led to economic ruin in almost every Eu-
ropean country they will continue to vote
and speak as they have during the debate
on this measure. If the gentleman from
Indiana desires to once again make this
the political issue of a campaign, we will
gladly pick up the gauntlet and go to the
people in the American way at election
time, and I know that once again the
people will recognize the inertia, dis-
interest, and lack of responsibility shown
by that party, and will once again hand
the reins of Government to the Demo-
cratic Party that is not afraid to fight
the people’s battle.

Let the gentleman from Indiana con-
tinue to give this type of leadership, and
I can safely vouch for a Democratic ad-
ministration for many years to come.

The other side of the aisle labels this
legislation socialism and regimentation.
During the 15 years that I have been in
this House each mcasure that was
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brought up on the floor for debate that
benefited the mass of our people was sure
to have the ery of socialism and regi-
mentation thrown at it from the Re-
publican side of this body. Fair wages
and hours, social security, the strength-
ening of the workingman’s compensation
laws, and similar legislation was damned
with the opprobrium of socialism.

If this measure before the House today,
which is an attempt on the part of the
Government to control gross profits and
the high cost of living and make it pos-
sible for the workingman to feed his
family, is termed socialism, I, for one, am
not afraid to embrace it.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amencdment, which is at the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Hore: On page
2, after line 21, insert a new paragraph as
follows: r

“Section 101 of the Defense Production Act
of 1950 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following: ‘No restriction, quota,
or other limitation shall be placed upon the
quantity of livestock which may be slaugh=
tered or handled by any processor.’”

Nr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is the same that was adopted
by the Senate when it had the price-
control bill under consideration recently.
I am offering it believing that if it is
adopted the people of this country will
get more meat, which is what they want
at the present time.

We heard some remarks on this floor
yesterday that I think were more or less
facetious, about people being compelled
to eat horse ineat. They are not going
to be compelled to eat horse meat in this
country if Mr. DiSalle will let them pur-
chase and consume the beef, pork, lamb,
and veal that is available. As a matter
of fact, if Mr. DiSalle will not interfere
too much we will have this year a supply
of meat which will be greater per capita
than we have ever had, with one or two
exceptions, We will have about the
same supply of beef that we had last
year. We will have about the same sup-
ply of veal. We will have about 3'%
pounds per capita more pork available.
We will have about the same amount of
lamb. Under the authority which the
Director of Price Stabilization has as-
serted, by virtue of the provision in the
law which gives the President power to
make allocations of scarce materials, he
has set up a system whereby every
slaughterer must procure a slaughter
quota before he can kill cattle or hogs.
There are no price ceilings on hogs,
nevertheless a slaughter quota has been
put into effect as to hogs. Notwith-
standing the fact that there are more
cattle ia this ecountry this year than last
the slaughter quota on cattle for the
month of June was 80 percent of the
number killed for the similar period a
year ago. In July it has been raised to
90 percent.

In the case of hogs the June quota was
115 percent of a year ago. It has been
reduced now to 105 percent of a year
ago. That, of course, prevents the
legitimate slaughterers of this country
from slaughtering as much beef as they
slaughtered a year ago, yet we have more
beef on the hoof than we had a year ago.
Slaughterers this month must slaughter
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10 percent fewer hogs than they slaugh-
tered last month because Mr. DiSalle
says that that is the quota which will
be permitted for this particular period.

We are told that these quotas were
imposed to prevent black markets, but
my question is: If that be the case and
the legitimate slaughterers are permitted
to purchase only a portion of the amount
they purchased a year ago when there
are more cattle and hogs now than then
where is the extra supply going to go?
I think the question is too obvious to
need an answer, for if it goes to market,
for there is only one place that it can
go—the black market.

Farmers are opposed to these slaugh-
tering quotas for several reasons. One
is that they feel that it gives the packer
a club over their head they would not
have otherwise, because when there are
more cattle or hogs on the market or
more hogs on the market than the mar-
ket can absorb or the packers can buy,
all the packer has to do is to say: “I
cannot buy any more today; I have
bought my quota.” Then he can go on
and say: “I can buy on next week's
quota, and I will take what you have
left, but at a lower price,” and they use
that as a means of beating down the
price. I do not say that every packer
does it, but it is being done; and the re-
sult is that the farmer is forced to take
a lower price than he would have to take
in an unrestricted market.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield.

Mr. DONDERO. Not long ago we had
luncheon with the meat producers of my
State. Their complaint was that while
they have no objection to your fixing a
price on what they can sell, they do ob-
ject that there is no ceiling price on the
producer of the beef; he can charge
anything he wants. That day they said
to us: “We are losing $2 a head on the
slaughter of hogs, and we are going to
lose on beef.” I think the price of beef
is elear out of line at the present time,
and I wish something could be done
about it; but that is their complaint,
Now, what are we going to do to correct
that?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas has expired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for five
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection,

Mr. HOPE. I will tell you what Mr.
DiSalle did; he did something very ef-
fective; he rolled back the price of the
producer. That took about $700,000,000
from the cattle producer and gave it to
the packers and distributors. That is
what Mr. DiSalle has done. So the dif-
ficulty the gentleman mentions may
have been corrected to the satisfaction
of his packers, although I may say that
I do not know any meat producer,
packer, or distributor who is satisfied
with the program which Mr. DiSalle has
inaugurated.

Mr. DONDERO. That was 3 weeks
ago.
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Mr, HOPE, Prices have been rolled
back, and the packers have gotten the
benefit of it.

Mr. POAGE. My, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman has just
discussed the effect of this quota system
and has pointed out that when a pro-
ducer brings his cattle into the market
and the packers all say, “I have no
quota,” he is left without an adequate
market. Is not that surplus which is
left there in the market without a place
to go the place from which the black
market always gets its start? In other
words, does not some black marketeer
come along and buy those caftle that
the packers cannot legitimately buy,
take them out and slaughter them?

Mr. HOPE., That is the thing that is
most likely to happen and it is what will
happen if the legitimate slaughterers
cannot buy them. The farmer will have
to take his product home, or it will be
purchased by someone without a gquota.

I am opposed to this slaughter quota
provision also for the additional reason
that it discriminates against the little
packers and those who have no history of
having killed a uniform number of live-
stock per month. I recently talked to a
man out in my town who runs a large
food business, who slaughters part of his
own beef. I asked him how this was
affecting him, He said: “I cannot get a
quota. I have always killed some beef.
I have always bought some beef from the
packers. I have done whatever I could
do which was the best for my customers.
If I could do better by buying from the
packers I bought from the packers; if I
could do better by buying at home and
slaughtering, I "rould do that. But be-
cause a year ago I was not buying from
the packers, I cannot get a slaughter
quota. PBased on 2 years ago I could.
The result is I have to buy from the
packers.”

You see what that does to competition.
It gives the big packers an unlimited
market here without any competition
from the little slaughterers in your com-
munity and mine. Itstendency will be to
make big packers bigger and put small
packers out of business.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. I find an inconsistency
in the gentleman’s explanation to our
colleague from Texas [Mr. Poacel. The
little packers cannot get an allocation
for slaughtering but will get this cattle
that is fed into the black market. Is it
better to have a restriction on all
slaughtering if we want to avoid a black
market?

Mr. HOPE. The people who do not
have slaughter permits will be driven to
the black market or out of business al-
tozether.

Mr. JAVITS. The gentleman feels we
would be better off if we kept that
slaughterer out of the market or in the
market?

Mr. HOPE., Let us have them all in
without any restrictions, just as we had
before the controls went into effect.
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Then everybody will have an equal op-
portunity. The producer can sell his
product, the packer can slaughter it,
large or small, it will go on the market
and we will get the full benefit of our
large production of meat animals.

Mr. JAVITS. What the gentleman is
saying in practical effect is you want no
controls of any kind, either price or
otherwise, and if you have no control
over the slaughterers you would make
price control easier?

Mr. HOPE. I do nof think you would.
The only outlet you have if the legiti-
mate slaughterers cannot kill the beef
is for it to go to the black markets. It
is an encouragement to black marketing.
There is no other conclusion that can be
reached.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Is not the nub of the
gentleman’s argument this: There are
not enough slaughterers’ permits being
given? From the gentleman’s argu-
ment, as I get it, apparently the Price
Stabilizer is not allocating sufficient
slaughtering permits to the small
packer, is that true? And if that is
true, why cannot sufficient permits be
given to those people to prevent the
cattle from going into the black market?

Mr. HOPE. I think they can. It
would be of some assistance if the Price
Stabilizer would issue a larger number
of permits, and increase the percentage
of livestock to something near the
amount that is likely to come to market.
But it all goes back to the fact that the
Economic Stabilizer or Mr. DiSalle has
to guess how many cattle are .going to
come to market and he fixes that as the
quota. His guess may be good or it may
be bad.

Mr. YATES. Will not those people
who are in business and qualify as pack-
ers be able to get licenses to continue
to slaughter?

Mr. HOPE. Some of them can and
some cannot. But, suppose they do get
them, if they can only kill 90 percent of
what they did a year ago, although there
:;e more cattle in the country now than

en, :

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas has expired.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that the gen-
tleman be permitted to proceed for 5
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. 1Is there objection *

tu the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr, BROWN of Ohio. I think per-
haps I can help explain the situation
that the gentleman from Kansas is at-
tempting to call to the attention of the
House by telling the House of an in-
cident in my own district, in the city
of Bellefontaine, Logan County, Ohio,
which is a city of about 12,000; the
county seat of a rural county, in which
there was a little slaughtering plant
that had been in operation a number
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of years, but the conditions in that
slaughtering plant were not up to mod-
ern standards, sanitation and all. So,
the farm leaders of that county and
community and some of the civic leaders
got together and purchased the plant
last year and spent about 7 months in
modernizing the plant. When they
were ready to open they were told by
the officials in the regional office in
Cleveland, Ohio, to go ahead with their
normal slaughtering and a permit would
be issued later. However, when the
permit came along the number of ani-
mals they were permitted to slaughter
was based not on the entire year of 1950,
but on what had been slaughtered in the
old plant in a little over 3 months, so
that they could not operate at a profit.
After weeks of discussion with every-
body—this man Leach that you have in
OPS, Mike DiSalle and others—a ruling
was finally made despite the orders of
the regional office, that they had to be
bound by the 3 months’ limit, and then
cut by 80 percent, and the result is that
that litfle packing plant has been closed
and the local meat markets are unable
to get their meat supply locally, and they
have to depend on these outside packers.
Now that is the situation up there, and
that is an outrage.

Mr. HOFPE. Well, there are many
similar instances, and there are many
cases where a small packer, who is run-
ning on a pretty close margin anyway,
cannot operate under an 80- or 90-per-
cent allocation. He makes his profit
out of the last 10 or 20 percent of Lis
slaughter.

Mr, ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, HOPE, I yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. ALBERT. It is not only the
slaughtering quotas, but the grading reg-
wations in the small communities, along
with other things, that are making it
almost impossible for the small butcher-
slaughterer to operate.

Mr. HOPE. That is true. There is
hardly a regulation issued by Mr. DiSalle
that does not have the direct or indirect
effect of reducing the meat supply of this
country.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from New Mexico.

Mr, FERNANDEZ. It is not only the
lack of license and the regulations, but
the cost of the graders themselves in the
small plants, particularly in the rural
districts, where they have to travel miles
and be paid for it that makes it impos-
sible for the small plants to operate.

Mr. HOPE. Yes, and that contributes
to the closing of many small plants.
There is no question ebout that.

Mr, GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. GAMEBLE. The packers in addi-
tion to having a quota for the month,
must buy at an average price for that
month which is not over the ceiling
price. Is it not a fact that the packers
are afraid to buy at the prevailing price
at the beginning of the month which
might be over the ceiling without know=-
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ing whether they can buy at a lower price
later on in the month and maintain their
average price not over the ceiling?

Mr, HOPE. That is true.

Mr. GAMBLE. And he would be pe-
nalized if his average price is over the
ceiling.

Mr. HOPE. That has the effect of re-
ducing the price to the producer because
of the caution which the slaughterer
must exercise in making his purchases
during the early part of the month.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. BRAY. There is a situation even
worse than any that has been mentioned
s~ far. In Bloomington, Ind., there is a
packer, the Bloomington Prosted Food
Locker Co., Inc., that provided the uni-
versity dining rooms there with a certain
type of meat to meet their needs. Prior
to 1948 they had built as fine a packing
plant as there is in the country for its
size. In 1948 they entered into an agree-
ment with some other packers whereby
they were to do the buying from them
and do the processing of the meat them-
selves. That worked out very well until
this present emergency came about, and
they have been unable to buy the beef
that they must have. They are not in
the black market; they are absolutely re-
liable, and the meat section of OFS here
agreed to that, but they said, “We abso-
lutely cannot allow anyone to start
butchering that has not done so in 1950.”
I said, “Do you mean to say the situa-
tion is now that no one can start another
packing plant in America?” They said,
“That is exactly what we mean.” TUn-
less this amendment goes through, that
is exactly the situation we are going to
have. That is absolutely un-American.

Mr. HOPE. That means that every-
one has to get a license because that is
what a quota amounts to. Mr. DiSalle
suggested awhile ago that he wanted to
license all business and you know what a
storm that caused. He has already li-
censed the packing business.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas has again ex-
pired.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
be permitted to proceed for three addi-
tional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. COOLEY. The statement has
been made to the effect that if quotas on
slaughtering are prevented black mar-
kets will be encouraged and will flourish.
Has anyone in Mr. DiSalle’s office given
our committee any satisfactory proof of
the fact that this quota provision is
calculated to control black markets?

Mr. HOPE. We have asked the gues-
tion, of course, in the committee and at
other times of Mr, DiSalle and other
people from his organization. They al-
ways beat around the bush and do not
come up with any direct answer., That
has been the experience we have had.
They have, I think, to a certain extent
let the cat out of the bag when they say
that it is a lot easier to convict a man
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of violating a slaughtering quota than
it is to conviet him of selling meat above
ceiling prices. In other words they want
it as a punitive measure.

Mr. COOLEY. But they lose complete
sight of the fact that black-market meat
does not necessarily have to go to the
slaughter house at all. Itcan be slaugh-
tered in the woods, on the creeks, behind
trees, and in barns.

Mr. HOPE. That is correct. For
that reason, I do not think the reason
they give gets to the real black-market
situation.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr., HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Isit possible, in the gen-
tleman’s opinion, to have a price-control
system on livestock without having such
a quota and slaughtering regulation?

Mr, HOPE. I will have to answer the
gentleman this way: I do not believe
you can successfully maintain price con-
trols on beef under any circumstances.
I do not think it can be done. I think
that any attempt to do so will in the end
result in failure. It will result in less
meat, it will result in black markets, it
will result in law violations of all kinds.
I believe that will be the experience we
will have under this program, no matter
what we do here or do not do here, just
as it was the experience we had under
the program during World War II.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to fhe gentleman
from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Is not what the gentle-
man from North Carolina said getting
down fo this, that if the slaughterer is
not licensed then if he sells on the black
market he is guilty of only one crime, he
has sold on the black market and broken
the price ceiling, but on the other hand,
if he has to-be licensed he is guilty of
two violations, he is doing it without a
‘license and he is also selling over the
ceiling price. Therefore, are not we in
the cities better off to have him licensed?

Mr. COOLEY. I do not have any ob-
jection to the licensing aspects of it,
it is the limitation of the quota. Cer-
tainly you can license a slaughterer. I
assume that most reputable slaughterers
are licensed, The gentleman knows
pretty well that the big packers are not
going to violate this law, the violations
are going to be by the fly-by-night black-
market racketeers.

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, there has been much
confusion about slaughtering quotas.
The facts are very simple, The expected
supply of meat for any month is dis-
tributed among the regular slaughterers
in proportion to the amount they
slaughtered in 1950. It is, in fact, fol-
lowing precisely the provisions of section
701 (e) of the act which calls for making
materials available to businesses in the
normal channel of distribution on the
basis of their historical consumption.

The computation starts with a known
factor, the number of meat animals of
various kinds which were slaughtered
each month in 1950, Each month OPS,
in cooperation with the Department of
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Agriculture and the industry, makes an
estimate of the number of cattle, hogs
and other kinds of animals which the
farmers will send to the market for
slaughter each month. If OPS estimates
that the same number of cattle or hogs
will be sent to market as were slaughtered
during the same month last year, a quota
of 100 percent would be assigned to each
slaughterer. If the estimate is that only
50 percent as many will be sent to market
as were slaughtered during the same
month last year, then quotas of 50 per-
cent would be assigned. By the same
token, if the estimate is that twice as
many animals will be sent to market dur-
ing the coming month, then a quota of
200 percent would be assigned.

If more animals are sent to markef
than expected, the quotas are increased
accordingly. In other words, the quota
is based solely on the relation between
the supply for the month and the num-
ber of animals slaughtered during the
same month last year.

In May the following quotas were
assigned:

Percent

c T e e SR R e e T 90

RIeR e e 87

Bheep and 1amiba. oo ccmn s e 82

o G TR T ) S 110
For June the quotas assigned were:

Percent

Cattle ‘80

[0 4 oo WA s Sty Lo aes) e Sl e RGeSy 80

Bheep rand: IRmbL o2 i s Tae 80

Hogs S B 5]

For July the quotas are:

' Percent

{510 A R e e e SR S SN L e (R 20

B EE ) S T G e e 85

Bheep and lambse_________._______. ____ 85

Hogs_ e 105

By this method, all the cattle sent to
market are channeled to the normal dis-
tributors through the normal channels of
distribution, and consumers are able to
buy their normal amount of meat at
their usual places of supply.

WILL ESTABLISH CHAOS

Ordinarily I would not be in favor of
freezing anything in the normal chan-
nels of trade and distribution which
might prevent or hinder or retard or
act as a deterrent to some person going
into that same business, but we are in
an emergency now which of course
makes us do things which we would
not ordinarily do. I do believe it is
in the interest of the country and in
the interest of the people to channel
the meat supply through the normal
distributors, the slaughterers and the
wholesaler and retailer. Then the people
can go to the places that they normally
go to purchase their meat and purchase
it there. I am afraid the gentleman's
amendment would establish chaos in the
industry.

Then, instead of the normal channels
of trade and distribution handling the
meat it would go through the black mar-
ket. This is to stop the black market.
Certainly we should not encourage it,
but stop it as much as possible. The
black marketeer would slaughter the
animals, He would not be under any
quotas. The animals would not go
through the normal channels of trade
because we have experienced that., They
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would go out through a different chan-
nel of trade and distribution and you
would not get your meat at the grocery
store where you normally get it, because
it will be diverted. It could not go over
through those normal slaughterers as
before; and it would not go through
the same wholesaler and the same dis-
tributors, but will be diverted. There-
fore, there would be chaos in the meat
industry.

I think it is in the interest of the
people and in the interest of the na-
tional defense effort that we channel this
meat supply, which, of course, will Le
scarce, through the normal channels of
trade.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 5
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. In doing that, the
people in the areas which do not have
a meat supply will have an opportunity
to get meat just as they are getting it
now. It is more or less frozen in that
situation. But if you have chaos, with
the black marketeers taking over, butch-
ering the animals back of the barn some-
where, thereby causing all of that waste
with which you are acquainted, diverting
it from normal channels, the areas where
they do not produce meat will not receive
their fair share for the people.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
Mr. PATMAN,
man from Iowa.
Mr. GROSS. Suppose the gentleman
had a hundred head of steers on feed
today and he would have them ready
for market in October, and he ran
into an 80-percent slaughter quota, the
packer refused to buy, or any other legit-
imate dealer refused to buy, what would

the gentleman from Texas do then?

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman is
talking about an exceptional case.

Mr. GROSS. Oh, no.

Mr. PATMAN. Yes, it is. That can
be provided for easily. That is not new.
That has come up before. It was han-
dled under the hardship clause, just as
the case mentioned by the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. BRown], If they do not
handle it properly, it is the fault of the
Administrator. Let us not be at fault
ourselves. Let us give them the power
to do it and expect them to do it dis-
creetly. If they do not do it, we cannot
help it, but we will give thent the power
and iron out such cases as that, adjust
the hardship cases later on.

Mr. GROSS. What power are you
going to give them?

Mr. PATMAN. I am not going to be
diverted on any such detail. That is
just incidental. There are many things
in the country that there is no way to
handle. Controls happen to be one
of them. Relief is another. There is
no satisfactory way to administer relief,
We have got to provide the best law we
can and give the administrators the
power to properly administer it, to make
adjustments, to correct inequalities and

I yield to the gentle-
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hardships, and then they will be obli-
gated to properly enforce it.

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Idaho.

Mr, BUDGE. I notice the comment
of the gentleman from Texas, in answer
to the question put by the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. Grossl, with reference
to the steers, I happen to represent the
great State of Idaho where we have not
only a lot of cattle but a lot of sheep.
Most of the land out there still belongs
to the Federal Government. The Fed-
eral Government says how many sheep
we can graze on that land. This year
we have an unusually heavy lamb crop,
a larger percentage of the lambs.

Mr. PATMAN. Now I yielded for a
question, if you please.

Mr., BUDGE. This lamb crop this
year was exceptionally heavy, due to the
fact that there were a lot of doubles. It
is almost a hundred percent larger lamb
crop, much bigger than last year. What
does the gentleman from Texas expect
us to do with the lambs left over after
80 percent of them have been
slaughtered?

Mr. PATMAN. Now we are talking
about quotas. :

Mr. BUDGE. That is what I amx talk-
ing about.

Mr,. PATMAN. If you raise a lot more
sheep and lambs in Idaho you will have
to increase the quotas. In other words,
if they raised twice as many, the quota
will be 200 percent. If they raised three
times as many, the quota will be 300 per-
cent. That will be easily adjusted.

Mr. BUDGE. One more gquestion,
please.

Mr. PATMAN. Just a question now.

‘Mr. BUDGE. In the gentleman’s
opinion, are we not going back to the
Wallace theory of plowing under little
pigs?

Mr. PATMAN. No, I do not think so.
I do not think we are going in that di-
rection at all.

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from West Virginia,

Mr. BURNSIDE. You just pick that
up next month; adjust the quota that
way.

Mr. PATMAN. Yes. I thought I ex-
plained that.

Now, I do not believe the other body
would have placed in this bill many of
the amendments they did if they had
entertained the idea that the same iden-
tical amendments would be accepted
over here, because that means they are
out of conference. You know how that
bedy acts. They just say, “We will send
it to conference. We will just vote for
it and send it to conference”; but if we
adopt the policy of adopting the identi-
cal language like this, the other body
having adopted this identical language,
then it is not in conference, and there
is no way to change it. I do not care
how harmful it may be, it is cemented
in the bill. There is no way to change
it. I respectfully suggest that the best
thing to do is certainly not to adopt this
in the identical language, so as to take
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it out of the area of disagreement, but to
leave it as it is, defeat the amendment,
and then it will be in conference. If it
is a good thing, the conferees can agree
to it. This amendment will place the
handcuffs on the administration. Mr.
Charles E. Wilson made a wonderful
speech last night. I hope those who did
not hear it will read it. It had the ring
of sincerity that could only come from
an honest, God-fearing American.

DON’'T PASS THE BUCK—MAKE IT WORTH A DOLLAR

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the reqguest of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection. h

Mr.B Mr. Chairman, when
a workingman in my district in Philadel-
phia gees into a store and finds that a
pair of workshoes that uzed to cost him
$6.98 a year ago now has on it a price
tag of $8.65, he does not understand what
is going on down here. He reads in the
papers that inflation is supposed to be
over, and that we do not need price
controls,

“What would the price of those shoes
be without price controls?” he wants to
know. And he wants to know: “When
are we going to get the kind of price con-
trols that will get prices down where they
belong?”

I have just recently had the honor and
privilege of being appointed to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency of the
House of Representatives, and have had
the privilege of joining in the commit-
tee's deliberations on the Defense Pro-
duction Act which contains the price
control law. This enabled me to bring
directly before this committee the pro-
tests of thousands of my constituents,
whom I personally interviewed, against
rising prices and demanding strong price
controls. But while I am new to this
committee, I want to admonish the mem-
bers of the great need for legislation of
this type.

I do not find it hard to.think back to a
period 5 years ago, on this very House
floor, just exactly 5 years ago in June of
1546, when we had before us another bill
dealing with price contrel. That was
during my first term in the Congress and
there were many speeches on the House
floor by Members who had served here for
long periods and were regarded as ex-
perts on this kind of legislation.

I listened carefully to those experi-
enced Members as they discussed the
OPA. It was my owa belief then based
on my own background and experience
among the working people of Philadel-
phia, that we needed price controls in
1946 and needed them very badly. I so
voted. I opposed all of the amendments
to cripple OPA and kill effective price
control. My side lost. We were out-
voted by those who assured us they had
the real answer to all of the Nation’s
problems and that it was a very simple
answer: Just get rid of OPA,

There was a big advertisement running
in the newspapers in those days. It said:
“Would you like some butter or a roast of
beef?” It says OPA means low produc-
tion, low production means black mar-
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kets, black markets mean needlessly high
prices.

‘This ad ran in the Washington Post on
May 4, 1948. Ads like it ran in news-
papers all over the country. They were
paid for by the National Association of
Manufacturers—which, by the way,
never registered under the lobbying act
because it claims it does not engage in
lobbying activities.

This ad and others like it and the
many millions big business spent in 1946
to stampede the Congress and the people
had a lot to do with killing price control
in 1546. When the people woke up to
what had hit them, it was too late. The
cost of living had gone up so fast that
millions of wage earners were priced
right out of the market, and they never
did caich up azain on their standard of
living for years afterward. As soon as
they did start to catch up, and could live
fairly decently, along came this inflation
last June and took the foocd right out
of their mouths.

Well, we finally got price conirols on
again and stopped the price rush. Ham-
burger costs 68 or 70 cents a pound now
instead of 55; a quart of milk in Philadel-
phia is up from 19 to 22 cents or 50; a suit
of clothes that used to cost $39.25 in
Philadelphia a year ago now costs $45;
rents are up, baby food went up and so
did just about everything else, but at
least we finally stopped them from going
any higher. We are groggy from the
beating this inflation gave us, but at
least we worked our way out of the wind-
mill of punches and we are getting a
chance to catch our breath.

And now the National Association of
Manufacturers in trying to talk the Con-
gress into doing the same thing it talked
the Seventy-ninth Congress into doing
5 years ago last month, right here on
this floor—that is, kill price conirol and
let the profiteers loose again.

Mr. Chairman, we just cannot permit
it to happen. We learned our lesson the
hard way 5 years ago. We saw our peo-
ple suffer. We saw mothers forced to
cut down on the milk they could buy for
their children. We saw kids running
around in tatters because clothing cost
so much. We saw our constituents lose
faith in the Congress—and that is a ter-
rible thing to have happen.

This bill on price control which has
come out of the Banking and Currency
Committee is not a strong enough bill.
1t says to the American people that beef
is just for the rich and that the poor shall
not be enabled to buy it. They must eat
something else. We have more beef cat-
tle than we ever had in this country
before, and the farmer is making this
year probably more money in net income
that he ever made—farm income this
year will probably be greater even than
it was in'the peak year of 1947—and yet
we are told in this bill that there can
be no roll-back on beef prices for the
consumer, The roll-back that benefited
the packers—that was different. This
bill does not touch that. But the roll-
backs fo benefit the consumer, they are
out.

Mr, Chairman, I voted to give the con-
sumer, the workingman, the housewife,
the break on roll-backs. Meat prices are
too high. They must be reduced. This
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bill must be amended to reduce meat
prices to the consumer. The cattle
raiser is doing all right and the roll-
back will not ruin them at all.

Estween the NAM lobby trying to kill
price control and the beef lobby trying
to kill the roll-backs on meat prices for
the consumer, the Congress is getting
the business. But it is bad business, Mr.
Chairman.. It is not right.

We have the chance here on this bill
to show our people that we are working
for them and voting in their interest
and not for the special interests and the
big business interests and the Beef Trust.
The people of Philadelphia know that
the Democratic administration is in their
corner and fighting for them on this
issue. Philadelphia is going to go Demo-
cratic this year and elect a Democratic
city administration for the first time in
generations because it has learned that
the Democrats on an.issue which means
decent living standards for the people
can be counted on to do the right thing.

But we Democrats are not selfish on
things like this. The Republicans in the
Congress are invited to join with us in
putting throagh a good bill, and thus
helping to redeem their party a little in
the eyes of the people.

So here is the chance, Mr., Chairman,
for all Members of Congress to show that
we are not going to pass the buck—we
are going to make it worth a dollar—a
hundred cents’ worth of purchasing
power again.

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr, Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word and rise in
support of the amendment. :

Mr. Chairman, if you want chaos in
the cattle industry the surest way to have
it is to have the quota system. I repre-
sent the second largest livestock market
in America, at Omaha, Nebr. Here is
how those quotas would operate in that
market:

If in June 100,000 cattle come to the
Omaha market and that is the amount
Omaha slaughtered last year, this
year they can buy cnly 80 percent of
that number. The other 20,000 that have
come to our market must go back to the
farm or some guestionable purchaser has
to buy them.

That is the only way on earth the
farmer can get rid of those cattle. If
you want to guarantee a black market
the surest way on earth to do it is to
set quotas and to have quotas that are
less than the supply.

Here is what happened in the last war
under a similar situation: A friend of
mine brought cattle to south Omaha on
one of the big market days. He had his
cattle in the pens and went over to the
livestock exchange to get his dinner.
There was no meat on the menu; he
could not get meat to eat. He went back
to the livestock pens after he had his
dinner and asked how much they had
sold his cattle for. They replied: “We
have not been able to sell them on ac-
count of the quotas.” So here was a
fellow with thousands of pounds of heef
on the hoof right in the stockyards ready
to sell and yet he could not buy a meat
course in the livestock restaurant 200
feet away because quotas had prevented
the packers from buying the meat.
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That was the time when black mar-
kets ran wild. We had a report in the
committee in 1945 from the Secretary
of the New York State Food Merchants’
Association, who had collected facts
from 4,500-odd dealers. He reported to
our committee that 53 percent of the
meat coming through the retail New
York market of his association were com-
ing from black markets. That is what
the situation will be under quotas.

In the last war, Safeway Stores, one of
the biggest food merchants in the United
States, had to buy eight packing plants
in order to get meat. The quotas were
making it impossible for the normal sup-
pliers, the normal processors, to get the
supply of cattle that they normally
processed in their plants. So I say, Mr,
Chairman, that if you want to have
black markets keep having quotas and
I will guarantee that you will have black
markets.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Let us take the
case of the Safeway Stores; they had to
purchase this line of packing plants not
so much in order to get all the meat they
wanted but in order to gef a constant
flow of some meat. Is that correct or

not? |

Mr. BUFFETT. That is largely cor-
rect; yes.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Because if the

quota prevented them from slaughter-
ing the meat that they need to supply
their own retail customers, then it pre=
vented their attaining the big objective,
that is, not having all the meat they
wanted, but to have a constant flow of
meat, a narrow stream or wide stream, a
constant flow; they had to acquire those
packing plants.

Mr. BUFFETT. That is correct.

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is what they
are up against now. May I ask the gen-
tleman this question? Under the pres-
ent situation is this 80 percent order
established in advance of the beginning
of the month in which it applies?

Mr. BUFFETT. As I understand, it
is established in advance.

Mr. CRAWFORD. If that is correct
and I bring my livestock either to a small
auction market or to a market like
Omaha, and before they dispose of my
cattle the quota has been filled, what do
you expect.me to do with those cattle?

Mr. BUFFETT. You are certainly up
against it; you have got to sell your
cattle in the black market.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I am asking the
gentleman a plain question.

Mr. BUFFETT. You would have to
find a buyer.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Yes, a buyer any-
where I can find a buyer.

Mr. BUFFETT. You have no choice,

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is right, I
have no choice. And does the gentle-
man think the men who live and work
12, 14, or 18 hours a day on the farms
and ranches are going to submit to that
kind of program in this country? s

Mr. BUFFETT. No, sir.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Of course, they are
not. They will sell to black market or
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otherwise. We ought to have sense
enough to know that, too.

Mr. BUFFETT. When cattle are
ready for market, they are like water-
melons, you have to market them.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BUFFETT. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. If it is true he has to
bring these cattle to market, why, then,
did we have such a shortage of cattle
coming to the market within the last
few months?

Mr. BUFFETT. Does the gentleman
mean the temporary shortage for sev-
eral weeks? 1

Mr, YATES. Correct. 1

Mr. BUFFETT. I understand the
greater part of that shortage was due
to the fact that when the roll-backs
were announced a lot of people marketed
half-finished cattle. They marketed
them ahead of the roll-back and quotas,
so that after the quotas were put in there
were a small number of cattle in the
market for some period of time. If the
gentleman has a better answer than
that, I would like to have it.

Mr. YATES. -1 have an answer that
I have seen in the newspapers; that is,
perhaps it was to the best interest of
those who raise the cattle not to bring
them to market at that particular time
in the hope that amendments such as
this would be presented and there would
be no ceilings on beef or livestock at all.

Mr. BUFFETT. I suggest to the gen-
tleman he might find that an easy way
to go broke is to keep cattle in a feeding
lot after they are finished and ready for
market. If the gentleman does not be-

lieve that, try it sometime.

Mr, MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the pending amend-
ment. i

Mr. Chairman, I will undertake tu
answer the question asked a moment ago
by the gentleman from Illinois of the
gentleman from Nebraska. Here is the
answer, and, incidentally, this is one
chamber of commerce that is not against
controls but for controls. I quote from
a letter I received from the Flatbush
Chamber of Commerce:

Our local butchers inform us that short-
ages are caused by the cattle raisers who are
holding up shipments to the markets for
higher prices. The retailers are incensed at
the methods being used by the wholesalers
who have created a black market such as
we have never seen before. Butchers are
compelled to accept tie-in sales. For a cer-
tain amount of inferior grades of meat they
must take a box of hams, eggs, butter, etc.
If they want choice grades they have to pay
in cash all the way down the line in addi-
tion to outrageously high prices for the meat
and short weight, ete. There are many other
disgraceful means of cheating by the black
marketeers, meaning the wholesalers, too
numerous to mention here.

That is the answer.

To you farmers from Idaho and Ne-
braska, let me say that I am a Repre-
sentative of the State of New York. The
State of New York raises as much cattle
and sells as much livestock and livestock
products as 10 other States together,
four and a half times as much as Idaho,
and almost as much as Nebraska, and
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the livestock raisers and producers in
my State are not crying the way you
gentlemen are.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Will the gentleman ex-
plain this point that has just been made
about licensing? Is there any control
over slaughterers unless this quota pro-
vision is in effect?

Mr. MULTER. None whatsoever.

Mr. JAVITS. In other words, they
are not licensed at all? This is the only
way to control them if you want to avoid
black marketing?

Mr.- MULTER. You cannot control
them without quota regulations. To you
farmers who want to protect the little
fellow, let me tell you this, and you can
read it in the regulations if you want
to read because I do know you can read,
even though you do not interpret cor-
rectly what you read:

Any farmer may slaughter up to 6,000
pounds of livestock a year and freely dispose
of it any way he pleases,

There is no quota regulation against
them, there is no other regulation against
them. That has been traditional in the
industry and the OPS and Mr. DiSalle
have not tried to change it.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I am sure that
the gentleman, while he is probably
quite capable of doing so, does not want
to give the House the impression that
he represents the State of New York?
There are a few others of us here from
New York who would like to be recog-
nized also.

Mr. MULTER. I am sorry I gave that
impression. I am only 1 of 45 Repre-
sentatives from the State of New York.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Quite so, and I
am sure the gentleman also does not
want to give the impression that all the
Representatives from the State of New
York take exception in a rather—well,
let us say, violent way with the farmers
of the great West. I do not think that
is entirely correct.

Chairman,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. MULTER. No. I am quite sure
you and I agree that New York produces
more than 15 percent of the taxes and
income in this country and has always
helped the rest of the country, and will
continue to do so.

Mrs, ST. GEORGE. Certainly, and we
will continue to do so.

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a correction?

Mr. MULTER. Surely.

Mr. TALLE. Perhaps I misunder-
stood the gentleman, but I gathered
from what he said in the early part of
his speech that the State of New York
produced more livestock than any other
12 States of the Union. Reference was
made to Idaho and Nebraska specifically.
Now, coming as I do from the State of
Iowa, and knowing something about
what we produce, I am interested in
having the gentleman check his figures
so that the Members of the House may
have accurate information,

Mr. MULTER. The State of New
York is the twelfth highest State of the
Union in producing livestock and live-
stock products.

Mr. TALLE. That is quite a different
thing from spying that the State of New
York produces as much as any other 12
States put together.

Mr. MULTER. For your edification
let me say this. Did the gentleman re-

fer to ITowa?
Mr, TALLE, Yes.
Mr. MULTER. Iowa produces three

times as much as the State of New
York.

Mr. TALLE. That is fine.

Mr. MULTER. And the State of New
York produces four and a half times as
much as the State of Idaho.

Mr. TALLE. Now we are getting
nearer to the truth. Let us have some-
thing about Texas and Florida. .

Mr. MULTER. All right, let us take
the State of Florida. We will find it here.
Florida produces less than one-fifth of
that produced by New York State.

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 10
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.
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Mr. MULTER. I cannot let this mo-
ment go by without saying that we heard
a lot of pleas earlier in the debate that
we ought to approach this Defense Pro-
duction Act on a nonpartisan basis; that
it is not a political issue; that if is a
matter of the national interest and the
national security. Well, to emphasize
that, you were privileged a while ago to
hear the distinguished gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. HaLLEck] deliver his cam-
paign speech of 1952. We boys on our
side are ready to slug it out with you
now if you are ready to start the cam-
paign. We will take the issue you are
giving to us. In the French Revolution
it was “Let them eat cake,” and now you
are saying “let them eat pork, if they
cannot buy steak.” We will meet that
issue. One of our colleagues said the
farmer was told he should know on what
side his bread is buttered. Do not over-
look the farmer who was asked: “Who
are you going to vote for in 1952—" and
the farmer responded, “Well, I voted for
Dewey twice, and I have never been so
well off.”

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Nebraska.

Mr, BUFFETT. The gentleman gave
some figures on livestock production in
New York compared to Nebraska. To

- retrieve the honors of Nebraska, will you

give us the comparative figures for Ne-
braska and New York?

Mr. MULTER. Gentleman, I am not
going to take my time answering all of
those questions for you now, but I will
tell you what I will do. As soon as we go
back into the House I will ask for per-
mission to put in the Recorp the com-
plete statement of the 48 States as given
to us in the bulletin, Farm Income, re-
leased June 27, 1951, by the Department
of Agriculture, and I am sure you will
not dispute the figures.

Mr. BUFFETT. Quote the fizures in
the RECORD.

Mr. MULTER. I am quoting them
correctly and you can compare them and
then tomorrow you can read them for
yourselves. You should know them be-
fore you attempt to make these argu-
ments.

The figures are as follows:

TaeLe 4—Cash receipts from farm marketings, by States, January-April 1950-51

[In thousands of dollars]

Livestock and Livestock and
s e Crops Total ots Crops Total
State and region State and reglon
1950 1 19511 1950 1951 1950 2 1951 2 i 1050 1 1951 1 1050 1951 1950 2 1051 2
IR - 23,136| 28,310| 43,541| 35643 66,677] 63,062 || Michlgan. . o............| 118,424| 154,537 61,706) 54,277| 181,220 208 814
17, 18,208] 22,188 || WiSCODBIN. crmrmeeememmennnnn| 256, 424| 334,0231 34,000| 32,842 200,514| 307,766
32, 783| 82,285 40,185 i
4& ag’ﬁ 485 East North Centralregion_|1,082,334|1, 441,030| 446,812] 382, 6631, 520, 1461, 823, 663
3, 52, 867 260, 476| 345,043| 02,222 64,677 352,608 400,720
227,318 511, 004| 694, 133| 129,518 96,805 641,512 701,028
66, 357 203, 805| 268, 742| 87,017 50,3¢8] 240,822 319. 140
220, 235/ 31,194| 39,565 54,400| 74,014] 85608 114,479
04,823 127,175 32,081 38,280 126, 854| 105,455
740, 644 191,497| 257,867 86, 848) 105 036 278, 345 302,603
i 188, 022| 251,905 92,027 59, 542] 280,048) 311,507
% 162 ﬁ";;l]; West North Central region. |1, 481, §11{1, 984, 460, 524,072 489, 742;2 005, 8832, 474, 232
el ’ v

1 Includes revision for livestock and produets.



TaBLE 4 —Cash receipts from farm marketings, by States, January-April 1950-51—Continued
[In thousands of dollars]
Livestock and Livestock and
prodicts Crops Total products Crops Total
Btate and region State and region
19501 19511 1950 1051 10502 19512 19501 16511 1950 1951 10502 19512
Delaware. ... 24,685 30,105 1,947 2,823| 26,632 32,028 247,756) 825,355 250,420 142,457 504,176 467,812
Maryland.. 47,713| 5%,334| 8,451 0,014 56, 164| 67, 048
Virginia. 57,300 72,880 39,726] 43,773| 97.116) 1186, 653 606, 222| 781, 851| 566,911] 505, 750]1, 208, 1331, 287, 601
West Virginia. 21,008) 25,476 6, 192 7,874 27,260| 33,350
North Carolin 40,432] 50,660 33,205 36,782 73,637| 87,442 30,011 41,445| 31,657) 60,512 62,568 01,057
Sonth Carolin: .| 19,230] 24,657] 14,988| 18,019 34,218 42,676 38,008 40,378 43,501] 46,380| 81,089 95 767
Goorgia... ... .| 86,871 71,824 24,721| 33,898 81,202 10§ 722 13,658) 16,710 6, 04 7,077  20,352] 26,787
b5 N S S R 82,800 38,307 177,626 179,266 210,435) 217,606 || Colorado.... 88, 558 111,105 49,463] 44,027] 138,021] 155132
New Mexico 23,008 20,705| 15,6350 16,338] 88, 603] 46,133
South Atlanticregion.....| 200,028| 372,243| 306,856 332,082 606, 784| 704,325 || Arizona 25,078 31,131 46,781] 64,4020 71,859] 05623
Utah 28 B46| B87,470| 7,607 7,035 86,453 45,414
Bonbaek o sy 67,681| 88,5100 112,650 92,719 180,320( 181,229 || Nevada 10,205 13,774 1,622] 2570, 11,827] 16,344
Tennessee. ... 56,246) 72,232) 50,383 55,500 106,620 127,822 || Washington. -.-| 60,547 62,220 56,871 61,931 107, 118) 124,150
Alsbama. .. .. ...........| 37,014] 45740[ 18,523 20,050 55,537 < 75,009 || Oreeon. ... ........_.o......| 42,465 53 067 28,840 21,5150 71,314] 75482
Mississippi. 92,303| 39,6180 27,415 66,405 50,718 106,111 || Californis..--eoeeeooooao-.-| 282,443| 205,445 204, 0150 255,930 437,358 551,475
Arkansas. _. 44,865 57,1300 36,028) &7, 134] 81,793] 114,264 o
Louisiana. .. 20,860 36,234 36,683) 41,978 66,552 78,212 Western region....ooco-o- 583, 867|745, 449| 403, 335[ 578, T16(1, 077, 2521, 324, 165
Oklahoma. . 00, 488| 117,025 67,0200 19,497 148, 408| 1836, 452
United States. - aeeeoama- 4, 568, €67 |5, 980, 207(2, 504, 175|2 509, 177i7, 162, s-wis, 480, 474

1 Revised,

Now, let us get this quota business
straight. I told you that any farmer can
slaughter up to 6,000 pounds of meat a
year and dispose of it freely where, when,
and as he pleases. Any slaughterer wiho
slaughters up to ten head of cattle a
month is free of these quota restrictions.
Do not come in here telling us how the
little farmer is crying, that he needs
some help. These restrictions are aimed
at the big black marketeers, the big
packers, who supported and financed this
entire phony baloney campaign.

This quota system is not what its an-
tagonists pretend it is. Under this quota
system the Department of Agriculture
determines “What did the packing houses
slaughter last year?” Not the farmer,
not the feeder, not the cattle raiser, but
what did the slaughterer slaughter last
year? Then they estimate how many
cattle are coming to market today. Then
OPS gives you the quota based on that.
If the amount of cattle coming to mar-
ket today is in excess of what it was
then by 10 percent, the slaughtering quo-
ta is increased 10 percent. The idea is
not to stop the farmer, not to stop the
cattle raiser, not to stop the feeder, but
to see to it that these cattle are chan-
nelled in to the licensed slaughterers
and do not get into the black market.

Mrs. EELLY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. 1 yield to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Mrs. KELLY of New York. Will the
gentleman include in the Recorp the
amount contributed by the State of New
York to the Federal Government which
helps support the farmers throughout
the Nation?

Mr, MULTER. I think the gentle-
woman will agree it is about 15 percent
of the over-all national income. Is not
that about right?

Mrs. KELLY of New York. Yes; I be-
lieve that is the amount.

Mr, POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle=
man from Texas.

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman referred
to the regulation that now allows
any individual to slaughter up to 6,000

2Ineludes revision for livestock and products.

pounds for his own use, also to the regu-
lation that allows a minimum of slaugh-
tering by a commercial slaughterer,
without regard to any quota. Can the
gentleman give us some assurance that
if this law is passed as it is now written
without any amendment, 2 months or 3
months or a year from now we will still
have those same exemptions in the regu-
lations? I understand they are regula=
tions only and not statutory law, and
that they are subject to change any day
that Mr. DiSalle sees fit to change them.
Can the gentleman give us any assurance
that he is going to keep those regulations
in effect? Can he tell us what we will
have to do to keep them in effect, if we
do not adopt an amendment to do it?

Mr. MULTER. If we are going to try
to do more than lay down in the law the
principles instead of leaving to the De-
partment the regulation, we had better
make up our minds that from here on in
we are going to be a regulatory body and
not a Congress. Your assurance that
these regulations are going to continue
to be reasonable, and reasonably
enforced, is that we have reasonable-
minded men in Government, and we are
calling upon reasonably-minded men to
try to do an honest-to-goodness job so as
to protect your security and my security,
the security of this country.

Now and then, here and there, we will
get a man who will not do that, but I am
sure we will remove him before he can
do any damage, Your best assurance of
future reasonableness is past reasonable-
ness.

My experience with that man who has
been so harshly and unjustly abused,
Mr. DiSalle, is that he is reasonable, he
is fair, he is honest, and he is decent.
Any time anyone comes in and says,
“This is my problem,” he will sit down
and go over it with him and help him
if he is entitled to help.

Bear this in mind when we are talking
about the quota regulation, that he can
change the quota the very day it is estab-
lished. If the estimate calls for a regu-
lation that fixes it at 105 percent and
actual marketing conditions show it
should be 110, he ecan change it in 24
hours or less. He said so to the Commit-

tee on Agriculture. When conditions re-
quire the quota to be changed, he can and
does change it on short notice.

Mr. FOAGE. 1Iread in this morning’s
paper, whether it is correct or not, that
more cattle were coming to market now
than at this time a year ago. I believe
the gentleman read just a moment ago
thaE the present quota on cattle is 90 per-
Cent.
thh{r. MULTER. No, I did not read

at.

Mr. POAGE. What is it, then?

Mr. MULTER. I cannot tell the gen-
tleman at the moment.

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman : from
Texas read it, then, but the gentleman
will agree it is 90 percent?

Mr. MULTER. No, I do not know
what it is.

Mr. POAGE. What is it today? Iam
asking the gentleman, what is the quota
right today?

Mr. MULTER. I refuse to yield any
further. It is of no importance. No one
has dared stand up here and say it is
wrong. You make an argument based
on supposition and imagination.

The fact of the matter is that if cattle
coming to market are 10 percent over a
year ago, the quota is 10 percent over a
year ago for salughtering.

Mr. O'TOOLE. Mr. Chairman, will
1.2 gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Wew York.

Mr. O'TOOLE. Is it not true that we
cannot have legislation of this type if
we do not have flexible regulations to
meet conditions that change practically
every day?

Mr. MULTER. There is no doubt
about it. Conditions change, and we
have to meet the existing situation.

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. I yield.

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Will you
explain why it is that if the number of
cattle to be slaughtered is reduced be-
cause of the quota that that will make
the price of meat cheaper to the con-
sumer?

Mr. MULTER. The quota system is
not intended to cheapen the price of
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meat.
priorities with price control.
keep the record clear.

Do not confuse allocations and

Let us

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. All right
then, what is it for?

Mr. MULTER. The quota system is
intended to keep the black marketeer out.
1t is intended to see that the cattle that
you send and your farmers send to mar-
ket reach the legitimate slaughterer and
no one else.

Mr., CURTIS of Nebraska. But you
are restricting the number that the legit-
imate slaughterer can slaughter.

Mr. MULTER. We are restricting the
number that he slaughters in accord-
ance with the number that comes to
market and the restriction is only for
the purpose of allocating the cattle that
come to market amongst the legitimate
slaughterers and nothing else, and you
cannot read anything else into that regu-
lation,

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. You do
agree it raises the price, do you not?

Mr, MULTER. If does not raise the
price. I do not agree.

Mr. DOLLINGER. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. I yield.

Mr. DOLLINGER. Reference was
made before to the statement that the
1952 campaign issue will be based upon
the packers' statement, “Let them eat
pork”; I think the gentleman should
make some correction in the Recorp so
far as those of us are concerned who do
not eat pork. What are we going to do?

Mr. MULTER. If this amendment
prevails, we are all going to become
vegetarians, whether we like it or not.

. Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. I yield.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Your own
mayor of New York, Mr. O'Dwyer, when
the OPA was in effect in 1946, wired an
urgent wire to the President asking him
to take off controls so that the people in
New York could get a little beef. You
are following the same pattern here.

Mr. MULTER. No; we are not.
are.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. What will
you do just before the election in 19529

Mr. MULTER. We are not following
that pattern. You are following that
same pattern. You are voting to take
confrols off. We learn by our mistakes,
but you do not want to learn.

You are saying to take these controls
off. You want to kill this control bill.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. What will
you be doing in 1952 before the election?

Mr. MULTER. You will be begging
for these controls. I will say this, too,
even though the President said last year
he did not want these price controls, at
that time the Committee on Banking and
Currency and the Democrats on this side
of the House voted them, with the help
of some of you men, as standby controls.
‘You can ignore the best interests of your
country and of your constituents now.
They will know how to respond in 1952,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired,

Chairman,

You

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on the
Hope amendment and all amendments
thereto close at 15 minutes to 5.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, can the Chair
advise us how many Members are stand-
ing, indicating that they would ‘ike to be
heard on the amendment?

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair observes
37 or 38 Members,

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
ohject.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on the
Hope amendment and all amendments
thereto close at 5 o’clock.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman,
reserving the right to object, by unani-
mous consent we just allowed one mem-
ber of the committee 15 or 20 minutes
to argue one side of this amendment.
I do not think it is fair to ask 45 or 50
people to be satisfied with three-quarters
of a minute edch to express some ideas
that they might have on this, and there-
fore I will have to object to that request.

Mr., SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move
that all debate on the Hope amendment
and all amendments thereto conclude at
15 minutes after 5.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. SpENCE].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. SPENCE), there
were—ayes 110, noes 45.

So the motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. Rees] is recognized.

(By unanimous consent, Mr, H. CAgL
ANDERSEN, Mr. Hoeven, Mr. PoULSON,
and Mr. Gross yielded the time allotted
to them to the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr, Reesl.)

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I want to thank my colleagues for yield-
ing me the time allotted to them. I now
have 4%, or 6 minutes. The gentleman
from New York who preceded me [Mr.
MortEr] has just consumed about 20
minutes. Unfortunately, the gentleman
from the city of Brooklyn, N. Y., is not
familiar, from a practical viewpoint, as
he might be with this problem,

The gentleman from New York at the
close of his remarks did make a rather
interesting observation when he said Mr.
DiSalle under this bill could change the
rules, orders, and regulations with re-
spect to quotas on livestock 'at any time
he may choose to do so. Of course, since
he can do that to quotas he can do it
with regard to other regulations. In
other words, you would leave it to the
head of a bureau to determine how many
cattle, hogs, sheep, and other animals
may, or may not, be sold in the market
during any period of time.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
MvorrEr] has pointed out, for example,
that Mr. DiSalle decided the number of
cattle that could be slaughtered during
April of this year should be 80 percent
of what the same slaughterers processed
in the same month last year. On hogs
I think it was 90 percent, and on sheep
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80 or 90 percent. Then during the last
of April he modified his orders and said
the number of cattle should be 80 per-
cent for June. Then on the last day
of June he ordered the guota at 90 per-
cent for July. That is 90 percent of the
number slaughtered in July 185t. All
this is being done while you complain
that not enough meat is going to the
retailers for the family table. And,
moreover, when there is no shortage of
meat animals in the country. No one,
so far as I have been able to ascertain,
has even suggested a shortage of cattle,
hogs, or sheep.

Before I proceed further I want to
make it clear that this amendment deals
only with quotas. This amendment has
nothing to do with prices. The only
way, as I see it, where it could affect
prices is that it should lower them for
the reason there would be a bigger supply
in competition within the market limi-
tation.

Now, I would like to say just a word
or two as to how this proposal affects
the farmer and feeder who produces beef
for the market. Under this legislation
the farmer has no assurance from month
to month, or week to week, what this
Bureau may do to the market on his
livestock. He has no assurance whether
quotas will be manipulated upward or
downward. In fact, he does not even
have assurance that his livestock will be
sold when they go to the public mar-
ket for fear the gquotas are filled and
there is no market for his livestock,

Somehow, you fail to realize the feed-
ing of cattle is a long-time operation.
Many farmers in my area and in other
parts of the country have already mar-
keted cattle prematurely when they
should have remained in feed lots and
increased their weight and quality. In
other words you would have had more
meat and of better quality. Farmers
take a good many long risks: weather,
that is rainy or dry seasons, dizeases
that may injure livestock, general de-
mands for their product when ready for
market. The livestock man does not ask
for subsidies. He does not want a bu-
reau limiting the number of cattle he
can sell when he is told that the demand
for his product is greater than is sup-
plied in the market place. It hardly
makes sense,

I have in my district a number of cat-
tle producers and feeders, most of whom
handle only livestock in small numbers.
A few of them feed on a comparatively
large scale. I have in mind a feeder in
my community who had a continuous
program of feeding and finishing 2,000
head of cattle. Early last spring he was
faced with the confusion and the un-
certainty, and the further risk-quota
regulations, and he sold his cattle and
closed his feeding operations before the
cattle were finished and ready for mar-
ket. Result was loss of supply of beef
because cattle were underweight.

Something was said a while ago. I
believe it was the gentleman from Chi-
cago, Ill. [Mr. YaTes], about holding cat-
tle off the market, He does not realize
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the farmer cannot do that very long
after they are fattened even if he would
choose to do so. Feeding after they are
ready for market is a losing proposition.
Furthermore, when the cafitle are
shipped to the open market there is no
guaranty of price, but they must be
sold unless the owner decides to ship
them back home, You just do not han-
dle livestock you would automobiles
and other similar goods. Livestock are
perishable goods.

You seem to set aside the idea of sup-
ply and demand. Listen to this: A week
ago last Monday I talked with the head
cattle buyer for one of the big four pack-
ing companies on the Kansas City mar-
ket. He said he had just bought 260
steers for slaughter for that day. He
said normally he would have purchased
1,20 . He said the cattle were on the
market, but because of quota restrictions
he could buy no more. He said there
was plenty of outlet for the beef. He
further stated his company would be
penalized by deducting from the July
quota three times his overquota for the
month of June. I talked to the buyer
for another of the big four and he re-
lated precisely the same story. This was
on Monday when the supply of cattle on
the market is usually the heaviest.

Here is another thing you fail to take
into account. The quota is on the basis
of the number of head of livestock and
not the quantity of meat. You fail to
take into account that market condi-
tions differ from year to year. This be-
cause of weather conditions, erop con-
ditions and other things over which the
farmers have no confrol.

Mr. VORYS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield.

Mr. VORYS. I tried to get the Brook-
1yn cowboy to help me out, but he would
not do so. Are the quotas the same over
the whole United States, 90 percent of
last year's?

Mr. REES of Kansas. That is correct.
Under the order the quotas would apply
the same in various parts of the country.
If it is 90 percent in one area, it is 90
percent in other places.

Mr. VORYS. I may be ignorant, but
let me ask: Do the cattle of the United
States necessarily grow just exactly at
the same percentage all over the United
States?

Mr. REES of Kansas, Oh, no; not at
all,

Mr. VORYS. Would it be possible for
you to have a 90-percent quota in a place
where cattle production was 110 percent
over last year and 90 percent at an-
other place where it is only 80 percent
of last year?

Mr. REES of Kansas. There might
be more cattle in an area than last year.
Or there might be less cattle in a cer-
tain area than there were a year ago.
Under this order the percentage quota
applies the same. I was rather surprised
that the gentleman from Texas [Mr,
Patman] did not take cognizance of that
situation when he addressed the com-
mittee earlier todsy.
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Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the
gentleman from Minnesota, who was
kind enough to yield me his time on this
amendment. The gentleman, inciden-
tally, is quite familiar with this problem
by reason of his own experience.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I believe
it has been said that the gentleman from
New York [Mr. MuLTER] seriously stated
in the Banking and Currency Committee
that we should arrange matters so that
a cow would have two calves in 1 year,
without having twins. Just how that
could be arranged, perhaps the gentle-
man from Brooklyn [Mr, MuLTER] could
say.

Mr. REES of Kansas. I read of it in
a local newspaper.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. REES of Kansas. If the gentle-
man can answer the gquestion real
quickly and say “Yes" or “No,” it is all
right with me.

Mr. MULTER. Is that Democrat the
gentleman spoke of as having 2,000 head
of cattle one of the small farmers in his
distriet?

Mr. REES of Kansas. I did not say
he was a small operator. Neither is he
crying. But he is one of the men who
has produced thousands of tons of beef
for the people of New York and other
parts of the country, He is a successful
businessman just as the gentleman from
New York is a highly successful lawyer.
You are not hurting him by this legis-
lation. The fellow you are injuring is
the little fellow. The strange thing
about it is you are talking about pro-
tecting the little packer and the little
individual, but he is the man you are
killing off.

Mr. MULTER. Are we killing off Ar-
mour & Co. that made only $3,000,000 in
the first quarter of this year?

Mr, REES of Kansas. The big oper-
ator the gentleman talks about is the
only one, if anybody, that gets any pro-
tection under this legislation.

Mr, Chairman, fixed slaughter quotas
for livestock slaughterers are impracti-
cal and unworkable of variable and un-
predictable livestock receipts on the
market.

Maximum farm production requires
the removal of hampering uncertainties
such as the proposal under considera-
tion. If Congress deems necessary to
deal with this problem at all, it ought
write a clear and definite policy that
farmers can depend upon. If it is done
it should not hamper the farmer in his
effort to do his part in producing a suffi-
cient supply of food in this emergency.
What we need is more and more produc-
tion of food in this country. The farmer
will do his part if you will give him a
chance. Better think of meat goals, not
quotas,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog=
nizes the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
MILLER].

Mr. COLE of Eansas. Mr, Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that the time
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allotted me may be given to the gentle-
man from Nebraska [Mr. MILLEr],

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, it is seldom that history repeats
itself in 5! years. If the gentleman
from Brooklyn would lock over some
photostatic copies of newspaper state-
ments I have, he might get a lesson. He
would know, for instance, that cows do
not have two calves in 1 year. He would
know some of these things and would not
?eave to make that statement in commit-

e.

You know, it is very interesting, we
had an OPA back in 1946. Just before
the elections of that year the majority
leader of this House stated, according
to the newspaper:

McCormack urges holiday on prices.

Mr. McCorMAcCK also sent the following
letter to the Price Administrator:

Price controls on meat and scarce food
products should be suspended for 60 days.
This is absolutely necessary if our hospitals
and our citizens are to have sufficlent meat
and food supplies.

The beloved Speaker of this House,
Mr. Sam RaYBURN, came down into the
well of the House on May 3, 1946, and
made the following statement:

I may say to the gentleman from New
York and to others that I have spoken to
people in high places and told them I think
':rhalié cattle ought to be removed from con-

0ls.

He was honest about it.

That was in 1946 after we had had 2
years of experience in trying to do
something about controlling cattle.

The Secretary of Agriculture, Mr,
ANDERSON said on May 2, 1946:

Price controls on meat should be
abandoned.

The President of the United States on
October 14 found out they would not
work and took controls off just ahead of
the elections so he would not get this
horse-meat Congress that the gentleman
from Michigan was talking about.

The President of the United States
said at that time:

I am convinced that the time has come
when these controls can serve no useful pur-
pose. I am more than convinced that their
further continuance would do the Nation's
economy more harm than good.

The then Secretary of Agriculture,
Mr. ANDERsSON, now a Member of the
other body said, May 2, 1946:

Price controls on mecat should be aban-
doned, unless a 90-day test period shows
packers can get livestock in something like
normal volume. This is about the Ilast
chance to make it work.

These slaughter quotas bring on the
black markets. The OPS states that
now 15 large black markets operate in
Jowa. In 1945 and 1946 we spent
$2,000,000,000 on subsidies to help you
people from Brooklyn and other places
to get meat. We spent $2,000,000,000 so
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that you could get cheaper meat. Well,
the meat disappeared from the market.

Mr. Chairman, I support this amend-
ment. Ithink the way to get more meat
is not to have a 90-percent slaughfer
quota but to have a 110-percent or more
quota, If they say, “We want more
meat,” well, you just let them slaughter
110 percent and you will get more meaft.
This way we have no place to go with the
livestock, and that is what exactly is
happening here in the United States to-
day. It is the same pattern that was
followed under OPA. You will be cry-
ing in 1952 for meat. The mayor of the
City of New York sent a wire to the
President in 1946 saying, “Please, the
people of New York are starving. We
must have meat.” Here is a photostatic
copy of the wire. He said that meat was
40 percent higher under OPA. The only
place to go was the black market.

Take heed, gentlemen, history repeats
itself. These meat controls, roll-backs,
and price regulations are the same pat-
tern that brought disaster under OPA.
Adopt these foolish regulations and you
city people will want to know your
barber and butcher better than the doc-
tor or minister,

I support this amendment to end
slaughter quotas. It was adopted in the
Senate by a big vote. It was even sup-
ported by the Democratic majority
leader.

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr., ABBITT. Mr. Chairman, it is
vitally necessary at times, for the wel-
fare of our country and our way of life,
that we submit to controls by those in
authority; however, I do not believe in
submitting to controls just for controls’
sake, The Administrator has seen fit
to impose slaughter gquotas on various
livestock, which means that no slaugh-
ter-house can operate and continue to
slaughter livestock until it secures a
slaughtering quota and it cannot exceed
this quota regardless of the amount of
livestock available in this community.

It so happens that there is more live=-
stock in the United States this year than
it was last year and ample to meet the
needs and the demand of the consumer
public. In view of this, slaughtering
quotas have been put on beef consider=
ably lower than the records show for
last year. I cannot believe that this
action will hold down inflation or help
the defense effort, nor mean cheap meat
to the American people. In my opinion,
it will add to the inflation, create a
searcity of meat and, in general, is harm-
ful to the welfare of our country.

It is not contended by the Office of
Price Stabilization that slaughtering
quotas will in any way keep down infla-
tion nor increase the production of live-
stock. The only excuse they give us for
putting on slaughtering quotas is so
that the Office of Price Stabilization may
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have an accurate record of the livestock
slaughtered.

I believe that the slaughtering quotas
are more harmful than they are bene-
ficial and for that reason I intend to vote
for the amendment which prohibits the
Office of Price Stabilization from impos-
ing slaughtering quotas.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Poacge].

(Mr. TuomesoN of Texas, Mr, GATHINGS
and Mr. Aepirr asked and were given
permission to yield the time allotted to
them to Mr. POAGE.)

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I feel
that I cannot let go unchallenged the
suggestions of the opponents of this
amendment that we can safely turi the
administration of this control program
over to any individual or agency who-
ever it may be, withcut any direct super-
vision on tae part of Congress and expect
that agency or administrator to do the
kind of job that we want done. I am
not here to direct any charges against
Mr. DiSalle as an irdividual or against
anyone else as an individual, but I do
think that all of us have lived long
enough to know that whenever we give
any governmental agency or any admin-
istrator the power of economic life and
death over our people that they will ex-
ercise that power, and that unless we
have provided adequate safeguards, they
will exercise the power in a way that
will result in the destruction of many
small but fine business operations. If
we leave the OPS without any rules to
guide its actions, it will abuse the power
granted just as certainly as will any
other agency when you give it unlimited
and unbridled power.

Some of the proponents of the grant-
ing of unlimited power have suggested
that as yet the OPS has not destroyed
everyone that it could through the exer-
cise of this power—as yet, it still allows
some reasonable exemptions in the
slaughtering-quota provisions. But even
the proponents of this broad grant
of power admit that unless this amend-
ment is adopted the power does exist,
and that it might be exercised under
this bill as it now stands at any time
that the administrator saw fit to exer-
cise it.

Is the existence of such a threat cal-
culated to encourage any business? Do
you believe that we can expect to get
maximum production in the United
States in any line of business if we
place it in a position where it can be
destroyed on a moment’s notice at the
whim of some bureau or administrator?
True, we are told by the proponents of
this measure that we do not need to
limit the administrator's power because
he has granted reasonable exemptions,
These proponents must therefore expect
us to rely on the continuation of these
exemptions. If the exemptions are good,
if we are supposed to rely on them, why
not write them into the law?

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr, WHITTEN, Is it not a fact that
if the farmer has to keep his cattle off
the market because of quota restrictions
for any length of time, that the cost of
the animal or the cost of the finished
product goes up and must eventually be
reflected in higher meat prices?

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman from
Mississippi is exactly right. Of course,
that is one of the fundamental errors
that so many of the proponents of the
regulation have made. They assume
that cowmen can keep cattle without
cost. They assume cowmen can strike,
Of course, cowmen have not and cannot
strike. But I have even heard it down
home in my district where people ought
to know better. I do not find it in my
heart to feel unkindly toward the gen-
tlemen from Brooklyn or New York or
Chicago who do not understand the de-
tails of cattle marketing. I do feel that
my own people, all of whom have at least
seen a cow, and most of whom have seen
stockyards, should know that if the
packers in any market can only slaugh-
ter 500 head of cattle, any day that 800
head shows up in those yards there are
going to be 300 head of cattle going to
irregular buyers. Most of these cattle
will probably go to the black market.
At least these slaughtering quotas cer-
tainly are made to order to provide the
black market with a convenient supply.

Unfortunately, there are all too many
people who believe that all you have to
do is pass a law. That you can have all
the meat you want, at 10 cents a pound
if you only pass a law to that effect.

Anybody who has a fourth-grade edu-
cation and will think things through, and
most of us will not think things through,
knows that that is not true. If it were
true, all we would need to do would be to
just pass laws rather than work. No-
body would work because we could just
pass laws. Unfortunately, you have to
work to make a living in this world. Un-
fortunately even this Congress cannot
produce meat by just passing laws. We
must still rely upon economic law rather
than upon statutory law. We must rely
in the final analysis upon the profit
motive if we are to live under the free
economic system which we believe is best.

If you are not going to rely on the
profit motive, you must substitute some
other motive if you are to get any pro-
duction. If you take away the hope of
a profit, you have to adopt the Russian
system, under which the motive for pro-
duction is compulsion. There just is no
choice. There are only two ways to
get people to produce meat or any other
food. One way is by giving a man the
hope he can make a profit. That is the
American way. That is the way which
has worked. The other way is by as-
suring him that he is going to be thrown
into jail or the salt mines if he does not
produce the meat or the other food the
government orders him to produce.
This is the Russian system. This is the
way which has pulled everybody down to
a common level of misery. I believe our
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American system works the best, and I
think most of us believe it. So let us
stay with it.

I want to talk a moment about a fun-
damental principle that is involved in
this matter of marketing quotas. When
the gentleman insists that slaughtering
quotas are necessary in the market place
in order to properly distribute the meat
that is coming in, he must follow that
logically by an admission that quotas are
going to be necessary in the butcher shop
and in the grocery store, and that the
housewife is inevitably going to have to
carry little red meat coupons with her
again. We are just as certain to have
consumer rationing on meat as we are
that we have quotas in the stockyards.
You are not going to have the one and
have it work fairly without the other.
You are going to have consumer ration-
ing just as surely as you continue the
course that is now being pursued by the
Office of Price Stabilization.

Do not let anybody fool you. All of
this is pure eyewash when these people
come along and talk to you about how
they are going to lower the price of
meat, reduce the amount of meat coming
through the packing plants, and still let
everybody buy all they want to at a low
price. It cannot be done, and I do not
think we are fair with the American
people if we encourage them to believe
it is possible. The fact that there was
not enough meat to equal the demand
even at high prices is the only reason
that the price of meat went so high.
People were willing to pay the high price
in order to get it. There was not enough
to supply everybody with all he wanted.
None of these regulations are going to
produce an extra pound of beef. How,
then, can we honestly hold onto the hope
that we can supply everyone who wants
beef with all he would like to buy? If
the price does go down it will surely in-
crease, not decrease, the demand for
beef. It will make less, not more, beef
to be divided. If we slaughter only 80
percent or 90 percent as much beef as
we did last year, who is going to get
that beef? Will the first housewife to
the butcher shop get all she wants and
the latecomers get none? My col-
leagues, you know that there is but one
answer. If you reduce the number of
cattle slaughtered in the legitimate mar-
ket, you inevitably force rationing in
the butcher shop—and you drive the
cattle that the legitimate packer could
not buy into the black-market channels.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr,
CURTIS].

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr, Chair-
man, the idea of establishing slaughter-
ing quotas is far removed from the
American idea of justice. It gives to
those who may have a quota now a vested
right to continue in business, and it
shuts the door to everyone else. It will
result in higher prices of meat. If you
reduce the amount of meat that is to
be distributed by lowering the slaughter-
ing quotas, that meat is going to be
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higher. It will send more meat into
the black market.

What does this country lose when we
follow a course that builds up the black
market? In the first place, this clan-
destine slaughtering means that the Na-
tion loses the important medicines that
are byproducts of the packing indus-
try. We strike fear into the hearts of
thousands of people in the country be-
cause of the shortage of vital medicines.
When we restrict the amount of meat
that can be slaughtered in ordinary
channels, we send it to the slaughtering
sources where the Federal Government
loses the taxes involved.

(By unanimous consent the time al-
lotted to Mr. CLEMENTE was granted fo
Mr. SPENCE.)

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. McCARTHY].

(By unanimous consent, the time al-
lotted to Mr. Zasrockr, Mr. DOLLINGER,
Mr, CHUDOFF, Mrs. BosonE, and Mr, BAr-
RETT was given to Mr. McCARTHY.)

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I
assume the House really wants to know
how a quota is determined and why it
is determined. Some Members who have
spoken before me know very well what
the purpose of the quota is and how
it is determined. I do not think there
is much excuse for their having left the
House in confusion on that point. They
have stated that the quota has the effect
of preventing the farmers from market-
ing their livestock when it is ready to
go to market. Let me explain to you
just how a quota is determined.

The United States Department of Ag-
riculture gives the Office of Price Sta-
bilization an estimate of the number of
cattle, calves, hogs, sheep, and lambs
that may come to market in the next
month. In other words, the Department
estimates how much livestock would
come into the market even if we had
a free market operating. Then, this
estimate is expressed in terms of a per-
centage of the amount of the same kind
of livestock marketed in the same month
of the preceding year.

So, if they estimate for a free market—
that is, if the Department of Agriculture
estimates that in a free market 110 per-
cent, in terms of the number of cattle,
would be marketed in the month of July,
over what was marketed in that month
a year ago, the Department sets the
quota at 110 percent. If they estimate
that in the operation of a free market
with no controls and no restraints, only
90 percent as many cattle are going to
ke marketed, then they set the quota ai
9) percent for the month of July. Then
the OPS sets its quotas roughly in line
with the United States Department of
Agriculture estimate. That is the first
step. That is how it is set up.

Now the next question is why is it set
up? It is set up chiefly to protect all
packers and slaughterers who are
licensed. The quota simply means that
if you are a licensed packer you have the
richt to buy 90 percent of what you
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slaughtered in the same month of the
previous year. If youa are a licensed big
packer you can buy 90 percent, and if you
are a small packer who is licensed you
get 90 percent.

A previous speaker asked the question,
Why do they not set the quota at 110
percent? To set the quota at 110 would
have no effect unless the Government
were to go out and force the farmers to
market their livestock to meet the quota.
Understand, this quota is simply an esti-
mate of the number of cattle that would
come into the market if we had a free
market operating. It is set up in order
to insure each packer’s zetting his fair
share of the livestock marketed.

There is one more point I would like to
make. There is no ofiicial intent to re-
duce the marketings by the use of quotas.
I will quote now from a farm letter of
Mr. Wayne Darrow of June 2, 1951, and
his is the proper interpretation:

There is no official intent to reduce mar-
ketings by the use of gquotas.

The only intention is to get a fair dis-
tribution of livestock that comes into the
market.

Now, just to show you how this quota
system has been misunderstocd and mis-
represented, let me quote from another
farm letter which goes out of Washing-
ton, the Washington Farm Reporter,
May 26, edited by Fred Bailey. He says:

The June slaughter quotas are due out
soon and will call for another reduction in
the slaughter of beef cattle,

Now, the quota has nothing to do with
reduction of slaughtering. It is simply
an estimate of the number of cattle that
will come into the marketf, into a free
market. Mr. Bailey and a number of
Members who have spoken say it calls
for reduction. It does not call for a re-
duction. It simply is an estimate of the
percent of livestock which will come into
the market this month and a determina-
tion that each packer shall get his fair
share.

The quota is not something that is
fixed. I would like to point out to you
that if it is found that the estimated
quota is wrong, it can be changed and
Mr. DiSalle said this before the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, as I recall, “we
can change the quota in 24 hours.”

Now, to make the point clearer, the
OPS made two upward quota adjust-
ments in the month of May, one in
Minnesota and in Wisconsin when calf
marketings exceeded the 80 percent
quota, and one in the Missouri River
marketings when hog marketings ran
120 to 123 percent of May 1950. They
adjusted it upward fto meet the actual
marketing supply.

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, McCARTHY. I yield.

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Suppose
there are some individuals who would
like to start a new slaughtering plant;
how are they going to get a quota?

Mr, McCARTHY. They are not going
to get a quota, because they are not li-
censed,
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Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Why
should they not get a license?

Mr. McCARTHY. Because we are
trying to establish some kind of order.
Does the cotton farmer under the allot-
ment program get a permit to grow cot-
ton when he has not done it before?
No. We say that we have to establish
some kind of order. What about the
tobacco grower under the allotment pro-
gram? If he has a history of growing
cotton or a history of growing tobacco
or a history of growing peanuts, he will
get his quota. If not, he gets nothing.

I do not yield further now.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCARTHY. I promised to yield
to the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman says the
quota does not limit the production.

Mr. McCARTHY, I said it is not set
up as a limitation. It might have that
effect late in the month, but OPS can
make adjustments.

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman says they
ecan change it in 24 hours, but I call
attention to the fact that one day last
week they had a run of hogs in Kansas
City. The receipt of hogs was 5,400,
which has been exceeded only once this
year. The news account of that situa-
tion says:

A liberal number of hogs was shipped else=
where for slaughter. A restricted slaughter
quota announced for this month was a fac-
tor in the lower prices and the shipper
movement. The OPS cut the hog quota
from 115 percent to 105 percent of a year
ago.

Mr. McCARTHY. I think I have the
gentleman’s point. I know that there
have been temporary dislocations.
However, the information has been left
here today that under the quota system
there is a possibility that there will be
livestock left over. It has even been
suggested that we will have to burn the
surplus pigs, This is ridiculous. There
will be 100 percent sale and slaughter of
all the livestock that the farmers wish
to sell. The quota as I have said before
is simply an estimate of the percent of
last year’s monthly supply that is ex-
pected to be put on the market during
the same month of this year. In 1
month it may be 80 percent, in another
month it may be 120 percent or 130 per-
cent, or even 150 percent. In any case,
I repeat, in the course of the year, 100
percent of all livestock which farmers
wish to sell, can be sold. There has been
much concern expressed here today that
beef cattle have not been coming into
the market. The fixing of quota has
had no bearing on this fact. Anyone
who is considering this livestock ques=-
tion today should know that it takes ap-
proximately 3 years to produce a first-
grade steer from breeding to slaughter,
‘The decision to increase the supply of
beef must be made several years in ad-
vance of the actual increase in the sup=-
ply on the market. During 1949, when
the farm price of cattle averaged $19.90
per hundredweight, cattlemen added
1,800,000 head to their herds. During
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1950 when they were getting approxi-
mately $23.10 per hundredweight pro-
ducers increased their herds by 4,100,000
head. If beef is not coming to the mar-
ket today, it is not because of the quota
system. It is due to any one or a combi-
nation of these factors. Either the cat-
tlemen are holding them off the market
in the hope that the roll-back may he
repealed or prices increased. They are
holding them off because the cattle are
not ready for the market or they may be
withholding breeding stock in order to
increase the size of the marketable beef
a year from now or 2 years from now.
Some of the members who have spoken
advocating quotas of 110 or 120 seem to
think that by fixing such a quota it will
follow in some miraculous manner that
more beef will be put on the market. I
do hope that they are not advocating
that the cattle growers be forced to mar-
ket their cattle in order to bring the
price of beef down. I am sure that no
one here wants to force the farmers of
this eountry to market their cattle con-
trary to their own wishes. On the other
hand, it is not the purpose of the quota
to keep them from marketing the cattle
before they wish to.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the gen-
tlaman from California.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I just wanted to call
attontion to the fact that the setting
of quotas for people on historical rec-
ords is what is being done right now
throughout industry. All of the short
metals are allocated on the basis of per-
centage to historical use. If a new user
wants to come in and use steel or alu-
minum, he cannot get an allocation. He
just does not go into the business, It
is a recognition of the fact that we are
in an emergeney and such materials as
we have must be allocated fairly. They
allocate them to the people who have
a record of prior use, and that is the
only fair way to work it out.

Mr. McCARTHY. The gentleman is
absolutely right. We have been using it
in the farm program.

Mr., HOLIFIELD. Absolutely. It is
nothing new.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi.

Mr. WHITTEN. I know the gentle-
man wants to be fair, and certainly my
qrestion is directed in that way, but the
comparison you draw between cotton
controls and tobacco controls, while I
think they are proper, giving the permis-
sion to stay in business to the packer,
is similar, I do think you have pointed
your finger at the chief weakness of this
approach of having controls on slaugh-
tering, because in that case it is a ques-
tion of having too large a supply and
your purpose is to hold down production.
I think in this instance, where the sup-
ply is short, you are falling into the
same mistake.

Mr. McCARTHY. I do not yield fur-
ther. The gentleman is confusing the
picture again, because the quota does not

JULY 10

have as its purpose any reduction. The
over-all purpose is simply to provide an
orderly workable procedure so that
every packer who has a license can get
his fair share of the available supply.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has expired.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, I am not an economist, but
when Mr, DiSalle tells us that the quota
system on slaughtering is just an admin-
istrative device to control the black mar-
ket, it is difficult for me to go along with
him. To me it seems when you have a
limitation on what a packer can slaugh-
ter it limits the supply that he can buy;
and when he is limited to 90 percent in
his purchases as against the supply of
last year, that limits the supply of mcat
that he can sell through legitimate
channels of trade.

Mr. JENSEN. And they adhere to it.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. And
there is a strict penalty enforced against
the packer when he is out of complianze.
So rather than go into the market and
buy the supply that is on the market he
limits his purchasing in order to keep
away from penalties.

When the packer goes into the reg-
istered market to buy livestock, he faces
stiff competition for the cattle from
numerous order-buyers. These order-
buyers have received orders from all
parts of the country for cattle and other
livestock. Some of the livestock pur-
chased by order-buyers may go into the
black market. The packer is forced o
stay in compliance for his quota and
price paid for livestock established by
the OPS. He dare not bid up the price
because of the penalties involved. In
view of this situation some of the live-
stock purchased by order-buyers will
pass into black-market channels, and
the supply of meat through legitimate
channels will be reduced for the consum-
ers, and result in higher consumer prices,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has expired.

(Mr. GamBLE and Mr. WorLcorT asked
and were given permission to yield their
time to Mr. AucusT H. ANDRESEN.)

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota is recognized for 3 min-
utes additional.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN., Now
we have 5,000,000 more people in the
United States than we had last year—
155,000,000 people at the present time,
according to the Census Bureau, so we
need more meat rather than less. The
livestock population of the United States
has increased around 3,000,000, I am
told by the Department of Agriculture,
in the last year.

Now if you want to provide more meat
to the people through legitimate chan-
nels you should adopt the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Kansas
so that slaughtering may be increased
over and above the quota.

Mr., JENKINS. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, AUGUST H, ANDRESEN, I yield,

Mr., JENKINS. I have one packing
house in my district; it is quite a con-
siderable operation. What the gentle-



1951

man mentioned a few minutes ago is ex-
actly their experience.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. And
unless we take this action we are going
to find the same situation we found in
the last part of 1946 and early 1947 where
80 percent of the beef which was sold in
this country went through black-market
channels and at black-market priees,

Mr, TALLE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the time allotted
to me may be given to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. TALLE. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, I must
yield to the gentleman who so kindly
yielded me his time.

Mr, TALLE. I cannot resist recalling
the testimony that was given before the
Committee on Banking and Currency in
the closing days of World War II. We
were talking about black-market opera-
tions, so much of the meat then was
going into the black market. I remem-
ber one witness, a gentleman from
Texas, said we could not control slaugh-
tering because people could slaughter
wherever there was a tree and a brook.
He added: “In the United States there
are a lot of trees and a lot of brooks.”
The Congress should not encourage
black-market operations.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I was
a member of the so-called Anderson
committee in 1946 that was headed by
the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico, who later became Secretary of
Agriculture. We had hearings in the
great city of New York about the meat
situation. You should have been with
us at that time, because 80 to 90 percent
of the meat sold in New York City was
sold at black-market prices.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr., McCarTEY] admitted
that there would be dislocations in this
quota deal. Who is going to compen-
sate the farmers and raisers of livestock
such as the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
ReEes] cited where they have 5,000 head
that they cannot absorb in the Kansas
City market and had to be shipped some-
where else? Who is going to compen-
sate the farmer for the loss in shipping?

Mr, AUGUST H, ANDRESEN. There
will be nobody to compensate the farmer
for that loss; he must take that loss
himself; and the consumers of the coun-
try will pay higher prices because the
meat will not flow into normal channels

of trade.
Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield
to the gentleman from California,

Mr. McDONOUGH. Does the gentle-
man recall any black-market operations
in a free market?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. No, of
course not. There is no incentive for the
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black-market operator to operate on a
free market.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
SPRINGER].

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
was very much impressed earlier by the
remarks of the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr, Hore] and the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. Yates]l. I have a letter here
from a concern that is not in the gentle-
man’s district which came to my office
today. It is awfully close to the district
represented by the gentleman from Illi-
nois, This is from a small packer who
says:

We own and operate a small pork-proc-
essing plant in Chicago under BAI inspec-
tion. Due to the irregularities created by a
low base period, we were frozen in a loss
position.

So far this year our operation shows a loss
of $16,386.26 as of June 16, 1951, compared
to a profit of $54,724.41 as of June 17, 1950,

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr,
Yares] probably received the same let-
ter in this morning's mail.

May I say that it does not make much
difference whether you proceed under
this plan or this plan over there, you will
have a black market. There will be a
certain number of people go into the
black-market business., But I believe
this one over here will work a little bit

‘better for one or two reasons,

The people, as was demonstrated here
by the gentleman from Nebraska, take
their livestock down to the processing
yard and there is no legal sale to be made
because the quota has been filled for that
day. That man is going to sell his on
the black market, although ordinarily
he is not that kind of a fellow.

A lot of the gentlemen over on the
opposition side, have been for small busi-
ness. It seems to me you are going to
drive the small packer and the small
processor out of business if you adopt
this procedure, because the small fellows
have a margin of only 10 to 20 percent
with which to operate on and when we
have this kind of 80-percent business it
will make it impossible for them to oper-
ate at a profit.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr,
JaviTs],

Mr. CASE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the time al-
lotted me may be given to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. JaviTsl.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection,

Myr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, there
are a certain number of Members of this
House who are against direct controls
and whether we adopt this amendment
or not they are going to vote against the
bill. A great many of those have been
speaking,

This particular amendment affects the
rest of us, who I hope are in a majority
in the House, who are going to support
the controls bill and want it to be fair,
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Nothing has been said about the fact
that there is no other practical way of
controlling the slaughterer than by the
quota system. There is no licensing pro-
vision in the Defense Production Act or

‘under this bill except under this quota

system. That is the only way to keep
our hands on the slaughterer; therefore,
it seems to me strange that the argu-
ment is made that if we do not keep
our hands on him by defeating this
amendment we are going to have less
rather than more black-marketing op-
erations. It seems to me that if we de-
prive ourselves of the ability to keep
our hands on him that is the very way fo
get more rather than less of black-mar-
ket meat—the very thing we want to
avoid,

The only real control over meat that
is linked to price control is the control
of the slaughterer. There is no ration-
ing of meat and it seems to me if we
want to avoid rationing—and I think
many of us certainly want to—we need
to have this kind of control at the source
rather than to take it off. To defeat
this amendment is the way to get less
control rather than more control

I think all of the arguments in sup-
port of this amendment, other than
from those who are just against direct
controls, head up to the fear that some
unreasonable regulation will be made
by the Price Administrator. I think it
would be perfectly fair to insert an
amendment to the bill writing into the
last section of the act, section 716, a
provision that the Congress shall have
residual control, to be exercised by con-
current resolution, not only over the
act and the sections of the act but also
over the regulations, rules, and orders
and amendments to them issued under
the act’s authority.

So, if we feel that regulations may be-
come arbitrary or discriminatory or
block out new producers—and I am
against that, too; I think there must be
quotas available for new producers and
small producers—then we always have
the residual power in the Congress to
correct that situation. If we are in
favor of the fundamental principle of
direct controls, we have a right to the
protection that regulations shall not be
arbitrary or capricious,

Otherwise, I can see this amendment
to bar slaughterer's quotas as nothing
else but a further effort to dilute the
opportunity to really make price controls
stick and make them strong. I think if
we have this protection against arbi-
trary and unreasonable regulations, we
protect ourselves fully against anything
the Administrator may do which would
be unfair,

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, JAVITS. 1Iyield tothe gentleman
from Kansas.

Mr, HOPE, 1Is it not a fact that the
Department of Agriculture at the pres-
ent time licenses all packers of this coun-
try and that all of the States have sani-
tary regulations which require con=
formance by the packers?
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Mr. JAVITS. Yes, but this right to
establish slaughterer’s quotas, barred by
this amendment, ties what is in effect
licensing to this price stabilization law,
to compliance with this law and to op-
eration under this law, and that is ex=
actly why I say that we would have less
regulation of black markets in meat
rather than more unless we defeat the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Yatesl.

Mr, YATES. Mr. Chairman, first let
me say to my colleague the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Serincer] that I, too,
received this morning the letter he
quoted, and that I am as interested as he
is in protecting the small packer. I be-
lieve, however, that the way to protect
the small packer under a system of price
controls is through the quota system es-
tablished by the Office of Price Stabi-
lization. Of course, if we are to have no
price controls, there is no need for such
a quota system, but inasmuch as I believe
such controls on food prices are essential
at this time, I shall oppose this amend-
ment.

There has been much talk during these
debates of packers, of farmers, and of
slaughterers. Nobody has mentioned
the consumer. Apparently, the great
American consumer is the forgotten man,
and little attention is being given to his
needs, his interests, and his rights. AsI
listen to this debate, I cannot avoid the
feeling that the raid is on—that this de-
bate should be called the great gold
rush of 1951, and just as prospectors
raced to file their claims in the gold fields
of California in 1849, so today and dur-
ing the days to come claims are being
staked right now in the pockets of the
American consumers. Earlier today the
oil and fat interests staked out their
claims. This amendment is the claim
being staked out by the beef and live-
stock interests, and I am sure that later
on the cotton people and the other agri-
cultural interests will drive through
amendments to assure their participa-
tion in the apparently rich lode in the
pockets of the consumers. And this, Mr.
Chairman, is without benefit of any kind
of depletion allowance for the consumer,
which most of the same gentlemen in-
sist is necessary for those engaged in the
mining and oil industries in our Nation.
On the contrary, they would fix the
wages and earnings of the consumers at
present levels, unrealistic levels in the
face of the increases in food costs which
are inevitable with the elimination of
price controls on food products.

This is a game of “heads I win; tails
you lose,” and the American consumer
is always the loser. The gentleman
from Texas [Mr, Poage] a few moments
ago stated that increased production will
compel a reduction in prices and that we
cannot get it under a controls system.
This attitude truly fails to take into ac-
count the realities of our farm program,
of which he is such a champion, because
no matter how much production is
achieved there will never be a substan-
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tial reduction in farm prices because of
price supports. Two years ago we had
a surplus in almost all agricultural com-
modities, but the prices could not go
down because of price supports. Then
we had the case of “heads I win,” be-
cause the consumer-taxpayers had to
pay the costs of sustaining support
prices. Now we are faced with shortages
in such commodities, and we have the
case of “tails you lose,” because when
the gentlemen insist that farm prices
should have no ceilings in an economy
which controls other prices and earn-
ings, again the consumers must pay.

Mr. Chairman, this insistence upon
special privilege for one segment of our
economy is not only unfair; it is posi-
tively immoral. This is a time which
demands equal sacrifice from all of our
people, from the farmers as well as the
city dwellers, from the producers as well
as the consumers. You cannot in good
conscience compel the consumers to
shoulder a discriminatory and dispro-
portionate share of the burden.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr,
CRAWFORD].

AGAINST SLAUGHTERING RESTRICTIONS

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman,
when a farmer takes his produce to the
market and sells it, he at that moment
collects his wage; he does not collect it
at any other time. The debate this
afternoon has indicated that a farmer
should not collect the highest wage he
can. That amazes me coming from
Members of a body like this, On what
grounds can you ask a farmer to cut the
income of his family on which his wife
and children depend, simply to sell meat
below a price which he can get? TUnless
this amendment is adopted, this pro-
gram will drive the farmer into the black
market in order to maintain his wage,
and he is entitled, to maintain that wage
just the same as any union me r in
industry is entitled to maintain wage
under a collective-bargaining agree-
ment. By what line of reasoning would
you have the farmer cut his wage and
at the same time allow advances in
wages of union workers? Over 800
farmers in my district and a lot of city
people have written me to oppose the
controls which have been pushed against
them, and less than 40 have asked me to
support the control program. Naturally,
on the basis of my common sense and
ordinary judgment, plus the support of
my people, I will oppose the controls as
called for by this bill and support the
Hope amendment to remove slaughter-
ing restrictions.

(Mr. Hays of Ohio and Mr. GREEN
asked and were given permission to yield
the time allotted to them to Mr. SpENCE.)

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. Ropinol.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point, and to yield the bal-
ance of my time to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr, BoLLInGg].
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

CONGRESS IN CRISIS

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, a few
days ago we celebrated July Fourth, In-
dependence Day. Many of us were back
home making patriotic speeches to the
folks in our districts, discussing the needs
of the day in terms of the historical
traditions of our great Nation. It is
very likely that in discussing the concept
of a free America which reached its fate-
ful achievement for the first time 175
years ago, we in the Congress developed
somewhere in our themes the place of the
Congress in protecting the rights of the
American people, in safeguarding their
liberties, in legislating in the interests-:
of the whole people.

Mr. Chairman, we have every right to
stress the fundamental role of Congress
in safeguarding the public interest.
That role is basic. But how a particular
Congress might stand up to its responsi-
bilities is sometimes something alto-
gether different from the basic role, the
basic concept.

Congresses are judged, Mr. Chairman,
by the manner in which they react in
time of stress, in time of ecrisis. This
Congress is a Congress in crisis. This
bill now before us, the Defense Produc-
tion Act, is a measure which is a test of
our resolve to stand up to our respon-
sibilities.

Will we examine this bill objectively,
Mr. Chairman, and study its provisions
carefully, and, in view of world condi-
fions we recognize as difficult and dan-
gerous, lend our support unstintingly to
the crusade launched by this great Na-
tion in defense throughout the world of
the freedom we ourselves inherited from
the bravery and resolution of Americans
175 years ago? Or will we turn and run?
Will we find good reasons to overcome
our collective conscience and, instead of
what is right and necessary, vote for
those things politically most palatable?

Actually, there is no real dilemma for
us on that qguestion. The best polities,
as I think we have all learned, is gov-
ernment in the public interest—in the
interest of all of the people. Speecial in-
terests and special pleaders may rend the
air with threats of the reprisals they can
command at election day, but the fact
remains that when the people have the
facts, the special pleaders ficht a losing
vendetta at the polls.

Mr. Chairman, in this fight over de-
cent price control and anti-inflation
legislation, the facts will not be sup-
pressed; the people will know the facts.
This legislation cannot help but become
increasingly important as a public issue
as time goes by and as the inflationary
pressures we know are ahead in the next
few years begin to bear down hard on the
purchasing power and the standard of
living of my constituents and those of
every other Member of Congress.

This bill is not the perfect anti-infla-
tion bill. In my opinion, it has some
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serious faults. As it has come from the
Committee on Banking and Currency
after exhaustive hearings and, I am
sure, sympathetic consideration, it leaves
big gaps in the line against inflation. I
shall vote to strengthen it in every pos-
sible respect. I shall vote to insure
against inflation wrecking our economy.
But whether or not my views prevail on
every clause or secticn or amendment, I
want to be able to tell my constituents,
Mr. Chairman, that 175 years after the
freedom of America was proclaimed, the
Congress of the United States was not
unmindful of its duties and its obliga-
tions to the people of this democracy in
time of crisis.

The people of my distriet are not
apathetic about this legislation, Mr.
Chairman, and, frankly, I do not think
the people anywhere else in the United
States are apathetic either. Some
Members of Congress may not have re-
ceived any floods of mail about price
control—except from those special-in-
terest groups trying to destroy it—buf
the people in my district have made clear
in no uncertain terms how they feel
about the need for protection against in-
flation in this emergency.

They know what has happened to the
price of milk in the Newark area in the
year since the start of the Korean war—
up more than 16 percent. More than 16
percent—think of it. A loaf of bread in
the vicinity of Newark today costs near-
1y 12 percent more than it did a year ago.
Who gets that extra money—the farmer?
Not at all. We have learned to our
chagrin in the Congress that when the
price of grain goes up 50 cents or a dollar
a bushel, the price of bread inevitably has
to go up, too, because we are told, of in-
creased graim costs. And then, when the
price of grain goes down a dollar or so
a bushel, does the price of bread go
down, too? Not atall. We are then told
that the cost of the grain is such a small
proportion of the cost of making a loaf
ol bread that a decrease of even 33 per-
cent or more in the price of grain is not
enough to be reflected by a decrease in
the cost of a loaf of bread.

It is only when the price of grain goes
up, it appears, that grain suddenly be-
comes an impcrtant cost item in bread-
making,

That is the kind of economic double-
talk my constituents are getting fed up
with. And getting fed up on economic
nonsense is no substitute for getting the
foods they need at prices they can afford.

Mr. Chairman, when the National As-
sociation of Manufacturers comes in
here and turns its multi-million-dollar
lobby loose to kill price controls, we need
only remember the promises of that
organization in 1946—kill price control,
it said, and there will be plenty of roast
beef, plenty of butter, plenty of every-
thing for everybody at prices the people
can afford to pay.

And the Congress did, in fact, kill
price control. Not with a straight clean
blow, but by slow torture until of neces-
sity it collapsed and died. And what
happened? The black markets in meat
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which the NAM had talked so glibly
about ending merely by ending price
control suddenly turned into legalized
robbery instead of the criminal kind.
Before a year had passed, black-market
prices for meat were put to shame by
the exhorbitant legal prices shamelessly
charged by the meat trust in the great
era of an unbridled economic free-for-
all let loose by the death of price control.

Round steak by 1947 had shot up to
84 cents a pound, which was 18 cents a
pound higher than the black-market
price in OPA days—and most Americans
did not patronize black markets during
OPA no matter what the pressure groups
say.

And where is round steak today? It
went up to $1.02 in Newark on the aver-
age a year ago—right before Korea. The
last official fizure from the Bureau of
Labor Statistics on meat prices in
Newark is for April, when the price was
11 percent higher than pre-Eorea—$1.14

. a pound. And as everyone knows, it

went even higher than that and it is still
higher. -

In this anti-roll-back amendment
voted by the House Banking and Cur-
rency Committee, the price of beef in
Newark cannot go any lower and will
probably have to go even higher.

Where is the justice, Mr. Chairman,
the fairness, the decency in that? What
are my people to do? There is one thing
they can do if the Congress refuses to
cut out this profileering with an effec~
tive price-control statute, and that is de-
mand higher and higher pay to keep
up with the spiraling cost of living.

Mr. Chairman, I am fully aware that
there are a great many fair-minded and
considerate people in the district which
I represent. They realize the need for
effective controls, too. These people are
patriotic, unselfish, and willing to make
their contribution to the defense effort.
However, as they have expressed it to
me, they seek fair and equitable treat-
ment, They believe that if we are to
continue controls, we should hold the
line all over and not give way to certain
preferred groups. And they are right.
For, unless these controls are effective
and across the board, the result would
be penalizing those who voluntarily re-
frained from raising prices and reward-
ing those who jacked up prices unrea-
sonably prior to the general price freeze,

This inequality of treatment might
wreck the whole price-control program
by making it impossible for the control
agencies to lower the ceiling prices of
beef, clothing, shoes, and other essen-
tial living—cost items. This would fur-
ther destroy belief in the efficacy of price
controls.

Therefore, once again we must decide
which is to be put first, the national in-
terest or the special interest,.

And, in this defense emergency, if
they put selfishness first the way a lot of
special interests are doing, they will get
higher and higher pay rates and the
whole stabilization program will go out
the window.
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With higher rents recommended in
this bill, with the proposal that beef
prices be regarded as sacred and secure
against any roll-backs, with butter up
somewhere between 80 and 90 cents a
pound and coffee selling at nearly $1,
with a shortage of decent accommoda-
tions that people can afford to buy or
rent, and with profits at shamefully high
levels—while wage rates remain virtu-
ally frozen—there is bound to be an ex-
plosion in this economy that will rock
the whole country at a time of crisis.

The press will scream about labor im-
periling the defense effort. But the peo-
ple will not be fcoled by the sound and
fury—if this Congres today, this week,
on this bill, caves in and gives in to the
profiteers wanting their pound of the
people’s flesh.

The time to prevent unrest and re-
sentment and a lowering of morale that
would weaken our defense effort is right
now. It must be the best price-control
bill we can devise,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Missouri |Mr.
BoLLING].

(Mr. Mircuern asked and was given
permission to yield the time allotted to
him to Mr, BOLLING.)

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Chairman, I
think I have heard more piety here this
afternoon than in some time. It is very
clear that everybody is for everybody
elze. We are anxious to do the best thing
we can for our country but we are going
to be sure to take care of our own con-
stituents regardless of what happens to
the rest of the country.

Let us take off our false whiskers. It
is quite clear what we are doing if we
vote for elimination of this slaughter
quota provision. If we do that, we will
knock out any effective control over black
markets. If we do that we will in effect
knock out any chance of =ffective price
control on meat., We are, by voting (>
knock out slaughter quotas, which is a
technique to insure equitable distribu-
tion and nothing else, in effect making
it entirely clear that we do not want to
serve the country as a whole and have
fair and equitable prices on meat.

It seems to me a little ridiculous for
those who would defend their own to
come in here with piety defending 152
percent of parity. It seems to me wise
for the gentlemen to take thought. It
may well be that the other farmers in
the country will resent the fact that the
beef producers have said over and over
again that parity means nothing. I think
we might pause briefly if we are inter-
ested in the long-run welfare of our
constituents as well as of the country
as a whole to see what we are doing.

The exact reverse of the process un-
dertaken by the Office of Price Stabili-
gation took place under the Office of
Price Administration during the last
war, OPA failed to establish slaughter
quotas until quite late in the game. As
a result, when they did, they legalized a
number of black marketeers who had
come in . before slaughter quotas were
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established. If we eliminate the slaugh-
ter quota provision, we are sure to have
an indefinite number of those black-mar-
ket trees and those black-market barns
and those black-market streams used to
the detriment of the American people,
detrimental from the point of view of
sanitation and detrimental from the
point of view of all the very important
byproducts.

Let us quit kidding ourselves, if we
are, and cerfainly let us quit trying to
kid the public.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the genfleman from New Jersey
[Mr. Hanp].

Mr. HAND. Mr. Chairman, the Hope
amendment seeks to prevent the OPS
from the further use of the quota sys-
tem. It is as simple as that. It has
nothing whatever to do with price con-
trols, and I feel very strongly that the
amendment should be adopted.

No doubt the OPS, in establishing
quotas, are seeking to regulate the or-
derly production and distribution of
meat. The difficulty is, as in so many
cases where we tamper with the national
economy, it is impossible to work justice.
A notable example has recently arisen
in my own district. A packing plant
quite recently established, or perhaps I
should say, revived, was assigned a quota
of 2,754,000 pounds of swine annually.
This plant has modern facilities for pro-
duction and employs 22 persons. The
quota allowed is rot sufficient to keep
them operating even at half time. The
union labor in the plant quite properly
insists upon full-time employment. Un-
der the quota allowed the plant cannot
operate. While waiting for an adjust-
ment from OPS, the management is lif-
erally paying men for doing nothing.

What will be the net result?

First. The capital invested in the plant
will be lost.

Secord. The employees of the plant
will lose profitable employment.

Third. A substantial quantity of meat
will be lost to production and to normal
and lawful markets.

Fourth, A significant percentage of
that meat will eventually go into the
black market.

Mr. Chairman, this kind of a system
just will not work.

I am just hopeful enough to believe
that Mr. Gregg of OPS intends to try at
least to make an equitable adjustment
of this situation. His office has dealt
with me courteously. The fact remains
that the quota system is a bad one, will
indirectly lead to inflated prices by re-
stricting production and by diverting
meat into the black market under un-
sanitary and expensive conditions.

The farmers of my area have no other
convenient market place to deliver their
stock. I am no expert, but I know you
cannot continue feeding a hog affer it
is ready for the market without inviting
bankruptey. The authority to establish
quotas is one which cannot be worked
out with equity and justice, and defeats

the very purpose of the Defense Produc-
tion Act.
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Mr. Chairman, I am including here-
with a few of the communications I have
from my district on this problem as fol-
lows:

Jury 8, 1951,
Congressman HAND,
Second District, New Jersey,
House of Congress Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Wildwood Packing Co., Rio Grande. im-
portant market, our swine. We do not
want to lose it. We find Manager Dresnin
honest and square. This custom slaughterer
Cape May asset. Employees trained since
last July not willing, remain half-time jobs
because full work at beach. OPS has re-
fused appeal thinking Dresnin greedy, selfish
motives. Quota 200,000 pounds swine weekly
and no cattle. Could continue operate.

CAPE MAY COUNTY BOARD OF AGRICULTURE,
RusseLL TAYLOR, President.
Rural Delivery, Cape May.

CAPE MAY COUNTY
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Wildwood, N. J., July 7, 1951.
Hon. T. MiLLET HAND,

Member of Congress, Second District,
New Jersey, House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR CoONGRESSMAN Hanp: It has been
called to our attention that the quota given
by OPS to the Wildwood Packing Co., at Rio
Grande, is not of sufficient size to permit
continued operation.

The plant is still open, running at a loss
in hope of securing adjustment upward.
Without going into long detail it is easy to
see that a force of men cannot be held to-
gether with work cccupying 2 or 3 days per
week.

This custom slaughterhouse is presently
well run and is a real asset to Cape May
County. Any aid which you can give Harry
Dresnin, manager, in securing favorable
answer to his hardship appeal will be greatly
appreciated.

T. B. HamM, President

(For the County Chamber of Commerce).

Finally I want to include a very illum=
inating letter from the official govern-
ment of the County of Cape May written
by the Honorable Walter H. Treen, a di-
rector of the board of chosen freeholders,
This explains the situation concisely.

Boarp oF CHOSEN FREEHOLDERS,
CouNTY OF CAPE May, N. J.,
July 6, 1951,
Hon. T. MiLLeT HAND,

Member of Congress, Second District,
New Jersey, House Office Building,
Washington, D, C.

Dear MiLLET: Upon a request of a farmer,
Allan McClain, of Green Creek, I called at the
Wildwood Packing Co., Rio Grande, N. J.,
July 3. I also consulted with Henry White,
the agricultural agent of Cape May County,
who has had many talks with Harry Dresnin,

The Wildwood Packing Co. was purchased
by the present owners in December 1949, be«
ing acquired for the slaughter of swine,
During the first 8 months or so, cattle were
slaughtered to keep the plant operating, and
plant changes were being made sg hogs could
be handled efficiently. Cattle were slaught-
ered during the period of January 7, 1950, to
September 23, 1950, and none since,
Slaughter of swine began in a small way
July 15, 1950, when 2556 head per week were
killed. Mr, Harry Dresnin became manager
in September 1950, at which time the out=
put increased.

Very soon thereafter, the plant became
unionized, and the union requiring full-time
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work for the men. Working 40 hours per
week the union output was up to 950 head
per week (188,100 pounds) before the end
of 1950 and has been above 200,000 pounds
weekly many times since. With the union
demanding full-time work and with plenty
of employment available at the beaches, the
OPS, which is too small for even half-time
work in July, will apparently force this plant
to close. Mr. Dresnin has been paying help
for not working while trying to hold the
men until the quota matter is settled,

Dresnin reported to Mr. White that he is
not interested in any quota of cattle. He
is set up for hog slaughter and he would
not consider a cattle slaughter at all, except
as a last resort to keep the plant open if the
OPS refuses to adjust the swine quota
upward.

The OPS, seeking orderly marketing of
meat products, uses formulae much to the
disadvantage of the Wildwood Packing Co.
Quotas given are based on past history,
Here is a custom slaughterhouse, special=-
izing in swine, with quota based on a period
when a start was being made, assembly-line
methods being installed, and local men being
trained.

The OFS calls the plant’s capacity 168,000
pounds per week (8,777,600 per year) and
grants '75-precent quota (6,583,000 pounds
per year) with only 85,000 for July and 115,
000 for August. The plant operates on a
charge of 1 percent per pound. When 200,000
pounds are killed weekly the income is $2,000.
I understand the weekly costs of labor and
operating overhead amount to $1,800 per
week. Itis very apparent then that operating
with the July quota of 85,000 pounds with
the income of $850 would leave considerable
deficit in operation.

Farmers of our county have been work-
ing to adjust their farms to crops which
meet modern requirements. Beans, & good
crop, occupy too many acres, One solution
has been to shift to more swine. Among
the larger growers in this area are McClain,
Walter Barber & Son, John Hall, and the
Germanio’s. The Wildwood Packing Co. has
purchased these locally produeed hogs on the
basis of the day's market price. Farmers
in this area have found this outlet superior
to the Woodstown and more-distant markets.
They feel that it will hurt this enlarging
animal industry to lose this company.

I understand that you have kindly sought
to aid the Wildwood Packing Co. in this situ-
ation. If you can do anything further, I
would appreciate it. I have been interested
in the industries for Cape May County and
here is one that the farmers say is well run
and is important to them. I sincerely hope
that OPS can be convinced that Dresnin's re-
guests are sincere and honest, and not an
attempt to override an agency which is seek-
ing orderly marketing of swine during a
national emergency.

Kind personal regards.

Yours truly,
Warer H, TREEN.

Mr. Chairman, during the course of
this debate some Members have quali-
fied as experts on this subject and others
have pretended to be. I make no such
pretense, but I think that the facts in
this case are very clear, and that this
recitation makes some contribution to
the discussion of the question.

I trust that the Hope amendment will
be adopted in the interest of equity and
justice, and indeed in the interest of
fair emergency legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr, Evinsl.
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Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, the per-
petuation of monopoly should never be
tolerated. It seems to me that the ex-
isting licensing and quota system per-
petuates a monopoly for the big beef
packers in the country and eliminates
the possibility for a small packer or
packers to enter the field. Completion
is thus stifled, and a black market in
meat will inevitably develop under such
a system. In addition, by a scarcity of
beef held off the market, the price to
the consumer will thus go up. Let us
have free competition, not a black mar-
ket, and cheaper food prices for the
consumers.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that
the debate thus far on this most impor-
tant legislation has been too partisan.
Too much interest shown for special
groups. The combating of the evil of
inflation should not be a partisan mat-
ter. It is a job for all of us to accom=-
plish.

Frankly, the people of the great dis-
trict which I have the honor to repre-
sent, being good Americans, do not like
and do not want controls, but, being
highly patriotic Americans, they recog-
nize the need and necessity for some
type of protection and some action in
this regard during the continuance of
this emergency to protect all Ameri-
cans—protect our economy from the
virus of inflation.

The people of my district feel that if
controls are necessary and required—
and such seems to be the case at this
particular time—that they should be
across the board, so to speak, and all
along the line, fairly affecting all our
people, all segments of the economy—
industry, labor and commerce—alike
and fairly.

No one wants controls—except on the
other fellow. Manufacturers do not want
controls to limit their profits. Labor does
not want ceilings put on their wages and
earning ecapacity. Our farmers and pro-
ducers do not want a freeze on their
efforts and productive capacity. No one
segment of our economy and our people
like controls for themselves or their
group, yet each recognizes that some
type of stabilization is necessary for the
well-being of our eountry at this time.

I want to make my position clear—
and that is that if we are to have con-
trols they should be across the board—
over-all and all along the line—fair to
all and fairly administered. Otherwise,
there should be none.

Our farmers do not like the freeze on
raw cotton and our cattlemen do not like
the roll-back on beef prices. They prop-
erly insist that it is unfair to permit
prices of other products to go up while
the products of the farm are held down
and, in some instances, reduced.

There are no more patriotic citizens
than our American farmers, and they
are willing to make their share of the
sacrifices so long as they are treated
fairly and equally with the others and
not discriminated against.

If the prices of farm products are to
be held down the manufactured prod-
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ucts which the farmers have to buy—
farm machinery and such—should like-
wise be held down. If the prices of farm
produets are rolled back, then the prices
of products produced by the manufactur-
ers should be rolled back. Fairness and
equity of sacrifice all along the line
should be the order of this legislation.
In this connection, Mr. Chairman, with
the indulgence of the Committee, I
should like to read a few brief state-
ments taken from the extensive record of
the testimony taken before the commit-
tee. These excerpis are from the testi-
mony of men who have no special axes
to grind, who represent no special in-
terest groups, but men whose qualifica-
tions to speak on the subject are well
known and whose testimony on this vital
question should be listened to and heard

-with respect.

Mr. Bernard M. Baruch, whose qualifi-
cation to speak on this matter is certainly
recognized and whose views are sought,
had this to say:

The existing law should be extended for
at least a year. Our last, our best hope for
averting another world war lies in getting
stronger militarily without delay. We have
hardly begun to rearm. We cannot
strengthen our defenses as quickly as we
must without effective control over the en-
tire economy, so that our resources make
the maximum contribution to the defense.
The law should be strengthened by elimina-
ting all favoritism and exemptions to any
and all individuals and groups. * * * To
stop inflation, action must be taken across
the whole economy, over all prices, all wages,
all rents, all costs.

Now, let me quote briefly from the
testimony of Mr. Charles E. Wilson, Di-
rector of Defense Mobilization, and
former president of General Electric—
a businessman who is charged with the
responsibility of administering this pro-
gram.

The defense program has not yet had any-
where near the maximum impact on the
economy. The greatest scarcitles * * »*
are yet to come. Similarly, the greatest pres-
sures on prices and wages—the most serious
threat of inflation—will be felt some months
from now, We have obligated for military
procurement more than $27,000,000,000 and
by July 1, 1952, we shall have obligated an
additional $57,000,000,000. The inflationary
pressures coming up are not psychological—
they are very real—arising from the full im-
pact of the production program. * * *
Until our security has been assured, we can-
not relax, we cannot slacken our efforts.

I also feel in this connection, Mr.
Chairman that we would be advised to
listen to what Mr. William McChesney
Martin, Chairman of the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System,
has told the committee—Mr. Martin, as
we all know, being also qualified to speak
on the subject of finances and national
economy:

The full effects of expansion for defense
purposes are still to be felt. * * * Fed-
eral expenditures for defense and related
activities are scheduled to rise sharply and
may account for as much as 20 percent of
total output within a year. It would be
extremely unfortunate if any of the means
we have been using to stem the inflationary
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tide should be allowed to lapse at this criti-
cal moment when they are achieving a con-
smarahlg measure of success.

Further, Mr. Martin testified—and
this seems to me important in view of
statements made here yesterday that
credit restriction and ecredit controls
alone should be employed:

I think that we would still need to use all
of the weapons in our arsenal to halt this
inflationary tide. I think that the conven-
tional, orthodox methods of credit control
must be exercised, but they alone will not
do the job in a guasi-war situation and &
situation which changes from week to week
and month to month and is, therefore, not
predictable in any precise sense. * * *
We have to use a variety of weapons across
the board and no one of them alone will do
the whole job.

Mr. Chairman, I fear that Russia has
not altered her long-term plans, despite
the cease-fire negotiations under way.
We must continue to prepare our mili-
tary arm and strengthen our economy.
It is the consensus of many in a position
to know that the greatest pressures on
our economy from our present defense
program are yet to come.

We should, therefore, not relax our
effort following a truce in Korea, which
we hope and pray may properly mate-
rialize.

Let me urge that we strengthen our
country’s military arm and that what-
ever program of controls which may be
adopted during this emergency be a fair
one—fairly administered—one which
does not bring about inequities or dis-
crimination.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York [MTr.
KEATING].

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, about
the only thing I am sure of in connection
with this particular amendment is that
I can add nothing to the enlightenment
of my colleagues by anything I might say
about it. I do, however, for my own edu-
cation on the subject want to address
this question to the author of the amend-
ment and likewise to someone like the
gentleman from New York [Mr. MULTER]
who is strongly opposed to the amend-
ment,

Is there any connection between the
fixation of slaughtering quotas and the
administration of the price-control pro-
gram? Iam anxious to avoid taking any
action which can possibly have the effect
of driving the price of meat to the con-
sumer any higher than it is now. Per-
haps this amendment has nothing to do
with that question, It may relate solely
to the elimination of black-market op-
erators, also certainly a desirable objec-
tive, but as to which there is apparently
considerable difference of opinion re-
garding the result of adopting the
amendment. I recognize the gentleman
from Kansas is opposed to the entire
price-control program and I respect his
views although I do not agree in all re-
spects. Does the adoption or failure to
adopt this amendment have anything to
do with the administration of the price-
control program?
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Mr. HOPE, It is part of the adminis-
tration of the price-control program.

Mr. KEATING. Is the fixation of
quotas of assistance in the proper ad-
ministration of a sound price-control
program?

Mr. HOPE. That depends upon the
viewpoint. Mr. DiSalle says itis. Ithink
it is a detriment and a hindrance to the
operation of such a program.

Mr. KEATING. In other words, the
gentleman’s view is that it hinders the
program rather than helps it?

Mr, HOPE, Certainly.

(By unanimous consent, the time al-
lotted to Mr. PaTmaN and Mr. DEANE was
given to Mr. SPENCE.)

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
[Mr. McKINNON].

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, most
people should be in agreement that
there are two things we want to do in
relation to our situation on meat. We
want to encourage maximum produc-
tion, but on the other hand we want to
get equitable distribution,

Now there is a fear about this quota
which is totally unfounded. The OPS
does not reach up into the blue and draw
down a quota. The quota is based upon
the movement of livestock to the mar-
ket. The cattleman himself is the man
who sets the quota. It works this way.
Each month at the first of the month the
Department of Agriculture estimates
the cattle that are going to move to mar-
ket in that given month. They adjust
that estimate from time to time, every
day or every few days or every week.
If a lot of cattlemen move their stock
into the market the quota goes up. If
they do not move their stock into market
the quota goes down. It is the cattle-
man himself who determines that quota.
So we do not touch maximum produc-
tion in this formulation of the quota,
but what we do accomplish is to see that
we have an equitable distribution. We
have heard pleas by the slaughterhouses.
If a slaughterhouse historically last year
was butchering 10 cows and this year
the same amount of cattle moves into
market, he will be able to butcher the
same 10 cows if we have this quota as-
signment. But if we do not have this
quota assignment some larger outfit or
some black marketeer can move in and
take over the purchase and the estab-
lished slaughterhouse will lose the quota
that belongs to it. More than that, the
community that is normally supplied by
this slaughterhouse will be without meat.

This amendment should be voted
down if maximum production and equi-
table distribution are to be obtained.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Montana [Mr,
D'’Ewart].

Mr. DDEWART. Mr. Chairman, over
the last 30 or more years I have mar-
keted a few cattle each year. I have
sold them as low as 3 cents a pound and
have sold them as high as 43 cents a
pound. This quota system is the most
ridiculous thing I have ever run up
against, and I marketed cattle under the
OPA during the last war. Why in the
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world, when there are more cattle in the
country than there have been for years,
and why in the world, when there are
5,000,000 more people in the United
States than there were a year ago, we
should limit the quota on cattle to 90
percent of the number sold last year, is
beyond me to understand. It is the
most ridiculous thing I have ever heard.
We have these cattlee. The number of
people have increased. We would like
to furnish this meat to the people. Yet
the OPS says that we cannot market
more than 90 percent during the month
of July. I checked that figure before
I came into the well of the House. I
sincerely hope the amendment of the
gentleman from Kansas will prevail and
that there will be an end to quotas,

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DPEWART. 1 yield.

Mr. BENDER. Here are about 1,500
of the several thousand telegrams which
have been pouring into my office this
afternoon. Obviously my constituents
are somewhat concerned about this issue,
You can appreciate why I am so con-
cerned and confused when every few
minutes the Western Union boys are
running themselves bowlegged with
messages from my constituents. All
these telegrams are on this issue of con-
trols. In fact, my office staff is now
burning the midnight oil keeping up
with what is happening here.

The CHAIRMAN. The Thair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
SpENCE] to close debate. g

Mr, HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr, HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
asked the gentleman to yield for the pur-
pose of reading the following notation
in regard to beef parity:

Back in 1948 and 1949, run-away beef prices
were pushing up the price parity ratio—
based on the 1910-14 relationship between
prices receilved and prices paid—well up to-
ward 175 percent. Monthly calculations of
the beef parity ratios were getting so high
as to be scandalous. The beef lobby was con-
cerned. Congress changed the base period
for beef parity to the average of the preced-
ing 10 years. These 10 years preceding 1951
are the very lush and profitable years of
1941-50. It is with these fat years used
as a base of 100 that the new parity ratio rose
to 152. Calculated on the old base, beef
prices in April of this year stood at 205.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I do
not pretend to be an expert on the cattle
industry. I think it is obvious that those
who are opposed to the quota are op-
posed to any ceiling on beef. I hope I
do not do any injustice to anybody in
that respect. And it seems to me it is
very obvious that all those who spoke
against the quota were against a ceiling
on beef.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the genfleman yield at that point?

Mr. SPENCE. I yield for a reply.

Mr. EEATING. No reply. Will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. SPENCE, I do not yield for a
question,
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It is obvious that if you are going to
have ceilings, and we admit that ceilings
are obnoxious to people, but if you are
going to have ceilings you must have
some control. Quotas are the only
means that I know of whereby you can
control the slaughtering. If there is
any other way of controlling it, I have
not been informed of it. The regulation
merely continues the historical pattern
of beef slaughtering that is in existence
now and that has continued for a long,
long time.

Quotas are not looked upon as so
unusual in this country. The tobacco
growers vote quotas on themselves, be-
cause they feel it is for their benefit to
have quotas.

Mr. HOPE, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SPENCE. I yield for a question.

Mr. HOPE. I am going to ask the
question if the Director of Price Stabili-
zation does not have authority and
power to punish violations of price ceil-
ings and can use that power against
every packer and every wholesaler and
every retailer who violates the quotas?

Mr. SPENCE. He can if he catches
them, but he will not have any way of
finding them out unless he has some con-
trol over them. The evils that come
from black marketing are more than
just the evils of raising the price. They
are the same character evils that come
from bootlegging liquor. They are the
evils that come from a disregard of the
law. They are not only bad for our
economy but they are bad for the mo-
rality of the people of the United States.
It is not only essential that we prevent
black markets because of the rise in
prices of beef, but it is essential that we
prevent them because of the bad effect
they have on the morals of the Ameri-
can people.

I admit that the gentleman from Kan-
sas has made a deeper study of this ques=
tion that I with reference to slaughter-
ing, but I think I can see the obvious.
The gentleman from Kansas, of course,
represents a great beef-producing coun-
try. I have no objection to his repre-
senting his people in that respect; I
think it is natural that he should look
out for their interests; we all do that.
But there is another problem here; it is
not a eity program and it is not a coun-
try problem; it is the problem of fight-
ing inflation, and it is the problem of
seeing that the men, women, and chil-
dren of America have sufficient food at
fair prices; that is the problem that
presents itself.

I represent a district that is half agri-
cultural and half industrial, and I often
want some help from the agricultural
part of my State. The agricultural dis-
tricts often need help from the cities to
obtain legislation that will do them jus-
tice and I am sure you will agree with
me when I say the city members seldom
fail. I know that the people of my
cities voted for parity; they voted for
many things that the agricultural people
wanted. We cannot divide this country
into sections with prejudices one against
the other, because it weakens, it weakens
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us economically, it weakens us morally,
it weakens us spiritually. There is no
fight here between the country and the
city; the question is: What is best for
all of our people? What is best in this
time of emergency which we hope may
be over before long? What is best for
all our people? Farming is the basic
industry. The farmer feeds the Ameri-
can people. He is entitled to all the
credit in the world for that; he is a
great citizen; he has helped our coun-
try in time of peace and in time of war.
But I think now he must make a sacri-
fice. No man has a right to profit be-
cause of the condition our country is in.
They talk about the power of the Gov=-
ernment; why, the Government can take
your boy away from you and put him out
on the hills of Korea and make him give
up his life if need be. Then they talk
about property rights. Property rights
are very insignificant as compared to
the authority to take the boys of Amer-
ica to fight for our country and our in-
stitutions. The Government has the
right to regulate the slaughterers, and
if there is any other way to do it except
putting your hand on them and holding
the control there I do not know what it
is.

I hear men say that we do not need any
controls; we need a free market. I have
heard the President appeal to the people
to use self-restraint and to agree fo do
the things they ought to do. Only the
good obey the admonition; only the good
obey those who ask them to do the things
that are right. The bad will profit.
There must be some controls, and it
seems to me the most efficient way to
control this great idustry—I want to do
it justice, I want to see that they make a
profit—the only way to do it is to put
your hand on them and say: “You shall
have what you have had in past years;
you shall have what the historical pat-
tern entitles you to.”

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman jield for a ques=
tion?

Mr, SPENCE., I yield.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The other
body in their wisdom adopted this
amendment by a vote of 75 to 10 with the
suppport of the majority and minority
leaders. Were they wrong?

Mr. SPENCE. What the other body
has done does not influence me. I will
tell you what it does; it takes away all
discretion from the House. We can just
abdicate our function and let the other
body dictate what we should do. Do you
think that desirable. If you pass this
Hope amendment that ends it; it goes
into the law and there is no way of taking
it out. I hope the House and this com-
mittee will not do so.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. HopEl.

Mr. GORE. Mr, Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. Hore and
Mr. PATMAN,
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The Commmittee divided; and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
200, noes 112.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. M1LLs, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 3871) to amend the Defense Pro-
duction Act of 1950, and for other pur-
poses, had come to no resolution thereon.

BUREAU OF CUSTOMS

Mr. O'TOOLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the rentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr., O'TOOLE. Mr. Speaker, it is
hoped the Senate will give serious con-
sideration to the budget of the Bureau
of Customs for the coming fiscal year.
Crippling amendments to the Treasury
appropriation bill, adopted by the House
on March 21, would hamper enforce-
ment activities of the Customs agency.
The House Appropriations Committee
voted to strike $800,000 from Budget
Bureau figures for Customs and then the

" House itself voted an additional cut of

$675,000. These cuts were voted at a
time when the need was never greater for
funds to combat smuggling activities in
the war on narcoties. Cuts made by the
House were incorporated in spur-of-the-
moment amendments as part of a gen-
eral economy move and were ill-con-
sidered and ill-advised in view of the
very obvious need for more Customs in-
spectors to combat the drug traffic.

The fact is the Bureau of Customs has
long been hobbled by lack of adequate
funds to carry on the work assigned to
it. As import trade has increased,
limitations under which Customs staffs
have been forced to work have become
more acute, Meantime, Customs receipts
have been running more than 50 per-
cent higher than during the previous
year.

Narcotics Chief Anslinger, writing on
the problem of teen-age dope addicts in
the United States News and World Re-
port of June 29, 1951, in answer to the
question, Can Congress Help? said:

We would like to increase our force. And,
of course, the Customs Bureau should be
given additional guards.

Under leave to extend my remarks, I
include the following excerpts from the
New York Daily Mirror, the New York
Herald Tribune, and the New York Jour-
nal of Commerce, which lend emphasis
to the urgent need to strengthen én-
forcement activities of the Customs
Bureau. :

From the Daily Mirror of June 20,
1951:

United States Customs Inspectors are rais-
ing a loud voice in militant opposition to
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the Government’s “penny wise and pound
foolish" attitude in slicing Customs appro-
priations almost a million and a half. Al-
ready operating with an anemic force, the
customs men believe our first line of defense
against narcotics smuggling and other con-
traband debauching may be even more dan-
gerously weakened by additional cuts in
force and operations.

In addition to providing Uncle Sam’s wall
of protection, the customs men more than
pay for themselves. They have already
added more than $446,000,000 to the United
States Treasury via revenue collections for
the current fiscal year, and their intake may
run far in excess of $600,000,000.

From the Herald Tribune of June 20,
1951:

NArcOTICS TRAFFIC—PERIL To CUSTOMS
PROTECTION SEEN IN APPROPRIATION CuT
To the New York Herald Tribune:

A basie fact is that the Customs Service is
the first and only line of defense against the
entrance of narcotics into this country. Ex-
cellent enforcement work is being done by
the Bureau of Narcotics, and the various mu-
nicipal and State police departments. All
of these agencies, however, go to work after
the narcotics have entered the country from
abroad. It is only the vigilance of the Cus-
toms Service which prevents this scourge
from overrunning the entire country. Un-
fortunately, the Customs Service has a piti=-
ful few to hold back this invasion. Our bor-
ders have been all but stripped and there is
not a single port that is not undermanned.

On March 21 the House of Representatives
voted to cut the customs appropriations by
$675,000, This was In the face of the unani-
mous recommendation of the subcommittee
which had studied the bill for many weeks,
and which had itself made a cut of $800,000.
If this total of §1,475,000 is cut from the bill,
the operations of the Customs Service will
be severely handicapped. Customs is a rev-
enue-producing agency. In addition to pro-
tecting the citizens of this country from
contraband and narcotics, we collected
nearly $446,000,000 during the first 8 months
of this fiscal year. It is estimated that for
the full year the total will be In excess of
$600,000,000.

The curtailment of customs activities Is a
deadly serious matter. Economy in govern-
ment is necessary and desirable. However,
let us practice economy with reason by cut-
ting where it is actually needed; not by
opening wide the door to the dope smug-
gler's debauching traffic. We know that ad-
diction, particularly among young people,
has increased. We feel that this is so be-
cause the supply is plentiful, cheap and ac-
cessible. With the present personnel, cus-
toms is hamstrung in trying to do a complete
enforcement job of stopping the dope before
it enters the country. If the appropriation
cut is allowed to stand, our association is of
the opinion that the entire wall of customs
protection will be dangerously weakened.

One of the facts established is that a
principal source of revenue to the under-
world is the narcotic traffic. We know that
this traffic has been increasing. The smug-
gling of heroin, opium, morphine and mari-
huana has increased. The more we seize,
the more attempts are made to smuggle dope
in. It is frightening to know that, in many
large cities, a “cap” of heroin can be bought
as cheaply as marihuana.

JoHN J. MURFHY,
President, United States Customs
Inspectors’ Association.
New YORK, June 17.
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From the Import Bulletin published by
the Journal of Commerce at New York:

We hope the Senate will show more sense
than the House in the handling of the Cus-
toms Bureau's budget for the coming fiscal
year. If it does not, importers can look for=-
ward to further vexations and costly delays
at United States ports of entry.

The rub is not so much that the House
Appropriations Committee voted to lop
$800,000 from President Truman's $38,300,~
009, request for the Bureau, or even that the
House itself then voted an additional cut of
£675,000. The total amount is not large, and
a certain amount of judicious trimming is
necessary wherever possible in the Govern-
ment's nondefense budget.

But the trouble is that these cuts were
voted at a time when the need is plainly for
greater, not reduced, appropriations for the
Customs Bureau. Moreover, they appear to
have been made on the spur of the moment
for reasons which were ill-considered if not
actually foolish.

The Customs Bureau has long been hob-
bled by the lack of adequate funds fo carry
on the work assigned to it. This is a fact
widely bemoaned in foreign-trade circles,
and seemingly obvious to nearly everyone but
Congress, the only body in a position to do
anything about it.

As our import trade has increased, the
limitations under which the port collectors
are forced to work have become more and
more painfully apparent. As far back as last
September, customs clerks in the port of
New York, who can normally be expected
to process 50 entries a day, were struggling
with an average of 103. Appralsers stores
were falling behind 200 to 600 cases a day,
and approximately 43,000 uncompleted
ledger statements were reported to have ac-
cumulated in the Divisions of Accounts and
Entries. By the end of the year the backlog
of unliquidated entries at this port stood at
274,000. Since then, by dint of hard work,
the customs staff here is reported to hs_wa
come abreast of the daily volume of entries.
But its backlog has grown to 286,000. In the
meantime, customs receipts have been run-
ning nearly 55 percent higher than during
the previous fiscal year.

Why, then, has the House voted to cut the
budget back to the level of the present fiscal
year, which actually will buy 500,000 less In
man-hours because of salary increases in the
Bureau?

Two chief reasons were given for this: one
was that the Bureau had failed to hire 207
new employees it had been authorized to
hire, the funds having been voted in Janu-
ary. The other was that the Bureau had
failed to put into effect certain Treasury
recommendations for streamlining procedure.

In the first instance, it appears that the
207 new workers were to have been taken on
as of March 1, while the House check show=-
ing that none of them had been employed
was made on February 8. Customs officials
explain with some reason that they cannot
find and process through civil-service chan-
nels all the right kind of employees all at
once. Certainly they could have been given
8 months' grace.

Something of the same can be said of the
second complaint—that Customs has not
given sufficient attention to ways and means
of improving its own performance. Actually,
the Bureau has put several of the Treasury’s
recommendations into effect. Some others
it still has under study. Still others it feels
are impracticable and many would require
enabling legislation.

But criticizing the Customs Bureau for
failing to streamline its own machinery is
like scolding a chauffeur for frequent break-
downs of a 1918 Stanley Steamer. What is
needed, as we and many others have said
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repeatedly, is a new machine, not a rubber-
band and paper-clip patchwork job on the
old one.

Congress has now had before it for 2 years
a measure known as the Customs simplifi-
cation bill which would provide the basis
for the type of streamlined structure our
Customs Bureau should be. This measure
has the support of the major foreign trade
organizations and of the Customs Bureau
itself. But it has run into one snarl after
asother, and today seems no nearer passage
than at this time a year ago.

It is much to be hoped that the responsible
legislators will take a long hard look at the
record of their own fallure to take the first
necessary step toward an efficient, up-to-date
customs system. But so long as they seek
to dodge the responsibility of providing an
eficient machine, the least that can be ex-
pected of them is that they will provide the
chauffeur with sufficient funds to keep the
old one running.

BFECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

Mr. BECEWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 10 minutes today, following any
special orders heretofore entered.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to vacate her
special order for today and to address
the House for 5 minutes tomorrow, fol-
lowing the legislative program and any
special orders heretofore entered.

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BEckworTH] is recognized for 10
minutes,

COTTON ACREAGE

Mr. BECEKEWORTH. Mr. Speaker,
when the cotton-quota legislation was
considered last year I had a good deal to
say about what I conceived to be the
final effects of that legislation so far as
the distribution of income from cotton
is concerned. Some people do not seem
to be aware of the fact that when you
limit acreage you limit bales and there-
fore you limit dollars. In effect, finally,
it amounts to a method of distribution
of dollars derived from the sale of cotton.

I pointed out at that time that in many
instances where one county in a given
State got 15 times as many acres as
another county that did not represent
the fact merely that that county’s in-
come from cotton was 15 times the in-
come of the other county. I pointed
out that in many instances the final fig-
ures translated into dollars would bhe
much more, I have been able to collect
some facts and figures from the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. In one State, for
example, and this is no isolated instance
by any means, one county received some
2,600 allotments of cotton and another
county in the same State received some
2,600 allotments of cotton.

The final income from cotton in one
of the counties was under $400,000
whereas the final income from cotton
in the other county was $27,000,000, just
about 80 times as much. I questioned
the justice of such a program at that
time, and I question it even more vigor-
ously today after seeing the figures. I
say to the membership of the House as

“ Emerson said, “Every excess brings on a

defect, and every defect finally an
excess,”
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We have some excesses and some de-
fects in our farm program today. Final-
1y everybody loses as a result of that sort
of thing. As one who was born and
reared on the farm, I recognize how im-
portant agriculture is to the people of
this country. I yield to no one in my
friendship for agriculture and our farm-
ers. Many of my relatives earn their
livings from agriculture and raising
cattle today. But we must have fair and
equitable programs. I have said this be-
fore to the membership of the House
that when aid is sought in the Congress
it is sought in the name of the farmer,
but when the giving out takes place, too
small a segment gets away with a too
heavy percentage of the sum total of aid.
Yes, we must undertake as the programs
continue, to bring about more fairness
and more justice and more equity and I
ask and hope that the membership of
the House will read carefully this very
comprehensive study which has been
prepared in regard to the distribution
finally and actually of the income from
cotton.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. BECKWORTH. I yield.

Mr. DORN. I was notin the last Con-
gress, but I have read the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp, and I know of the fight that the
gentleman made in behalf of the small
cotton farmers of Texas and of the South
generally. We all appreciate what the
gentleman did when he was making his
fight for the cotton farmers. My father-
in-law had to plow up cotton. But this
year a committee called on him and
begged him to plant more cotton. I
think the farmers of this country have
common sense enough to know that we
should raise cotton and there should not
be such a great difference in the pro-
gram from 1 year to another.

Somewhere along the line something
is lacking. We appreciate what the
gentleman has done and appreciate the
efforts he is now putting forth in behalf
of the cotton farmer,

Mr. BECKWORTH. They cut some
of my people down to less than an acre.
Some who had farmed and wish to farm
could get no acreage. Some people who
grew little more than one bale of cotton
are compelled to pay heavy penalties to
sell the cotton. This, I feel, is unwar-
ranted.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BECKWORTH. I yield.

Mr. HARRIS. I concur in what ithe
gentleman has said, and compliment
him highly on the fight he has made over
a long period of time on this important
matter. I also want to remind the gen-
tleman that he supported an amendment
which I offered during the considera-
tion of the agricultural appropriation
bill for the measurement of cotton acre-
age in 1951, notwithstanding that we do
not have cotton quotas. Is it not a fact
that part of this dilemma came out of
1946, 1947, and 1948 when we did not
have any records whatsoever and now
looking forward to another year, since
the policy program is still in effect and
is still a matter of law, we are probably
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going to have another such dilemma in
the future if we do not have a measure-
ment of acreage of 1951?

This morning I went before the Senate
Committee on Appropriations on that
particular matter. I welcome the gen-
tleman’s comment and the efforts he has
made with reference to this program.

Mr. BECKWORTH. The gentleman
has been a great deal of help on this
problem. He was the author of an
amendment which the House was con-
siderate enough to adopt that should
have the effect of helping bring about
more order when we do have another
allotment program. Judging from the
very report that appeared in the paper
this morning, in the writings of Mr. John
Ball, of the Washington Post, it certainly
looks like we are going to have quotas
in the foreseeable future because he pre-
dicts the production of cotton may be
probably 16,000,000 or 17,000,000 bales.

I am glad to see the Secretary of Agri-
culture recognizes this problem—the
problem of the family-size farmer. He
recently wrote me a letter in regard to
the family-size farmer, and he welcomed
from me, he stated, any observations
that might be presented that would make
strong the family-size farmer. I told
him, among other things, through the
CONGRESSIONAL REecorp that one of the
best things to do, when you invite people
to grow a crop, particularly the small
farmer, is to give them at least some
acreage. That was not done in many
instances. If they are given any acreage,
give them enough to justify their grow-
ing a crop.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks and include cer-
tain data in connection with this sub-
ject.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. BECEWORTH. It should be borne
in mind many people asked for allot-
ments in 1950 who could not get them be-
cause they were classified as new farmers.
A new farmer might be and often was
one who had farmed many years, but
because in 1950 he was not on a piece of
land that had cotton on it in 1946, 1947,
or 1948, he was legislated out of the cot-
ton business by being called a new farmer,

It should be emphasized that many of
the counties which received the least
number of acres, had the least produec-
tion, and the least number of dollars
per allotment likewise had numerous ten-
ant farmers. Thousands of these es-
pecially in the poor land counties re-
ceived no cotton acreage or so little they
could not afford to plant cotton.

When acres are limited, bales of cot-
ton are limited, hence dollars are limited.
Allotment of acres means ultimately
allotment of dollars. The spread of
“gverage dollars per allotment” as be-
tween the given counties in a given
State is remarkable.

For example, each man receiving a cot-
ton allotment in one Texas county sold
an average of $10,671.34 worth of cot-
ton—a total of $27,798,840—whereas
each man in another Texas county sold
an average of $124.30—a total of $334,-
980—worth of cotton which means the
allotment in one Texas county is worth in
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dollars more than 80 times what the al-
lotment in another Texas county is
worth. I seriously question the justness
of such a situation, The former county—
the one with the larger income—had
2,605 people receiving allotments where-
as the latier county—the one with the
smaller income—had 2,605 allotments.
The latter county I might add has been
growing cotton doubtless 100 years. The
total income of the larger county is ap-
proximately 80 times the latter county,
although the acreage allotted to the
more fortunate county has only 14 times
what the acreage in the less fortunate
county was.

Farmers are told to grow truck crops
and cattle when they cannot get cotton
and peanut allotments, as is shown in
the following letters:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING
ADMINISTRATION,
Quitman, Tex., May 29, 1950.
Hon. LiNDLEY BECKWORTH,
New House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Desr CoNGREsSMAN: This is in reference
to your letter, dated May 13, 1850, to the
Wood County PMA Committee.

We have approximately 400 peanut pro-
ducers in the county. The least number of
acres each producer can afford to grow is
2 acres. We have about 150 producers who
received allotments of less than 2 acres.
Of those growers having allotments of less
than 2 acres, there will be about 256 or 50
who will cease to grow peanuts. I do not
believe there will be any to cease to farm
for themselves. The number of new pro-
ducers were 35 and the number of acres dis-
tributed was 21.4 acres and the average to
each was 0.6 of an acre.

The excess acreage (for oil) up to the
1947 picked and threshed will help at least
150 to 200 producers in Wood County. (I
am told today, June 5, 1950, by Mr. Akers,
that peanuts for edible purposes are worth
$200 to $220 a ton and for oil purposes from
$£100 to $120 a ton.) [Part added in paren-
theses by LINDLEY BECKWORTH. ]

Hoping the above is the desired informa-
tion, I am

Yours very truly,
RoY E. BARNETT,.

Secretary, Wood County PMA Committee.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING
ADMINISTRATION,
Quitman, Tex., April 10, 1950.
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear ConNGrRESSMAN: This is in reference
to your letter of April §, 1950, to the county
committee.

(1) The number of farmers receiving 5
acres of cotton or less was 1,248. (2) The
number of new producers that applied for
allotments was 340, (3) The acreage that
was available to distribute among the new
producers was 300. (4) Each producer re=-
celved from 1 acre to 1.1 acres. (6) The
number of zero allotments was 10. (6) The
percent of new producers regarded as gen=-
uine farmers was percent (300) applica=
tions.

The number of applications left from item
2, less item 5, less item 6, consisted of 30
applications that did not meet the necessary
eligibility requirements,

If you desire further Information please
advise,

Yours very truly,
Roy E. BARNETT,
Secretary of Wood County PMA.
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING
ADMINISTRATION,
De Ridder, La., May 22, 1950,
Mr. LINDLEY BECKWORTH,
Congress of the United States,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.
DEAr CONGRESSMAN BECKWORTH: In refer-
ence to your letter of May 18, 1850, listed
below is a tabulation to your questionnaire.
Thank you for your interest in peanut and
eotton farmers.
Very truly yours,
T, SHELBY QAKES,
Administrative Officer, Beauregard
Parish Production and Marketing

Administration.
Peanuts, 1950

Number of peanut producers___________ 67
Number of peanut acres he can economi-

cally grow i b
Number of producers received allotment

less than 6 acres. - - .. .._.___ 60
Number of producers received allotment

less than 2 acres. 47

Number of producers received less than
2 acres that will cease to grow
peanuts. 25
Number of producers that will cease to
farm for themselveS . cvcrcmcamaman= == -
Number of new producers applied for
allotment in 1950 3
How many acres did you have to
EHAEREYOIE - o ool s e e A 5.9
pproximately how much did they re-
ceive (all 3) 5.9

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING
ADMINISTRATION,
De Ridder, La., June 1, 1950,
DeAr Smm: Please find enclosure for your
attention.
Yours very truly,

T. SHELBY OAKES,

Parish Administrative Officer,

County Committee of Beaure=

gard Parish,
Cotton, 1950
1. Cotton producers in Beauregard
Parish 307
2. Farmers receiving 5 acres or less
of cotton 272

8. New producers applied for acreage. 150
4. Acreage to distribute among new ;

producers. 415
b. Acreage each received. .- 2.0-34
6. Farmers receiving zero acreage... 13
7. Percent of new producers regarded
as genulne farmers_.__________ 80
8. a. Acreage the new cotton amend-
ment helped new producers.. 0
b. Old ones 0

9. Number of producers receiving less

than 5 acres that will probably

grow no cotton 16
10. Number of farmers that will cease

to farm for themselves_ . . _ooon —aoa--

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING
ADMINISTRATION,
Canton, Tex., March 20, 1950.
O. L. HAPTONSTALL,
Fruitvale, Tez.

Dear Str: This is to advise that the county
committee finds it necessary to set up a zero
allotment on the above farm serial number.
Since we had 600 applications for new grower
allotments and only 427.7 acres of cotton,
you can see that the average allotment would
have been 0.7 of an acre if all approved for
allotments. The county committee ap-
proved 257 farms for new grower allotment
with an average allotment of 1.7 acres. In
view of the above facts we cannot see that
you have been done any disservice by disap-
proval of your application.
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Any appeal from the above must be made
within 15 days from the date of this notice.

Your application was disapproved for one
of the reasons set out below,

1. Work st.ck and equipment not avail-
able.

2. Has a cotton allotment on another farm,

3. Cotton allotment not necessary to live-
lihood of operator.

4. Land not adapted to production of cot-
ton.

5. Allotment which could be set up too
small to be of possible benefit to farm
operator.

R. W. BrownN,
N. L. CHEATHAM,
- J. M. STEPHENS,
County Committee, Van Zandt County
PMA.

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING
ADMINISTRATION,
Gilmer, Tex., November 17, 1950.
To: Congressman LINDLEY BECKWORTH.
From: Lewils E. Stracener, Jr., administra-
tive officer, Upshur County PMA.
Subject: Reply to letter written to Mr. B. F.
Vance, chairman State PMA commit-
tee in regard to complaint of Mr. How-
ard M. (Reece) Bmith, route 1, Big
Sandy, Tex., having difficulty with his
cotton allotment,

Mr. Smith is operating a farm this year
that did not have any cotton or war crop
history for the years used in setting up cot-
ton acreage allotment. Therefore, under the
regulations this farm was considered a new
farm for cotton allotment.

Mr. SBmith filed an application for a new
grower cotton allotment and received 4.2
acres cotton allotment out of the reserve set
up for new growers. Mr. Smith planted 3.7
acres of cotton on farm.

I rather think Mr. Smith is complaining
about 1950 peanut allotment. The farm Mr.
Smith is operating has no 1950 peanut acre-
age allotment as farm has no past peanut
history and he has 128 acres of peanuts
planted on farm and intends to thresh and
sell the peanuts which will be subject to the
5.4 cent penalty per pound, according to
peanut marketing quota regulations.

Mr. Smith signed application for a new
grower peanut allotment. County commit-
tee recommended a 5-acre peanut allotment
when application was submitted to State
PMA committee for approval. After review
by State committee, a zero allotment was
approved by State committee. However, the
new grower peanut allotments amounted to
nothing, since no new grower applicant re-
celved more than 0.6 acre, mostly 0.2 to 0.4
acre allotment.

Lewis E. STRACENER, Jr.,
Administrative Officer, Upshur County PMA.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING
ADMINISTRATION,
Carthage, Tex., December 29, 1949,
Hon, LINDLEY BECKWORTH,
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. BECkwoRTH: This will acknowl-
edge your letter of December 19, 1949, re-
questing certain data relative to cotton al-
lotments in Panola County, Tex,

In comparing 1950 with 1942 allotments we
note that Panola had an allotment of ap-
proximately 52,700 acres in 1942 and 17,367
for 1950, These figures include the allot-
ment for new growers also.

¥ou ask about release and reapportion-
ment of unused cotton acreage allotment.
We expect very few acres from this source.
We estimate 150 for the county. Farmers
anticipate changes in procedures and fear
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that the surrender of cotton allotment may
affect any future allotment that would be
established on the farm.

We are in bad shape on new grower farms
(those who did not grow cotton in any of
the years 1946, 1947, or 1948); 1,300 such
farms, and only 1,000 acres to distribute. Of
this 1,300, at least 400 will apply for a portion
of this acreage.

I hesitate to estimate the number of ten-
ants that will be without homes as a result
of the small allotments in this county. The
big move will start in the spring and after
Congress has considered giving some relief.
They still have hopes that something better
will come their way. No doubt the gentle-
man from Wills Point, Tex., was about right
in his estimates, For example, in Panola
County, in 1942, 0.3145 percent of the crop-
land was allowed for cotton, while in 1950
only 0.1398 percent is allowed.

We appreciate your interest and will gladly
furnish any additional information upon
request.

With kindest regards, I am,

Yours very truly,
T. L. VINCENT,
Administrative Officer, PMA, Panola
County, Tex.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING
ADMINISTRATION,
Athens, Tez., January 18, 1950.
Mr. LINDLEY BECKWORTH,
Member of Congress,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. BEcEwWoRTH: Henderson County
reserved 1,450 acres of its official county al-
lotment, all but 334 acres were used in ad-
Justing 5- to 15-acre and other farms.

The chief concern of the committee is
new-grower allotments as you see we only
have 334 acres for this purpose, which will
only be & drop In the bucket when distrib-
uted among 1,000 new growers.

We think you could relieve the situation
in east Texas if you could get a price sup-
port on dry black-eyed and cream peas. Un=-
derstand the State of California has one on
black-eyed beans, which is the same as our
peas.

The county committee concurs with Hous-
ton County in that the amendment will not
help this county if we have to use the BAE
acreage for the country. I am enclosing
copy of a letter we sent Tom PICKETT.

If we can be of further help, please advise,

Yours sincerely,
RaymoNp G. MAGERS,
Chairman, PMA Committee of Hen-
derson County.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
PRODUCTION AND MAREETING
ADMINISTRATION,
Tyler, Tex., January 3, 1950.
Mr. LINDLEY BECKWORTH,
Member of Congress,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Me. BecEWORTH: In reply to your
letter of a few days ago, in which you re-
quested information relative to the cotton
allotment situation in Smith County, the
following is submitted:

1. 1942 Smith County cotton allotmentt
58,000 acres.

2, Number of acres we would have to re=-
distribute if the unused 1950 allotment could
be used. It is estimated that about 1,000
acres would be released by farmers for re-
distribution.

3. Number of acres that would come from
genuine cotton farmers who cannot continue
to farm because of too little acreage. It is
doubtful if any acres would be released by
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such farmers, as they would merely reduce
the number of tenants on the farm, so that a
reasonable crop could be had by each tenant.

4. War crop credit: Smith County would
receive about 3,000 additional acres if this
credit were granted.

5. Number of genuine cotton farmers that
will be forced to quit farming in Smith
County due to the 1950 cotton-allotment
formula (including tenants). It is esti-
mated that at least 500 will be forced off of
farms due to insufficient cotton acreage.

Hoping this to be the desired information,
and should additional information be needed
don't fail to call on us.

For the county committee:

Dan G. OWEN,
Secretary, Smith County PMA.

They grow tomatoes, but then are told

the following:
UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING
ADMINISTRATION,
College Station, Tez., June 25, 1951,
Mrs. Roy DENTON,
Troup, Tex.

DEeAr Mrs. DEnNTON: Your letter of June 19
to the Honorable LiNDLEY BECKWORTH, Con-
gressman, Third District of Texas, has been
referred to me.

I regret very much that we have no price
support on fresh tomatoes. We fully under-
stand that the price is very low and that
farmers are not realizing the cost of produc-
tion from the crop. I certainly hope that the
market improves and that the producers will
receive a fair return for the crop.

Very truly yours,
B. F. VANCE,
Chairman, State PMA Commitiee,

(Copy to LINDLEY BECKWORTH, Congress-

man.)

Note the article from the Kilgore Her-
ald of June 17, 1951:

EasT TExas TomATO GROWERS DENIED AID

‘WasHINGTON.—East Texas tomato farmers,
faced with a bumper crop and low prices,
aren’t in line for such help because they
overplanted, the Agriculture Department
says.

Under Secretary C. J. McCormick in a let-
ter to Senator CoNwNaLLY (Democrat, Texas),
said Texas growers, spurred by high prices in
1950, went against the Department’s sugges-
tions as to the acreage to be planted in to-
matoes this year.

McCormick continued that laws governing
purchases of surplus commodities require
the Department consider whether farmers
complied with suggested acreage limits,

“Therefore,” he continued, “it has been
our policy to deny tance to vegetable
growers in those areas substantially exceed-
ing the Department's suggested acreage.

“The east Texas tomato producing area
substantially exceeded our acreage sugges-
tions.”

He saild the east Texas tomato acreage
this year was 25 percent above 1950, and the
estimated yield was 47 percent greater.

Another reason for the depressed market
prices and slow movement of the crop in
east Texas, McCormick explained, was the
lateness of tomatoes maturing this year in
the Rio Grande Valley. Freezes there caused
& second planting, and a resulting overlap-
ping in tomato crops from the two primary
producing sections of Texas.

He added, however, that shipments from
the Rio Grande Valley are declining and
most of the remainder of the crop there
will go to the canning factorles. As a re-
sult, he sald, "“with less competition from
other areas and improved quality of their
own product, growers in east Texas should
soon experience a more favorable market.,"
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The farmers grow sweetpotatoes, but
the following develops:

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING
ADMINISTRATION,
College Station, Texz., November 7, 1950.
Hon. LiNpLEY BECKWORTH,
Member of Congress,
House of Representatives,
Gladewater, Tezx.

Dear Mge. BecKworTH: You will find en-
closed copy of final report of sweetpotato pro-
gram RMP-25a-74 which was terminated
November 3. You will note that only 500
bushels of potatoes were purchased.

1 4m also enclosing a copy of a letter to Mr.
J. L. Harris, route 1, Gladewater, Tex., and one
to Mr. N. E. Dudley, of Whitehouse, Smith
County Tex., giving them information we
have regarding shipments of sweetpotatoes
from quarantined areas,

I want you to know that I appreciated the
visit with you, and it is regretted that we
were not able to help the farmers in your
area. In summing up the potato situation
up there this year and with the interest of
the farmer at heart, you cannot blame the
farmer for not selling his potatoes to the
Government at a price we offered as most
of the farmers were only getting 25 to 40 per-
cent U, 8. No. 1. potatoes off of their land and
the actual cost to them runs at least $75.00
per acre and the farmers felt that they had
rather hold, taking a chance on a better mar-
ket instead of taking a $25.00 per acre loss
on their potatoes.

The market is stronger and has improved
some. I think the cooperative advertising
has helped some. Assuring you of our coop-
eration, and with kindest personal regards, I
am,

Yours very truly,
Dewnnis M. Pog,
Purchase Representative.

The farmers are told to grow cattle,
but then comes the roll-back. Note
these letters:

PITTSBURG, TEX., May 5, 1951.
The Honorable LINDLEY BECKWORTH,
The House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. BrcEworTH: After reading the
attached article in the Wichita Daily Times,
April 29, 1951, Wichita Falls, Tex., I have
learned that it 1s the intention of the Office
of Price Stabilization to roll back the price
of beef received by the producers 18 percent
by October 1951.

I am not a cattle king, and it Is not my
intent to become a cattle baron, but I am
one of the many small producers of beef
cattle who would like to have a decent return
on the money and time I have invested in
this enterprise.

To go further into detail, I will give you
the following facts relative to my operation:

I have 108 acres in Camp and Upshire
Counties and I use 211 acres in Franklin
County, ownership being in the family.
These two farms are ordinary east Texas
farms and I judge worth $11,000. The two
farms are stocked with 48 cows and 2 bulls.
These cows are common cows, most of them
of Hereford type, with an occaslonal Angus,
Shorthorn, or brindle cow. My bulls are
Hereford and from considerably better stock
than the cows. These cows are worth a
minimum of $10,000.

As you well know, from your past experi-
ence, a certaln amount of costly equipment
is necessary in order for an organization of
this type to function. These items will in-
clude a pick-up truck, wire stretchers, lariat
ropes, all sorts of hand tools and shovels,
ete. I believe that allowing $2,000 for this
expense is not excessive. In addition, $1,000
is needed to take care of any overhead,
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The annual calf crop to be expected will
run about 80 percent, therefore I expect to
sell around 40 calves annually from my 48
cows at April 25, 1951, prices. These calves
when sold at 9 or 10 months of age would
average about $100 each, or $4,000.

Expenses during the year for feed, auto-
mobile expenses, and maintenance of fences
and buildings alone will certainly amount to
$1,000 each year, leaving a net expected re-
turn of $3,000.

If we, the producers, are cut back 18 per-
cent as proposed by OPS, then my income
will be reduced 18 percent of $4,000, which is
$720. This amount deducted from my net
income of #3,000 will leave only $2,280.

I believe and I think that you will agree
that a return of 2,280 for 1 year’s work and
a $24,000 investment ir entirely too little
under current conditions. I also believe that
this proposed OPS roll-back is unjustified
and is discriminatory against the producer
of beef cattle, when other expenses are not
rolled back proportionately.

Any assistance or information you may he
able to give will certainly be appreciated.

Respectfully yours,
W. REX SPENCER.

Prrrseurc, TEX., April 2, 1951,
LiNDLEY BECKWORTH.

Dear Smr: I am a small farmer with a few
cattle, with high-priced feed and higher
wages would make an awful hard go, with
cattle prices cut back.

Our cattle have been raised on high-priced
feed. If the cut-back comes, I don’t see
anything to do except quit producing cattle.

I hope we can get some relief and am ask-
ing you to do what you can to help us cattle
growers,

Very respectfully,
H. M. MELTON.

EusTACE, TEX., April 30, 1951,
To Congressman LINDLEY BECKWORTH,
Washington, D. C.

Well, Linpy, here I come for some infor-
mation from you. Now I am asking you.
‘Well, they wrote me and said I owed them
$108.50 for growing a bale of cotton in 1950
because I did not sign a contract. My allot-
ment is 3.6 acres, BSay, I can't live on that
small acreage. My peanuts acreage is 2.6
acres. I did not viclate God's law growing
one bale, as bad as we need it. My tax is s0o

I can't pay them everything, so high
everybody left the farm and went to town to
work. I am asking you, do I have to pay
that $108.50, or must I ignore it? BSo give me
your opinion on it and answer at once. If
I do have to pay for it, I am quitting farm-
ing to go to town to work. I can make a
better living in town. I am growing pea-
nuts for feed for my cattle. I did not ask the
Government for help, and, if I can't grow
what I want to on my farm enough to keep
it up, there is no need staying on it. So the
farmer is so handicapped he can't grow
enough, anyhow.

So this year they want me to grow all the
cotton I can. Trying to fine me for growing
one bale in 1950, now what must I do—pay
or not?

Now, here is the situation: Now I have
820 acres; my neighbor has 100 acres. He
has 87 acres peanut allotment, I have 1 acre.
So I am keeping a copy of this letter I am
sending you. So tell me, do I have to pay or
not? You find out and let me hear from
you. I have been your supporter and Tru-
man, too, so, I am trying to support the
Government every way I can. My desire is
grow something but the —— does not want
me to sell it, but by being penalized for it.
If you can read this—I am left-handed—so
answer as soon as you well can.

T. C. MEWBORNE.
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Min=oLa, TEX,, May 1, 1951.
Hon. LiNpLEY BECKWORTH,
House of Representatives,
Third Congressional District,
Washington, D. C.

DEear LinpLEY: I have decided to write you
concerning a problem that concerns not only
you and I but our whole Nation.

It is the absentee ownership of land as
I have seen it and read about in the State
of Texas. I am sure you must have given
no little thought to the matter as the de-
cline of population in your district I feel is a
definite outgrowth of this evil,

Many reasons for that decline is given by
one and another authority but in my opin-
ifon the fact that good farms and ranches
being as nearly unobtainable as they have
become since so many business and profes-
sional people and people of means have de-
veloped the fad of buying farms as a hobby,
or else for speculation purposes.

- L - - -

* * * gown about 12,000 acres of land
composed completely of small farms pur=
chased and assembled into a block oper-
ated by one or two hired hands on each
three or four thousand acres of land which
formerly furnished a living for some 40 to 60
people or rather families.

* * * are just examples; there are num-
bers more owning hundreds of acres ac-
quired in the same manner, and with hardly
an exception these are people that acquired
their money in some other manner than
farming.

Add to these people the lower-income
professional people who buy one or two
small farms each and the many farms our
old folks are living on and not operating and
not able to rent or sell under the present
administration of our old-age pension law,
and you will see the difficulties faced by a
person of moderate means who likes to farm
or grow stock and also the reason our pop-
ulation is declining in our rural areas.

Also the {1l will toward our Government
created by these conditions is of no small
import, since, as I am certain you are aware,
the ownership of the majority of land by a
few large landowners has always been a
matter of disturbance in whatever country
it has and is occurring.

This is a State-wide—and probably a Na-
tion-wide—problem, as you can readily see
by checking the sharp fall in the number of
individually owned farms in the State of
Texas during the last decade.

Being a man of limited education and ex-
perience in such matters, I can recommend
no pat solution but do feel that through
taxes or other means this situation should
be remedied for the good of cur Nation and
its people and especially the future gen-
erations,

I am a disabled ex-marine—World War
IT—sent to the farm by the doctors to find
a means of livellhood more suited to my
health, and after 2 years of renting while try-
ing to find a farm to buy have been made
well aware of the situation In east Texas,
and I hope you will find this whole prob-
lem worthy of your attention and consid-
eration,

Sincerely,
BarTON S. HILL,
‘WiLs Pornt, TEX., April 29, 1951,
Mr. LINDLEY BECKWORTH.

Dear LinprEy: I have been intending to
write you for some time in regards to some of
the things that are being passed and put on
farmers and stock raisers.

First, DiSalle set the ceiling price on cot-
ton at 45 cents, and just across the Mexican
border cotton is selling for 85 cents a pound.

I sit here with a Dallas newspaper’s head-
lines on beef prices—to be cut back 10
cents a pound. Still Brannan s asking for
16,000 bales of cotton. This is, as you know,



7918

around Wills Point, a cotton and cattle coun=
try. Our son, D. L., Jr., and I, are farming
550 acres of land, and farm machinery is up
this year about 25 percent above last year.
Gasoline is up 2 cents a gallon, but DiSalle,
Wilson, and Brannan are doing nothing
about it. Fire the hell out of all.
L - L] * -

LiNDLEY, we think you are tops, but for
God sakes, what is wrong up there. Guess
by now you will say just another old fogy
fool. I was at the cotton meeting in the
bank. In regards to cotton allotments last
year, Mr. Curtis asked me to state my allot=
ment and acreage, which I did and I do want
to tell you. I, my wife, and son did appre-
ciate what you did in getting the cotton
allotment raised.

LINDLEY, in 1949 D. L., Jr., and I ginned 74
bales of cotton; in 1950 we ginned 37 bales,
14,000 pounds of vetch, 600 bushels of corn,
After expenses were paid we did not pay in-

come tax, for expenses got it all. Still the
farmer makes it all,
Your friend,
Dave FULLER.

One then can easily understand why
the Department of Agriculture is study-
ing family-farm problems. Note Mr.
McCormick’s letter:_

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D. C., June 27, 1951.
Hon. LiNpLEY BECKWORTH,
House of Representatives.

Dear Mgr. BeckworTH: During recent
months it has become abundantly clear that
our United States pattern of land tenure
and family farming should be used as an
American export of hope in our world-wide
struggle against Communist expansion. But
if democracy is to be a continuing source of
hope to rural people elsewhere in the world,
democracy must continue to advance in our
own rural areas—we must hold the mirror
up to ourselves. Secretary Brannan and I
feel strongly the need for all farm organiza-
tions and public institutions concerned with
agriculture to unite in a definite, vigorous
program to strengthen family farming in
America.

The purpose of this letter is to inform you
of the steps we are taking in that direction.

With the aid of representatives from farm
and church organizations and the land-
grant colleges, we have initiated a Nation-
wide study of the Department’s policies and
programs with a view to determining (1)
programs already well adapted to the need
oi family farmers, including the making of
their greatest contribution to defense pro-
duction at & minimum of cost for the serv=
ices rendered; (2) programs which should be
discontinued; and (3) programs and policies
which should be changed to adapt them to
family farm needs in the mobilization pe-
riod.

As the first step in this review, at the re-
quest of the Secretary there has been cre-
ated a family farm policy review commit-
tee made up of agricultural leaders from
outside the Department as well as Depart-
ment people. We invited each of the major
farm and church organizations to designate
representatives to participate in this coms«
mittee. Under the committee's supervision,
task groups were assigned to make prelimi-
nary reviews of programs and policles of
each agency, which have now been consoli=
dated into a provisional report and tenta-
tive recommendations to be used as a basis
for the most widespread study and discus-
slon we can obtain.

Copies of the provisional report are being
made available in every county in the United
Btates, with the assistance of farm and
church groups requested in obtaining its
widespread consideration through neighbor-
hood meetings and discussion groups.

We have asked our State and county agri-
cultural mobilization committees to act as
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clearinghouses for getting reports and rec-
ommendations from farmers and farm
groups during the next few months, but have
also invited farm and church groups to con-
sider and make recommendations on the
policy review in any way they see fit.

I am enclosing for your information a
copy of the provisional report, a copy of a
pamphlet entitled “The Family Farm's Fu-
ture” that explains our purpose in this re-
view, together with a copy of the agricultural
mobilization memorandum setting forth
procedures for carrying out the policy review
at the State and county levels.

I want to emphasize that the report is
intended merely as a starting point for the
widest possible consideration and discussion
by farmers and farm groups throughout the
Nation. From such discussion we hope to
evolve final recommendations reflecting the
broadest possible cross section of the opin-
ions and ideas of American farmers them-
selves,

We believe such an appraisal will make a
valuable and constructive contribution to
the future guidance of the Department, and
to the eventual formulation of improved
national policies for the well-being of Amer-
ican agriculture,

Both the Secretary and I will welcome any
surgestions you may care to make toward
furtherance of such objectives.

SBincerely yours,
C. J. McCorMICK,
Under Secretary.

In answering the Secrefary’s letter
asking for suggestions about keeping
strong our family-size farm units, I sug-
gested to him through the CONGRESSIONAL
REcorRD on page A3990, of the Appen-
dix, the following. I might add I shall
welcome his comments.

Mr. Speaker, among other things I hope
to write the Secretary later, I would say to
the Secretary and Mr. McCormick that many
of these farmers referred to are not new
farmers. Also I say to them when there are
allotments, give these small farmers enough
acreage to justify growing the given crops
as I proposed August 3, 1949, on pages 10723
and 10728, volume 95, part 8, of the CoNGRES-
SIONAL RECORD:

“Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

“The Clerk read as follows:

“ ‘Amendment offered by Mr. BECKWORTH:
Page 16, line 3, after the period insert the
following subsection:

“ti(f) The penalty provided for in this
section shall not apply with respect to cotton
produced by any person who is recognized
by the county committee as being a cotton
farmer if his total acreage does not exceed
5 acres.” "™

“Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr, Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

“Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask some
of the Members who are sponsoring this bill
this question. It is in the form of an as-
sumption, but I think a very real assumption.

“Assume that a veteran 25 or 26 years of
age never did anything except grow cotton
on a cotton farm until 1942 when he went
into the Army; assume he remained in the
Army until 1946; assume that he took GI
training to be a mechanie, for 2 years, and
while doing so he did not farm; assume that
he owns a 60-acre cotton farm which has
had no cotton on it since 1942; assume that
today he loses his job and goes back to that
cotton farm which has not had cotton grown
on it since 1942. The question is: Will he be
privileged to get 5 acres of cotton?

“Mr. PAce, Mr. Chairman, will the gentle«
man yleld?

“Mr. BECKWORTH, I yield.

“Mr. Pace. That depends, and I have tried
to explain 1t to the gentleman, that depends
entirely upon the State PMA Committee of
the State of Texas, and the county PMA
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committee in which that farm 1is located.
He can, and will very likely get considerably
more than 5 acres. It depends upon the
amount of acreage the State committee allo-
cates to that county for new farms. If the
State committee gives the county, for exam-
ple, 500 acres for new farms every acre of
it must go to new farms. Then, in addi-
tion to that 500 acres, the county committee
may reserve 10 percent that can be used for
new farms, So the allotment could be identi-
cal with like farms in the same area,

“Mr. BECkwoRTH. May I ask this further
question: However, is it true or it is not true
that the definite 5-acre minimum applies to
him?

“Mr. Pace. It does not.”

Mr. Speaker, apparently others feel the
same way.

“[From the Farmer-Stockman of November
1950]
“TaLks WiTeE OurR READERS
“(By Ferdie J. Deering, editor)

“The futility of Government attempts to
control crop production through acreage al-
lotments is demonstrated again in the 1950
cotton-crop failure. So, for 1851 at least,
there won't be any acreage controls on the
cotton crop.

“The breakdown of the allotment system
might be glossed over by designating last
spring’s ‘cotton surplus’ as ‘national re-
serve this fall. But that won't keep farm-
ers from regarding last spring’s red tape in
the form of red ink this fall. What does it
matter if cotton sells for 40 cents a pound
if you lost your crop to bugs, bad weather,
and bureaucrats?

“Farmers planted only about 18,000,000 of
the 21,000,000 acres allotted this year, in
spite of elamor for larger allotments in some
areas. Texas in 1949 grew about one-third
of the Nation's cotton, so drew a big cut in
acreage this year. But farmers planted 8
percent less than allotted. Oklahoma, with
& small allotment failed by about 19 percent
to get it all planted.

"A survey by Texas Congressman LINDLEY
BEcEWORTH revealed that one reason was
that, all over the Cotton Belt, thousands of
farmers received less than 6 acres cotton-
acreage allotment. Many of these planted
no cotton.

“In Oklahoma, 384 of Le Flore County's
2,097 cotton growers had less than 5 acres.
In Stephens County 305 had 5 acres or less,
in Atoka County 659 growers were assigned
less than 5 acres, In Carter County, where
Ardmore was once a major inland cotton
market, 154 of the 735 old cotton growers
had under 5 acres. The list could be ex-
tended in Texas, Tennessee, Arkansas, or
Mississippi.”

“CoUNTRY GENTLEMAN,
Philadelphia, March 1, 1951.
“Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.
“DeAR REPRESENTATIVE BECKWORTH: Thank
you for letting us see the page from the
ConGrESSIONAL REcorp telling of Mr. Spivey’s
experlence with the PMA. There ought to
be an exemption of 5 acres, to take care of
the little farmers, in any future allotment
programs.
“Sincerely yours,
“E. H. TAYLOR."
“SOUTHWESTERN CROP AND STOCK,
Lubbock, Tex., March 10, 1951.
“Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.
“DeArR REPRESENTATIVE BeckworTH: The
H. R. Spivey case is perhaps only one of hun-
dreds so affected. It bespeaks an unjust
situation. Your proposal of a 5-acre ex-
emption is favorable. My opinion is that it
should be considered a bare minimum ex-
emption in any future allotment programs.
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“We appreciate your sending us the page
from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and asking
our opinion in the matter,

“Yours very truly,
“RAYMOND LEE JOHNS,
Publisher.”

Among other suggestions I, in this
manner, submit to the Secretary of Agri-
culture this one: Make a similar study
to the one I herewith include concerning
cotton for all crops subject to or likely to
become subject to controls.

Also I suggest to the Secretary that
he diligently seek to get accurate figures
for his Washington office as to where
the Federal money is going in the cases
where given crops are being supported
in any manner. If this is done, in my
opinion, a wiser use of the Federal dol-
lar for price support of crops will take
place. I refer specifically to the five
pages of communications which I placed
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, June 30,
1951,

Also I suggest that no effort be made
to prevent information being obtained
as to allotments. I judge this type of in-
struction was sent to many counties:

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING
ADMINISTRATION,
Gainesville, Fla., May 9, 1950.
SPECIAL LETTER TO COTTON COUNTIES
To: PMA secretaries, administrative officers,
and chief clerks in cotton counties.
From: R. 8. Dennis, executive officer.
Subject: Inquiry from Congressman BeCK-
WORTH. E

We have just received the following tele-
gram from Mr. Frank K. Woolley, Deputy
Administrator, PMA:
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“Instruct county offices to delay until
further advised replying to Congressman
BECKWORTH'S letter to counties asking 11
questions with respect to cotton under Public
Law 471.”

Please comply with the instructions from
the Deputy Administrator in this connection.

AsgH FrAT, ARK., May 10, 1950.
Hon., LINDLEY BECKWORTH, s
Washington, D. C.:

In regarc to information requested by the
county PMA office, we were ready to mail
reply when orders came not to reply until
otherwise notified.

As I am on the county committee, I am
also writing to try to find out where the
orders to withhold came from and what au-
thority they had to issue the order to with-
hold anything from anyone, as all records
should be open to the public at any time.

I hope to be able to furnish the informa-
tion soon.

Very truly yours,
RoBY SOUTHARD.

My good friend, Mr. Vance, says he
feels we should have as many family size
farms as possible,

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING
ADMINISTRATION,
College Station, Tex., June 21, 1951,
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH,
Member of Congress,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

Dear MRr. BEcKwoORTH: I have your letter
of June 8, in which you quoted parts of two
letters, one from Madisonville and one from
Wills Point, Tex.

I do not have much comment to make in
connection with these statements; however,
I am of the opinion that the fact that peo-
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ple are leaving the farm is not altogether bad.
We have made progress in this country by
increasing our production through the use of
technology, and it does not require so many
people to produce the raw products. At the
present time it takes only about 10 percent
of our people to produce the raw products,
whereas in many other countries it takes 80
percent. We have the many conveniences,
such as electricity, radio, television, cars, air-
planes, good roads, and good churches and
schools because we have been able to release
people from the production of raw agricul-
tural products.

I do not want to be misunderstood. I am
not at all for corporation farming. I think
we should have as many family size farms
as is possible; however, it is my opinion that
many of the farms in East Texas have been
too small for a family to make a good living
on. Just what size the farm should be is
very difficult to determine, and, of course,
that depends on whether the producer grows
beef cattle, dairy cattle, or intensely culti-
vates crops such as potatoes, tomatoes, and
vegetables.

I fully recognize that there are many peo-
ple dissatisfied with the present administra-
tion; however, many of these dissatisfled peo-
ple fail to understand the objectives of the
present programs being administered, and, of
course, these programs do work hardships on
individuals. As I have discussed with you
before, I am a firm believer in local admin-
istration. I think the laws enacted by Con-
gress and administered by Government agen-
cies should leave a great deal of latitude to
the local people, for I believe lIocal people
selected by their neighbors are in a better
position to administer justice in hardship
cases than we can possibly have under any
set of rules or regulations.

Very truly yours, d
B. F. Vance,
Chairman, State PMA Committee,

Cotton production in the United States by cotton State, by cotton county, 1950
[Counties were used for each State in the cases where complete information was available]
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2, 1421 35017| 15,800 2,845 620( 16,768 7.380] 1,328.49 25, 558 9,050( 1,791,000 15 816/ 6. 157/ 1,108, 20
2622 16,28| 5,815 956,700 6.187| 2.027| 864,87 87, 430 302{ 7,974 24,980 12,658 2, 278, 30
1,638 8325 1, 347,760] 5.082) 1.179| 212.31 28,330  9,116] 1,640,880| 14.521 4672 ' 84L 05
1, 694/ 7,434 1, 327,960 4.388) 1.076| 103.60 25, 222, 088] 1, 456, 7.460| 2.392 430.65
1,744 9,847 2 302,760 6.646| 1.251 22521 52,687 17,716 3,188, 10.506f 3.507| 635.87
1, 192| 8, 540 1, 236,340] 7.164] 1.102{ 198.27 25, 096! 7,412) 1,334,160| 11.533] 3.406| 613.13
2088 24,717 9 1,736,460 11.838) 4.620| 83164 19,240 5,757| 1,036,260| 16.438| 4,016 884 94
1, 990| 135 17, 3,083, 940| 18.158| R 610| 1, 549.72 48, 774] 10,600 3,544,200 11.824] 4.773] 859.20
2,387 15,7585 B, 971,100) 6,600 2 260, 406.83 18, 777 65,8511 1,053 180 15.454| 4.818] 866.81
988 4,078 138, 600( 4.1 778 140,28 26, 7,430| 1,337,400| 11.626| 3.237] 58275
2,601 22233 8, 1, 500, 840| 8, 26! 8.303| 59452 26, 7,727] 1,300,860 24.758| 4.826] 86874
1,644 17, 902 &, 997,200) 10,889 8.370 606, 57 20, 443 6,015 1,244,700 7.532f 2548 458.62
6,820) 61,403 23, 4,182,1 9,005 3.402] 61241 16, 207 4, 207 773,460) 19.611) 5.171] 630.76
1,341 10,563 3, 608,040 7.936] 2,519 453.42 12,779)  2,520| 455,220 6.805| 1.347| 242,40
1,634 40,331 11, 2,112,480 24. 7.182{ 1,292.83 0,305 2,006 530,280/ 9.583| 3.085| 555.30
034| 55,305 15, 2,719,620 9. 2.504| 450,72 22,878 6,872 1,236,060 18.480| 5.551| ©99.18
2,240 26,8181 12, 2,208,060 11 5. 479 1,002, 25 24, 168 5,750 1,035 0000 10.501f 2.520, 452.55
1, 588 330) &, 1,046,340 8. 3.661f 65890 14, 057 5,314 956,520 0.008| 3.430| 619.11
3, 044 266/ B, 901,080 8. i 809| 325.58 30, 546) 10,845) 1,952, 100f 9.358] 3.323] 598,07
2, 39 16, 879 4, 817,020 7. 808! 341,56 16, 086/ 3,233 581, 040| 4.936 A 178. 56
2,648 25, 531 6, 1,220,220 9, 2. 560 460, 81 18, 631 4, 336 780,480) 12.822| 2.084] B37.156
2,116| 25,153| 13, 2,450, 340) 11. 6. 433 1, 158,01 15, 710 4, 010) 721,800| 6.884] 1.757| 316.30
1,342 21,453 6 1, 126, 440| 15, 4,663 839,37
US4 24170 9,250 1,670,400 13.32¢] b5.116 920,84 Total.......| 142, 896[1, 605,000 565, 989] 102,771,000 11.652 3.980) 385,64
1,322 19,406 8, 1, 503,360] 14.679| 6.318] 1, 137,19 | | |

1 Rounded to nearest thousand.
XCVII—499
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Cotton production in the United States by cotton State, by cotion county, 1950—Continued 5
[Counties were used for each State in the cases where complete information was available]
X Aver- . Aver-
U , ver- | age i o Aver- | age
dorof | Total | JGE | ot e i ) et o boror | Total | UG | ot | see | num. ARoEnge
Stato and county | cotton | S9MON | eotton | value of ber of | value Der || geate and county | cotton | MR | eorton | valueo | Sc7e | beraf | value per
t- | ofiortea | bales | cotton [*EREET) O | SUCE ailot- | SHES | bales | ‘eotton  |PERNETI P | HOR
ments ginned ment aﬁ;f.— ments ment lot-
ment ment
(1) 2 3) ) (5) 6) @ ®) (n (2) @) ) (5) (6) O] (8)
Arkansas: Qeorpia—Con,
Arkansas 1,430 13,028 6,841] $1,231,380] 0.110] 4.784] $877.08 Elbert.__._. L L408| 17,167 5, 762| $1,037,100 11.740] 3.938| $708.93
Ashley. . 1,057 , 007 20,480| g 677,400 27.443| 19.329| 3, 479.00 Emsanuel ... 1, 415 580|  8,379| 1,608, 220| 16.664| 5,922 1,005.88
Bradley. 1,208/ 10,107 2, 378 427,630] 8.381] 1,970 354.63 Fayotte - .—---| 802 10,725 8, 564 641, 520| 13.370] 4.444] 799.90
839 7, 780 1, 639 2965, 9.273) 1.954| 35163 Floyd. . 1,403 19,204 3, 638 ,480| 13.752] 2.502) 46649
Chicot.._..- 1,720) 45230] 23,027 4,144,860| 26.160) 13.318| 2, 367,26 Forsyth 1,486| 10,071 0561 118,080 7.484 447 80, 55
fark.:. ..oo..] 1,148] 12,818 1, 591 286, 11.166| 1.386] 249,46 Franklin_ | 1,642] 16,701 6,831 1,229,580] 10.226) 4.160| 748.83
Clay.........—.| 380544 45408 24,746 4 454,280 13,650 6 ORI| 1, 256 85 Fulton.......-.] 1,001 8, 1,184 213,120 8.375] 1.183] 212,90
Cleveland._...--| 1,184 9, 400 2,523 454, 140| 7. 2.131] 383.56 Glascock. il 361 7,013 im i, 280) 21.089) 5.945| 1,070.08
Columbia. .....| 2 782 24,717 5,916 1,064,880 0.047| 2.165| 880.78 Gordon 1,690 18,443] 4,508 827,040 11.534| 2.876] 517.60
WaY__. -1 1,851 21,453 2, 542 457, 10.996| 1.303] 284,53 T 8,175 1, 757 816, 200) 10.535] 2.264| 407.55
4, 85,578  56,725| 10,210,500) 21,225 14.069| 2,532.37 2,007) 17,780| 2,503 466,740)  3.885| 1.202] 232,56
1,728 110,764) 94,039 17,080,020( B4.100) 54. 942 0, 880. 48 1,555 11,257 883 158,040 7.239)  .568| 10221
1,536) 44,561| 36,968 6,654,240 20.011| 24.068] 4,332.19 961 30| 3,072 714,900) 13.881] 4.133) 743.08
1,682 58,074 36,088) 6 603,840 36.700] 23.101| 4, 174.36 1,231 8, 376 1,150 6201 6,804 8420 160,47
1,474| 19,986  0,658| 1,787, 13.550| 6.549) 1,178.79 401 4,113 1,502 270,360( 8.377| 3.050| 550,631
2,607 , 264 6, 676 1,201, 680} 11. 2.30 | 413,37 1,643) 22 282 8,782) 1,571,760 13.562| b5.315] = 956.04
688 3,150 575 108, 500| 4. 592 LB36| 150,44 1,245) 20,303 7, 867 , 416, 060 16.308|  6.319| 1,137, 40
8,621 40,091) 23,230 4,182,480 13.261) 6.60 | 1,187.87 565 B4} 3257 586,260| 15.825| 5. 705( 1,087.63
2,510| 28, 668] 4,819 867,420 11.422] 1.020| 345.59 855 11,168  5,602| 1,008,360 13.062| - 6.552| 1,179.87
951 8 111 1, 246 224,280 B, 529 1.31 235 B4 1,506 21,620 8,128| 1,463 040/ 14.356] 5.307] O7L
1,584| 16,695 2, 460 442, R00| 10.540{ 1,583 270.55 423 B, 255 3,321 597, 780) 19.515| 7.851( 1,413.19
1,408| 9,433 360 64,800] 6.7000 256 48.02 1,149] 28, 714| 10,168 1,828,440/ 24.990| 8.841| 1,501.33
1,672 65419 34,235 6,162,300 30.126( 20.475) 3, 685 50 694 16,622 6,0669] 1,200,420) 23.051| 9.610| 1,720.71
1,904 01,457| 65012 11,702,160 48.034| 34.145| 6, 146.00 B4R| 21,421 9,004 1,620,720 25.261 10.618] 1,011,
1,122 22,582| 9, 628) 1,733,040\ 20.127| 8.581| 1, 544,60 513| 5,640 1,745 314,100 10.790| 3.402] 612
2,121| 34,453| 12,732 2,261,760| 6.244] B.003] 1,080, 51 2,170{ 39,054 17,880 3,218, 4000 17.997| 8.240( 1,483.13
2,348] 60,975 48 502| 8 730,360| 20.802| 20,657 3, 718.21 ™m 3, 504 1, 265 227, 4.544) 1,509 287,
1,468 d47,313| 20,117 5, 241,060 32.230| 10.834| 3 570.20 3,823 688, 140] 10,381 6.778| 1,220,11
7 13, 300 3, 447, 620,460| 17.686) 4.584| ' R25.08 6,080| 1,258 258, 723| 10.085{ 1,815.32
| 2,830, 70,131{ 35601| 6 408,180 24,781 12, 2,264.87 Madison 7,000 1,422,000 11.432| 5.208| §87.38

Miller._._..__..| 1,122f 24187 5, 460 g82, 800 21.55 4. 866 875,94 Meriwether.. .. B, 644] 1,555 0200 16,007 7.471] 1,344.79

Mississippl.__..| 8,300 228 713 160,070] 28 074,600 67.200) 47.358| 8 524,45 Mitehell....o.. 6,061 1,080,680 1.312 L6 108.12
Monroe_____..--{ 1,711} 40, 25,7260  4,630,680] 23,770 15, 086 2, 706. 42 2,287 402,660 118221 4,319 - 777.34

1, 6201 14,170| 1,773 819, 140] 8.747| 1.084{ 197.00 10,868] = 1,956, 240| 27,546 13. 670| 2,460. 68

o1l 7, 287 1,022 183,060 7.909) 1.122] 90103 885 159,300 8.460|  .948) 170,56

2, 605 201 51,064 0,353,520) 84.626) 19, 948( 3, 590,60 © 5,189 1,158. 19

2,072 376} 76,611 13,771,980] 46.514) 36 6, (46. 71 5,067 1, 250, 36

1,266 11,318 1,022 183, 060 8. M0 807| 145.31 4, 586 601, 94

1,263] 15, 035] 8,3111 1,495 980] 11,904 6.580] 1,184.47 1, 406/ 234.12

1,104] 32,504 13,851) 2,493,180 27,9231 11.601| 2,088 00 4,089 1,144, 67

Y 20,008]  4,017| —885, 12.230| 3,006 540,99 2, 328 316, 73

1 86,342 68,105 12,258, 45, 182{ 35638 6, 414,01 5,108 1, 688, 49

FEERTEn A 9, 631 075 175,500| 84,327  .854] 153,68 1,261 654, 12
ThHon. . e era=-| - 1,219 8, 003 803 160, 740 6. LT733| 131,86 1, 806/ 575, 36
2 s 45,658 10,610 1,808, 10. 2,204 431.20 2,572 1, 548. 36

Woodruff......| 1,371| 48,434] 127,142| 4,885 10, 797| 8, 563, 50 0, 436 1,298, 53

Yell o ooico| 1,819 17,052 3,407 613, 12,628 2.583] 464,94 g. Eg ; ?%-f—' %

Total....--| 85, 148{1, 897, 201 I.m,mlm,uami 21.004| 11.128) 2,040.71 1,028 " 478,14
2,250 414,92
Arizona: 4, 093 1, 207, 0B
Graham_....... 490 15,664| 27,103| 4,878,540f 31.301) 54.315| 9,770.63 2,145 449,48
Maricopa.....--| 1,944] 91,395| 183,442| 33,010,560 47.014| 04.363| 6,085.37 7, 506 2,434.38
PR 66] 11,159| 25,102| 4,518, 360} 169, 076] 380. 333} 8 460.00 1, 796 302,33
PRl s 1,087] 117, 561 , 555 660, 800 113.366| 212, 686| 8, 283. 41 i 3, 510| T36. 36
Toombs. ccaemae 4,306 813. 24

235,779| 506, 202) 82,116,360 90.219| 185. 428 8,876.35 VT 1,004 305,
T T S 3,006 807, 58
885) 118, 00
178,170] 288,604 51,064,020 48.680| 7R.878|14,198.07 14,451 1,875, 40
165,402 201, 207 433, 400| 78.763| 138. 713{14, 068, 31 6, 142 184876
| 91,101{ 126,355) 22,743,500) B4.436| 116.005/21,050,17 8, 000 1,174.55
e 2200 EETE 88, 613| 10,550,340 41.864| 46, 518 8 373,20 880 116, 04
Merced......... 372| 22,870| 29,603 5,328,540 61.503| 79.578[14,824.03 6,111 1, 156, 66
32, 490, 900 444| 8 98 2,700 478.35
a3 200, 85
42 8, 856/ 1, 13895
7 Total.......| 440, 135| 063, 64

Banks. —.-ne- - 405, 43 Loulsiana:

BAITOW oo e o - - 067, 81 Aeadin._...c-.{ 2,151| 22,018 11,188 2
Bartow __ . - 1,447,356 Avoyelles. . 8,926) 81,183] 16,385 751,22
Ben Hill. 593,77 Bean .. 310 979 81 47,41
Bleckley-. 799,07 Bienville.......| 1,751] 15986 1,841 109, 53
Brooks. ... 611,27 84,025 22,682 2,873, 16
Bulloch. ....... 980, 34 55,9200 89,110 4,803, 30
Burke.......... 2,971.80 :
Butts_ ... 1,315, 90 15, 287 B, 665 1, 204, 52

: 1,860.27 28,878 4, 678 486,23
1,811.13 12, 547 7,638 2,285, 90
759 - 30, 22,302 , 165 430. 86
A 207, 59 33,453) 18,100 2,981, 72
1 24, 44 8, 283 , 405 341,06
4,610) 1,828 239, 472.41 24,661 13,213 1, 550, 09
: 8,195 310 55, 38, 78 59,798 , 349) 2, 564, 21
Doflee_.--_.... 8, 422 2, 496 449, B398. 30 22:14? 2,398 1,138 89
Colquitt........ 10,322 12,346] 2,222, 263. 40 538 11,925 §42. 00
Coweta_________| 14, 508 4, 806 881, 778,73 185, 581 1,724 237.79
Crisp 1,999 5,759 1,086, 650. 67 22, 874| 15,867 3,960, 75
g 19,017 8,726 1,570, 172,16 86,279 23,016 3, 580.71
Dooly.. 2 23,846) 10,821 1,947, B32. 34 40,480 22 457 2,299. 48
o R 15, 753 7.,3820 1,330, 1, 140,02 19,831 10,731 1, 955. 04
1 Rounded to nearest thousand.
3 Total value calculated on the basis of 36 cents per pound.



Cotton production in the United States by cotton State, by cotton county, 1950—Continued
[Counties were used for each State in the cases where complete information was available]
5 Aver- A Aver-
Num- Num- 4 Rty (iR b Num- Num- ver- | age
Total e | num- | Average Total num- | Avi
ber of ber of Total ag rag ber of ber of Total age erago
Btate and county | cotton ::.-,Drt::;e cotton | wvalue of aacre- I;Jea]r of mﬁ" t]:oer State and county | cotton | MO | eotton | valueot | BCre- I;:r; of wg]']le per
allot- | Pteq | Dbales | cotton |SEREEC| BES | S0k allot- | SC<OBE | ‘bales | ‘cotton (&g ber| beles ) allot
ety ginned ment | allot- ments ginned ment | ‘allot-
ment ment
o) @ @ 0) () ® | o ® 4 @ ® ) ® ® | o ®
Louisiana—Con,
$1,120,500] 12, 233 3,320 25,315 10,113 81,820,340 7.604| 3.087| $546.81
2,601, 900| 12,621 3,7 03,652 63,315 11,396,700 25.081| 16.956 3,052 14
1,654,020 24, 190] 1,26 ,400]  10,074] 3, 433, B! 28,122 15,114| 2,720, 54
5,347,800 27.130 2,528| 122,947| - €6,173] 11,011,140 48.634] 26.176| 4,711.60
211,320 5. 2,703] 127,575 68,184 273, 120| 47.198| 25.225 4, 540,55
4,194,000 11.878 874) 22,186 11,344] 2,041,920| 25384 12,970 2,336.20
1,081, 7 7. 682 5 2,726) 55,292| 26,567 4,782,060 20.283) 9.746| 1,754.24
2,927,5200 36,649) 23.605| 4,248, 04
887,700 9.080( 1.752) '315.29 Total.......| 17,156 452,457 264,806| 47,058,600 34.615 15.605| 2,508.50
870,840 6.606| 2.118| 381.28
548,460 7.016] 1.872| 336.89 || New Mexico:
674,820) 11.250| 2.636] 474,57 Chaves. .- _..... 744 38, 660 7,713,180 51,827 57.5095(10, 367,18
West Carroll.- 3,180,600/ 14.602| 8,495 1,520.13 Dona Ana......| 1,828 53,117 13,741,740 20.057| 41.763| 7, 517. 36
winn: .o 65, 5. 478] o 106. Eddy...- G54| 28, BO3 6, 456, 1.990| 64, 743(11, 653, 86
.......... - 458) 18,487 1,954,620) 40.276] 23.657| 4, 258.43
Total...... 407, 680 538,840, 200) 16.517|  8.407] 1,473.57
Total 3, 585| 138, 067 29, 865, T80| 43.288| 46. 940(33, 796, 83
Mississippi:
Adams__. 71 $174,786] 17.580| 2.800| $520.18 North Carolina:
6,078 1,256,040 0.897| 3.202| 576.43 Anson__. 2,273| 24,155 1,624,680 10.627| 3.971| 7477
5, 864 055, 9.462| 3.497| 620.41 Bertie_ ... 1, 664 8,493 288, . 104 .638| -173.20
8,211 1,477,080| 9.411| 3.258| 586.50 Bladen.........| 2,371 8137 200,340] 3.432] .460| 84.50
6,113| 1,100, 14.348| 6.083| 1,004, 87 Cabarrus....... 4 9, 067 450, 540 5.667| 1.506| 287.21
123, 603| 22, 248, 74.392| 56, 560(10, 182. 40 Catawba 2,415 10,428 305,280 4.318 LT02| 126,41
543| 1,537,740 10.004| 4.635 786.70 Chowan. ..o... 673 , 1221 102,240 4.630|  .844| 15102
0,873 1,777,140 14.002| 6.337| 1,140.65 Cleveland_ ... L, 006 y 251 3,340,800] 13.489) 4.531] 815.63
0,423 , 606, 140] 15.412| 5739 1,032.07 Cumberland__..| 2,543| 19,225 §30, 520 & 1.814| 826.50
2,768 08,240| 5.331| 1.928) 346.96 Duplin 1, 604/ 7,730 221,760| 4.810 .768( 138.25
2,887 510,660 14.084| 4.B41| 83547 Edgecombe.....| 1,518) 17,936 597,420 11.816| 2.186| 393.56
3, 610 640,800 4.535| 2.065 371.730 Franklin__.._._| 2,870 16,203 501, 480 L9071  174.73
&, 010 901,800 12.588) 4.20 755. 91 Gaston....e....| 1,620] 9, 992 273,060 6.168 .936| 168.56
93, 660| 16, 858, 800| 117. 539| 100. 92618, 166. 81 Gates.----..._-- 1,123 4, 280 143,820) 8.811 LT11] 128,07
4,185 T3, 7.154] 2.217] 368 853 5, 939 189,000] 6.962| 1.230| 221.57
5,830 1,061,020 7.647 2.750] 496.70 8,212 81, 300 1,270,440 9.773] 2.197| 39553
25,503 4,606, 740] 30.265 16, 450{ 2, 966,340 , 487 1, 063 851,040| 6,200 .356)] 244,
505 107,100 3. 968 L9020 178, 50 1, 248 G, 641 4. 520
0,006| 1,783,080 18.862| 11.412] 2,054.24 1,120) 18, 039 1,304,820 15.978] 6.421| 1,555.73
17,888| 8,219, 840| 19.115 8.203| 1,492.74 3,753 20,461 1,302,660] 5.452| 1.028  347.10
28,765 5,177, 700] 24.640| 13.608| 2, 465, 57 , 6260 83,771 1,481,040 6.003| 1.463| 263.4
1,232 45, 256| 8,146,080 51, 693| 36,734 6, 612. 08 901 3, 400 85,5600 3.431 479 £,
485 9,519) 1,713,420| 39.474| 19.627| 3,532 82 815 4,301 110, 520| 5. 388 L7583 135.61
2,391 6,650| 1,197,000] 8.543] 2.781| 500,63 , 009 062 , 240 763,200 7.652] 2.020] 363.60
2,185 &, 529/ 995, 2201 5.756] 2.530] 455.48 958 295 T21 120,780 4.483 L 753|  135.47
784 2, 688 483, 840] 12.209| 3.420| 617.14 2,115| 16, 567 4, 876 877,680| 7.833] 2.305| 414.98
Jefferson Davis.| 2,0600 22, 876) 9,087 1,707,660] 11.105 4.848] 87265 2,7811 19,081 4, 390 700,200) 6.843] 1.579| 28414
Jones._._._.....| 2,756\ 16,274] 7,309 1,315620f 5,005 2.652] 477.37 Northampton-.| 2,366| 23,421] 6,181} 1,112,680| 9.800) 2.612] 470.24
1,766| 19,567 5,682 1,022,760 11.080| 3.217| 579.14 Perquimans.__. 204 304 54,720 5. 047 . 365 65.
1,812 306/ 9,008 1,783,440] 12.895( 5. 468 984.24 Pitt 1,337 240,660 6,218 LT4T|  134.45
1,130 5525 1,703 822,740) 4.851| 1.574] 283.35 484 87,120 5 574]  .603| 108
1,913| 10,553 3,706 667,080| 5.516| 1.937| 34871 8, 563 1,340| R8.162| 2.749) 404.86
1,662 13,004 4, 208 757,440 8.823| 2.711] 488.04 21,397| 3,851,460 1.332) 4.515| 812.72
2,958| 26,611 11,645 2,006,100f 8. 996] 3.937| 708,62 5, 716 4,824 2,366) 500.
2,458) 40,380 13,987| 2,517,600 16.432) 65 690| 1,024.27 2,279 410, 220 6. 827 B 124. 956
1,027 97,701| B85 854) 15 453,720| 956132 83, 507(15,047. 44 ,a564)  1,323,720) 6.484 1. 262. 43
2,124 13,866 3,611 649,980| 6,528 L.700] 306,02 10,649] 1,916,820 27.801| 1.912| 2,144.09
1,815 24,753| 9,781] 1,760,580| 13.638| 5.380| 970,02 1,274 220,320| 8.969| .715| 128.76
2,032| 458400 20,793| 3,742,740 22.563| 10.233| 1,841 90 208) 1,477,620 7.248| 1.703| 322.84
2,247 16, 725 5,033 1,067,040 7.434( 2.640] 470.28 1, 786 321, 4,702 +575] 103,44
1, 816 ,027|  16,972| 3,054,060 22.041| 9.346] 1,682 .25 2,207 397,260{  5.275 .799)  143.88
2, 847 16,853| 3,033,540] 14.887| 5. 920| 1,065. 52 4, 696| 845, 280| 6.858| 1.586| -285.47
1,200 12,192| 4,118 740,340 10.084| 3.402  612.36 2,452 441,360 6.200| 1.178) 21189
3,128 6562| 11,543) 2,077,740 8.520{ 3B,600] 664,24
2,589) 17,511 7,823] 1,408, 140f 6.764| 3.022] 543.89 172, 895' 132, 606, U]Jl 7.050] 1.714] 352.88
1,443 ,807)  11,344]  2,041,920] 20.656| 7.861) 1,415.06
1,312| 9,888) 2,079 374,920) 7.544] 1585 28523 || Oklahoma:
2,266) 52,758| 26,087 4,605,660 23.283] 11 512 2,072 22 Beckham.......| 2,030 69,266 19,938/ 3,588, 480
1,863 12, 800 2, 888 519,8401 6.871| 1L.550 279.08 B 1] 18,039 3, 561 640, 980
2,720| 29,756| 10,305 1,871,100| 10.940{ 8. 657. 96 28,8500 1,202 560
2,151| 24,546 10,057| 1,810,260 11.411] 4.675) 841.50 64, 12,230| 2,201, 400
1,188 72,573 68,628| 10,553,040 62.037 . 8, 876, 66 14,012 2, 537, 480
1,024 16,771 5,058 1,072,440 8.717 B57. 40 13, 528 117, 540
2,120| 17,610 7,602 1,368,360 8.271] 3.571| 642.72 9 e e
53 '364] 24, 624] 4,432,320| 60,282 37.700| 6,787.63 18,845 2,319 417, 420
2,358) 19,402| 8,846 1,502,280| 8.228| 3.751] 637.10 20,630 4,872 8§76, 060
2,270 16,441 8,706 1,566,000] 7.2431 3.835| 680,87 2 18, 522 99 17, 820/
1, 6O8| 030| 123, 808| 22,285, 440] 91,800| 72.914|13, 124. 52 1 10, 652 7,613] 1,370,340
1,401 71,832| 49,307| 8 801,460] 48,171 33.130| 5 963,42 840/ 8, 367 1,737 312, 660
Tate 1,445| 32,753| 17,676 8,181,680 22.667| 12.233| 2, 20186 1,775 16,356 884 , 120
1 ‘Ipll:mh 2120\ 23,750 8,173| 1,471,140 11.155| 3.839| 691,00 2,981 L8360 3,085 717, 300
Pishomingo....| 2, 198| 16,140 3,761 676,080 7.343] 1711 308.00 1,445| 52,937 14,836] 2,670,480
Tunica__._. 667) 66,6821 52,0720 9,372, 060| L 973| 78, 000|14, 0562, 41 1,068 3271 17,6268 3,172,680
2,171] 26, 481 g 717\ 1,560,060 12.108] 4.015| 72274 1,300 11,412 443) 79, 560
2,071] 21,452 ,038]  1,206,840| 10.358| 3.398| 61L.70 2,227, 7, 306/ 117 21, 060|
T23) 9, 635 B, 172 930, 960| B 7.154] 1, 287. 63 2,066 , 6630 22,8471 4,112, 460
1,651 114,864) B6,977| 15 665 8600 69.571] b52.681| 9,482 65 1,173 81,916 3, 916/ 704, 380
1,557  0,181| 3,858{ 604,440 5.807| 2.478| ' 446.01 1,045 56,061 21,508 740
1,567| 12,806 6,002] 1,006,560 8.1 3.888] 600,78 2,097 }g. 762 137, 160
2,190 10, 503 B,576] 1,543,680] 8,860 3.000| 70199 ineoln 1, 986 , 010 142 560
1,270| 16,284| 5,780 1,040,400| 12.732| 4.518 813.45 2721 9,083 505 90, 900
1,551  59,641) 36,796 6,623, 280 453 23.724| 4,270.33 V-l L) SR R Lt
1,637) 21,520 1,719 3809, 420
Total......| 125, 154/2, 647, 150]1, 272, 535| 214,308, 344| 21.518) 12.862] 1,344.71 1710) 22267 2,814 416,520
2,039 34,681 1,127 202, 860

1 Rounded to nearest thousand,
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A Aver- A Aver-
% ! ver- age ot - ver- | age
Dore | Total | Fume | ) | age | num. | Average boret | Total | TR | qpora | age | num. | Average
State and county | cotton | 200 | eoteon | valneor | 8ere- | berof | value per |f gioe and county | cotton | HOR | eotton | valueot | Bere- | berof | value per
allot- | SCTe88¢ | ‘bales | ‘cotton |[SESPer| bales | allot: allot- | 8CTERES | ‘bajes | cotton [8ECTer( bales | allot:
3 men e LE
ments ginned SAT it ments ginned ment lot-
ment ment
m 2 ()] ) () (6 ™ (8) (1) (2) (3) ) ) (6) (0} (8)
Texas—Con, Texas—Con.
Live Oak...._.. 802 10,144| 4,413  $704,340| 23.870| 5.502]  $990.45 Tarrant. ....... 501| 16,470| 3,260|  $586, 27.868| 5,516 $002,80
Lubbock.. 2,605 247,850| 154,438 27,708,840| 05.144| 59,285 10,671.34 #57 1,975,320{ 27.003| 8 111| 1,450,986
il 1,632 198,005 88,780( 15,980,400| 121.878| 54.400| 9,791.91 90,877 31. 5, 753, 61
eCulloch_____ 636 16, 3,029 545,220| 26.377| 4.763|  857. 23.451| 11.714| 2 08102
MeLennan 3,442 121,393 39,640 7,135,200 268| 11.517 2,072 68.072| 31,107| 5, 615 48
Madison. . ... 679 9,753 2,543 457,740) 14.364| 3.745|  674.14 38,6020 12,2301 2,208,10
Martin.......... 795 99,023) 46,317| 8,837,060| 124.557| 5R. 200 10, 486. 87 7.681 2. 96 533. 93
Matagorda. ... 762| 16,750 7,307| 1,315,260| 21.093] 9©.580| 1,726.06 6,455 352 67,16
Midland. ... 341| 23,758| 8,084] 1,617,120 60.672| 26.346| 4,742.29 15.084] 2,332 419,80
Maverick 2 186| 7,022 4,035 888,300| 42.501| 26.532| 4,775.81 25,705 11.236] 2,022.42
Milam_ 2 o225 63,002 ,137) 3,804,660 28.464| 9.415) 1,694.73 9.243 2,517 452.97
Mitehell .| 1,022 67,784 38,570| 6,042,600( 66.325| 37.740| ©,703.15 14.000( 4.035 726,28
Morris. 1 887| 7,242 520 95,220 8.165| .596|  107:35 66.008| 38,345 6,902.07
Motley......... 512 779| 8,662 1,559,160 75.740| 6.918| 3,045.23 14.226| 4,105 1,762 93
Nacogdoches.__| 11,6821 13,575| 1,083 356,040| 8.071 1178 21221 33.801| 18.925| 2,830.49
45,257) 8,146,260 42.172] 13.698) 2, 465 58 35568 5.257] 946,32
= 20,106) 8,619,080| 55.284] 26.016| 4,844 82 19.620( 2.312( 416,10
Z 45,4400  8,180,820| 38205 563| 4,781.81 54,2350 15105 2, 718.85
: 1,675 301,500 9.742) (851 133.12 87.851| 64, 11, 703, 81
E 0,708] 1,746,540 60.674| 34.408| 6,193 40 30,150 15.851| 2,850.19
i 5,171 30, 25.588| 2.578|  464.00 200/ 11.435 1.870] 336,51
: 33,0100 6,103,800) &3.088| 35.100| 24, 317,03 75,240 5.501]  .220|  305.17
5,7 1,043, 640| 39.263| 10.072|  472.50 470,700 18.658| 4,478 805,00
16,011 3,043,080 36,400 15.673| 2,820.80
L2000 1,296,000 45.573| 10.042| 1,807.53 Total_.._.__ 217, 922|7, 549, 039|3, 222, 007| 512, 034, 1so! 39, ow| 42. :ml 2,755.31
28,706 5,167,080 50.708| 16.218) 2 019,25
3,013 542,340 8.809| 1.016] 182.79 || Virginia:
1, 880 340,020 11.132] 2.542]  457.63 Brunswick. ... 1,497) 4,437 614 110,520, 2.963| .410 73.85
33, 777| 6,079,800| 62.035 20.710| 5 347.28 Greensville_____ 1,138 5,865 613 110,340| 5.153|  .538 96. 96
35,040 6,307,200 69.130| 28.395| 5 111.18 Mecklenburg.._| 1,171| 8,970 720 120,600 3.390| .614]  110.67
2,040 367,200| 7.260| .822| 147.05 Nansemond...-| 1,285| 3,740 611 109,080 2.910| 475 85. 59
1,861 334,080| 6.531f .601 124,30 Southampton._| 1,521 7,456 1,522 273,960 4.902) 1.000]  180.12
3, 763 677,340 20.434] 2.068] A34.18
8,831| 1,580,580| 49.840] 18 284| 3, 201,06 Total.......| 6,612 25 453] 4 oan] ™, 4(:3] 3. sss] .w&{ 100, 44

PRODUCTION AND MARKETING
ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D. C., January 11, 1951.
Hon, LINDLEY BECKWORTH,
House of Representatives.

Dear Mr. BeceworTH: This will acknowl-
edge your letter of January 2 requesting in=-
formation on cotton prices during 1950.

The following figures show monthly aver=
age prices for Middling 1%js-inch cotton in
the 10 designated spot markets and mid-
month average prices received by farmers
for cotton, 1950 calendar year:

[Cents per pound]

10-market
Midmonth

Month Middling

154g-inch farm price

1850—Tanuary .. ceeeremmanmm—— 31.03 26,47
February_. = 31. 98 27, 50
Mare - 31. 93 28, 05
April.. g 32.47 28,74
May....- - 32, 90 20. 24
June.. - 33. 81 20.91
July. .. u 37,12 33.05
August.. -\ 38, 06 36. 95
September. - 40, 39,98
ctober.... A 39, 81 88,90
November. e 42,24 41,13
December. ..o ... 42,59 40. 36

The average spot price for Middling 15/16-
inch was 36.22 cents in the 1850 calendar
year, The average for the August-December
1950 period was 40.68 cents. These are sim-
ple averages of the monthly average prices
shown above.

Sincerely yours,
Frank K. WOOLLEY,
Deputy Administrator.

Number of 1950 farm cotton acreage allot=-
ments and total acreage allotted by

counties
[This report includes data for both old and new cotton
farms]
Total
Name of county Number of acreage
allotments allotted

1,183 15, 607. 6
704 2,346.6
1,702 18,812 5
4 6, 715. 5
4,017 32, 306. 8
815 16,138.9
1, 856 14, 847.9
1, 803 14, 637.2
1,416 19, 543.2
2,142 35, 917, 2
2,622 16, 228.7
1,638 8,325.3
1, 604 7,434.4
1,744 0,847, 4
1,192 8, 540. 2
2, 088 24,717.3
1, 990 36,135, 3
2,387 15,756.1
AR
b | s
3 T BN P e 1, 341 10, 562. 8
DAllaR- 1, 634 40, 331. 4
DeKalb_.._....... 6, 034 55,394.6
Blmore..—....coia i 2 240 26, 817. 6
Escambia. 1,588 13,320.5
Btowsh .. . ; 3, 044 25, 265. 8
Hayethe. s o 2,802 16, 878. 5
Franklin 2, 648 25, 530.9
(€172 - S Ry 2,116 25,152.9
Greene 1,342 21, 4532

pr T TR R 1,814 24, 169,
LT Rl L R 1,322 19, 406, 1
Houston 2,764 33,325.5
-'n:.l'arm ‘, 254 ‘3. 7611
1, 380 -0, 547. 8
L R SR 2,424 20,927.8
derdale 3,971 48, 569. 2

Number of 1950 farm cotton acreage allot-
ments and total acremge allotted by

counties—Continued
Total
Name of county Number of ge
allotments allotted
Alabama—Continued
La 3,183 61,337. 4
1,183 14, 434. 8
3, 491 68, 655, 5
823 17,404.8
1,616 25, 558, 1
3, 500 87,430, 3
1, 951 28,320.0
3,381 25, 221.8
B, 015 52, 687.0
621 , 220, 6
2,176 25, 005. 5
117} 10,248.9
4,125 48, 774. 2
1,215 18, 777.0
2, 295 26, 632. 4
1, 601 26, 268, 4
2,74 20, 442.6
831 16, 206. 7
1,878 12, 778.6
971 9,305.3
1, 238 22,877.9
2282 24,167, 7
1, 545 14, 056. 8
3, 264 30, 545. 5
8, 259 16, 085, 2
633 2.027.2
1,453 18, 630. 9
2,282 15, 700, 5
145,024 | 1,619,813.8
Arizona:
Cochise 235 5,670.2
LE byt T e e SR 490 15, 664,0
139 1,611.2
1,044 91,305,0
66 11,150.0
1,087 117, 561.6
7 9540
186 8, 561.0
4,113 247, BRE. O
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lot-
Number of 1950 farm cotton acreage allot- Number of 1950 farm cotton acreage allot- Number of 1950 farm cotton acreage a
ments {md :gtal acreage allotted by ments and total acreage allotted by ments and total acreage allotted by

counties—Continued counties—Continued counties—Continued
Total Total Total
Number of . Number of Number of
AcT Name of county acreage Name of count; acreage
Name of county allotments |  8greses allotments | SR ¥ allotments | SHoEER
Florida—Continued
13,027.7 p Y R R R R 341 1,955.0 70 3,504.2
29,007, 1 1 50 160 717.1
464.3 410 4,164.3 10,930, 5
116. 4 413 2,461.9 1 2.5
10, 107. 2 802 5,498.0 17, 826.0
7,779.8 380 050.3 1,517 17,342.6
45, 230.0 2 5.8 423 4,908, 3
12,818.2 639 3,136.4 1,157 18, 520. 1
48 408.2 479 1,464.8 83 5,803.4
10, 016.7 1,000 13, 236.5
9, 460. 2 Statotofall. o 8,912 42,631.7 440 4, 165.0
24,716.9 518 6,123.7
21,453.1 795 2),899.3
85, 578. 4 1,050 6,497.7 934 7,902, 4
2,282.9 290 1,166.0 62 410.8
110, 763.7 672 3,207.1 808 13, 706. 5
44, 5611 a1 3, 556, 4 728 11, 707.7
5, 585. 1 414 4,494, 9 1,193 13, 890. 8
58,073.6 949 7,440.5 1,081 9,045.0
19,985, 9 1,045 12,412.6 179 3,384.5
33,253.6 1,248 24,780, 1 521 3,151.0
2,792.0 549 6,075.8 649 3,028.2
4, 934.0 711 3,341.0 643 11, 286.7
707.7 187 1,444. 4 1,323 13,5888
3,158, 6 583 10, 301, 4 544 11, 185.5
46, 650. 6 32 50.0 341 3,782.6
28, 667. 7 1,272 §,284.3 1590 1,985.3
3,435.4 99 433.1 569 8,980, 1
8,110, 9 1,770 22, 607.6 347 4,722.5
- 16, 695.0 1,414 49,753. 4 565 7,179.6
9,432.9 483 8,082.9 209 5 7717
65,419.1 ana B 526, 1 1,308 24, 850. 6
01,457.4 4 1.7 580 4,904.4
3,195.6 505 8, 543, 2 B8 6,951.3
29, 581.8 2,605 25,750.3 429 2,820.3
84,452.9 &4 3,56.7 408 4,617.3
69, 975.1 4 1.1 784 14,381.6
47,313.0 16 54.1 429 2,979.6
13, 209.9 46 260. 2 387 4,455.7
B, 780.7 920 10, 132.6 880 7,503.4
70, 131, 1 1,259 6,911.3 568 10,241, 9
346, 2 506 4,510. 1 850 7,085.7
24, 186. 5 305 4,480.7 555 13,A22.8
298 712.9 a72 3,677.4 824 5,008, 0
40, 660, 5 73 196. 1 858 7,540.4
1,162.1 1,429 9,104.5 973 10,629, 4
14, 160. 5 1,128 8,422.4 422 5,717.9
138.5 773 19,322.1 645 5,502.9
7,287.1 578 5,079.3 670 7,320.9
4,858.0 626 3,395. 6 530 5,381, 5
G0, 200. 7 1,139 14, 507.8 453 3,118.3
1,047.2 317 3,068. 4 1,350 8,316, 9
96, 375.9 628 11,090.2 1,387 30,324, 7
1,136.5 1,388.2 323 1,000, 8
11,317, 7 271 1,374.3 598 17, 040. 9
15, 045, 4 691 8,32L.9 1,226 23,308.0
82, 503. 5 378 2,311. 5 521 3,512.4
20, 008, 1 1,340 19,916, 9 %8 2,330, 4
86,342.1 1, 003 23,846.0 540 57111
1,004. 2 7 2,322.4 465 2,627.3
1,547.6 705 4,834.6 1,379 7,21.3
1,188.0 1,158 15,753.2 851 15, 366. 0
2,707.2 54 175.2 1,016 10, 560, 1
3,150.7 40 2,617.1 505 4,038, 5
9,631, 1 1, 463 17,167.0 1,368 16, 647.3
1, 260, 4 1,415 23, 580.0
8,002.8 370 4,315.0 114, 092 | 1,399, 537.3
6, 600, 4 802 10,725.7
45, 658, 4 1,403 19, 294.0
48, 432,9 1, 466 10,971. 2 3 2,570.4
17,052 4 1,%? 16, ml.g ma s_;
1, 8, 383 2, 364.
1,965, 883, 0 50 188. 5
ggé 1;‘ ﬁ 2.8 77 4,052.6
2.6
178,170.1 Grady........ b 2 3,274.4  Kansas:
1,027.7 Greene 776 8,174.6 Chaut; 2 1 6.0
165,401. 7 007 17, 788. 6 7 11.9
91,101.1 411 2,066, 4 13 123.0
52,740.3 1,555 11, 256. 5
22,878.9 061 13,330.8 State total ... sl 2 140.0
5273.0 1,231 8,376.0
46.0 401 4,113.4  Kentucky:
3L.0 1,643 22, 281. 6 Ballard 3 5.2
62.6 727 8 (40.0 Callows; 468 756.3
129, 082.0 1,245 20, 300. 4 Carlisle. 111 3616
565 8,040, 6 Fulton_ 2 9,964.7
645, 863, 4 255 11, 167.8 Graves. 283 420,8
1, 506 21,6107 Hickman 538 2,280, 2
423 §255.3 MeCracks 6 14.0
16.0 557 2,672, 1 Marshall.._____ T T 15 214. 4
51. 6 1,140 28, 713.6
152. 6 694 16, 621.9 Btatetotal ___ ... 2,067 13, 946.2
306. 2 848 21,421.4
7.0 268 1,498.5  Loulslana:
1,913.9 513 5, 539.5 Acadia 2,151 22,018,3
15.7 149 618.2 AR e > 662 2,738.8
1,624.5 2,170 80,054. 2 A i 864.6
6,360, 7 361 8,870.3 Assumption...eeeooo__ 5 20.0
s=5.% 9, 509. 3 A5 1111 Avoyelles. ... 926 381,193, 2
2,618.0 505 6,104.2 Beanregard 310 970.8
Lafayette. ... 306. 7 177 602. 5 Blenville. oo i iiiinil 1,751 15, 985, 5
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Number of 1850 farm cotion acreage allot-
ments and total acreage allotted by

counties—Continued counties—Continued counties—Continued
Total Total Total
Name of county Number of | o0 Name of county NHIDEE OV o o Name of county Number of| oo vage
allotments allotted allotments | oy otted allotments allotted
Louisiana—Continued . Mississippi—Continued North Carolina—Continued
B SR 1,421 34,024.9 M 2,847 42,384,0 Pplin: Ao 1,604 7,720,6
1,438 55, 919.6 1,209 12,192.3 Bham, .. 108 328.9
217 1,155.5 " 8128 26, 652.0 £d b 1, 518 17, 936. 2
661 7,498.4 2, 580 17, 511.0 144 276. 5
376 1,775.7 1,443 29,807, 1 2, 870 16, 202. 6
096 15, 267.0 1,312 9,897.8 1, 620 0,002, 2
1,869 28,377.9 2, 266 52, 750.1 1,123 4,279.9
603 12, 547.4 ¥ 128 372.3 422 1,115.9
1,740 22,3019 720 2, F87.9 853 5,938.9
East Baton Rogue.- 500 2,212.5 1, 863 12,799.7 158 363.3
East Carroll__._ 900 33,452.6 2,720 20,755.9 3,212 31, 380. 6
T80 8,283.3 2,151 24, 546. 2 , 487 21, 963, 2
..... 2,138 24, 660. 5 1,189 72, 572. 1, 248 5,641.3
2,341 , 797. 6 1,024 16, 770, 1,120 18,030, 2
1 379 6, 147.2 2,120 | 17,610, 721 3, 000.3
Iberia_ . 400 703. 6 635 . 363. 3,753 £0, 4680. 5
Iberville 257 1,100.4 2,358 19, 401. b, 626 33,7713
Jackson. ... 571 3,301.5 2, 270 16, 440, 227 733.8
Jefferson Dav 790 060, 4 r 118 320, 991 3,300.6
y 2,549 25, 538.1 1,608 | 156,080, 815 4,391, 0
fouret 1 379.0 - 1,401 71, 831, 2,099 16, 061, 6
La BSalle 258 1, 085, 0 1,445 32, 753. 958 4,295, 1
1, 305 15, 581.0 2,120 23,749, 2,115 16, 566, 7
720 22,874.3 . 2,198 16, 139. 503 2,539.2
182 742.4 - 66T 66, 681, 683 3,151.9
] 1,157 36, 278.6 2,171 26, 481, 2,781 19,031, 3
] 1, 805 40,479.5 2,071 21,452, 12 55. 4
14.6 723 9, 635, 2, 366 23,4210
988 19, 831.0 1,851 | 114,883, 257 681, 4
1, 080 13,333.7 1, 657 9,181, 201 533. 6
1, 588 20, 042, 1 1, 567 12, 805. 457 1, 568, 2
921 22 278.8 654 7,801, } 455 1,547.3
2, 000 54,250.6 2,199 19, 503. 203 811.6
1,320 7,767.0 1,279 16, 284. 853 4, 203. 6
924 3, 536. 1 1, 551 50, 640, J 1, 790 9, 3?} 6
8t. James. 3 7.5 803 4,476.0
Bt. Landry. 4, 055 48,158. 1 128, 358 | 2, 306, 508. 162 380.0
St. Martin 1,632 12, 536.9 1, 296 10, 578. 4
8t. Mary....- 8 72.5 4,739 53,704, 1
8t. Tammany 220 834.3 34 137.8 2,416 11,653.8
Tangipahoa._ . §28 3,277, 1 3,30 25,314.9 3,283 22,414.2
e 1604 | 16,8000 : s S
Union._...- ; 1 .9 . s 934,
Vermilion.. 2, 284 15,202.7 3,73 93,6523 1,781 7,060, 4
Vernon..... 1,122 4,718.6 20 114.7 245 633. 1
1, 628 21 1,262 35, 480. 8 4,517 33,174.2
‘Washington.. 4 11,421.8
Webster_____... 1,422 15,997. 2 2,628 | 122,047.0 1, 280 4,817.7
‘West Baton Rouge.. 193 1, 556, 7 124 401. 4 o R ST R B 3,108 14,614. 5
West Carroll ... 2,080 30, 372.0 27 1215 Warren___ 2,761 14, 5656, 0
West Feliciana. a1 3,407.2 2, g 121. gi‘;: ; Washington. 5 32? 2%’ ;g?. 2
s » -
Winn 613 3,357.6 z?;; g-g&ﬁ (4 : rr
h 2,082 13,114.1
63,331 | 875,736.4 S 5 o o
336 5,907.1 Statetotal . ..o s 18,230 |  488,360.4 112,748 | 748,706, 9
f', é;g ﬂ: ﬁ E Nevada: N¥eeeaeacmeaemeanns 2 110.0
2,520 23,7148 33 106.6
1, 005 14,423.5 New Mexico: ) 1,068 6,021 4
2185 | 162, 545.5 Chaves. 44 88, 550.9 2,030 69, 266.3
1 843 20, 262, 4 1 120,9 31 13,039, 1
1. 558 21 216.9 54 240, 3 2,721 28,858, 9
1, 642 29 131.2 1,828 53,117. 4 3, 969 64, 905. 1
1, 436 7,654.8 554 25, 803. 2 080 4,020
" 622 8.759.7 9 4.0 828 5,121.8
1,748 7.927.6 100 2,835.2 245 1,177.5
1103 15, 017. 7 450 18, 487.0 1,731 13,528.7
"gom | 100,076, 1 . 297 10, 225.6 740 5,900.1
13, 506.3 ¢ 41 755.4 922 8, 430.7
L2116 16,179.8 | 828 6,322.2 1,478 18,845.3
1 47,001, 4 028 15, 997.8 1,013 20, 630. 4
! 600 2,380, 5 | 125 2,081.6 41 298.1
Y 595 4 768.0 107 865, 7 2,222 18, 5216
T 410 1, 672.6 10 100.0 1,030 19,652.1
[ 499 1,612 5 & 15.0
868 16, 371.9 Btate total ..o cveeeeeee, B, 525 178, 556, 2 . 840 8, 366. 6
F- 74,1 'fg ngig
North Carolina: t 5
2, 1%% 41, 2%21. ; Al 2 142 350.9 1,775 16, 350, 8
2, 100 51, 7617 Al | 1, 240 3,502 5 2,081 87,835.7
1,232 63, 685. 5 2,273 24, 156.0 +1, 445 52,037.4
‘485 | 191453 1,056 3,5677.9 1,008 |  56,327.3
2, 301 20, 425. 6 1, 64 §,463.3 11, 390 11,4119
13 "470 2,371 8 137.4 Pl 17, 306. 2
2,185 | 12,5756 283 637.1 2,006 | 69,663.0
784 9, 571.9 414 1,108.6 1,178 | 81,0163
2,060 22, 876, 1 1, 600 9, 067. 4 685 6,-?05.8
2,756 16, 273.9 .10 240, 1 45 558.1
1, 766 19, 566. 9 454 1,862.1 7 2,215
1,812 23, 365.7 B4 354.3 1,845 56, 061, 1
1,139 5,524.6 3 . 6 479 2,120.8 .
1,913 10, 552.8 2,415 10, 427.7 2,007 15, 203, 8
‘1, 552 13,604.2 1,013 2,043.1 1,986 13,0009
2,958 26, 610, 7 673 3,129 1,272 9,033, 1
2,458 40, 388, 5 65, 250. 7 1, 158 16, 008, 2
1,027 |  97,700.6 1,402 4,060.7 , 637 | 21,0508, 8
2,124 13,865.7 544 1,457.8 1,710 22,267.4
1,815 24,753.1 ~ 543 10,225, 4 2,039 , 681, 1
2,082 45,840, 2 Currituck. . 467 1,307.3 170 1, %ég g
R e s e 2, 47 16, 725.0 Davidson. ... 820 2,131 6 496 8. ?55. -
Marshall. - .. ccconeccncaacs 1, 816 40,027.4 Tvie .l oo e L1 e 1,327 4,(24.3 653 y 100,
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Number of 1950 farm cotton acreage allot-

ments and total acreage allotted by

counties—Continued counties—Continued counties—Continued
Total Total Total
Number of Number of Number of
Name of county acreage Name of county a Name of county acres
allotments | SSTeage allotments | oyovieq allotments | gy ¢taq
Oklahoma—Continued Tennessce—Continued . Texas-—Continued

M 357 2,158.4 Hickman 1 53.6 Edwards 7.8
025 47,432.7 2 5.0 167, 682, 8
481 3,196.5 5 28,2 44,107, 4
114 900, 6 56T 27,083.0 12,108.6
2, 540 28, 091. 6 2,251 30,020, 4 97,613, 7
350 2,914.6 3,68 28637.3 116, 7258
2,424 32, 889.0 201 654, 7845
736 11, 780. 7 2,032 16, 940. 4 85,480. 2
1,303 11,840, 2 17 33.8 51,675, 6
1,220 8,188, 1 1,419 4,485,7 16, 969, 5
L849 | 19,2011 MoNaty s e 2072 | 250704 71,048, 4
1,051 5, 867. 8 Madison 3,246 38, 869, 3 9,108.7
1,296 8,007.7 Mari 253 1,136.1 27,3713
3,107.5 M 225 758.3 1,085, 1
1,311 20,888, 6 M 189 431.3 43,634.7
652 3,022.4 482 1, 669.3 2.5
1,548 8,827.7 724 1,772.1 48, 560.7
927 6,483.7 2 1.0 13,2
) 2000 | 150718 7 0008
b : 7,000, 8
35 8 035, 4 79 b s 23, 465. 5
2,112 29, 877.9 521 3,496.3 3, 595.0
78 353.3 30 72.9 67,628.7
2,711 | 86,2826 L 12 0.3 3,109.0
202.4 1 1.0 20, 650.3
1,039 9,283.1 31,671.8
85,187 | 1,257,179, 4 1 4.0 89, 624.
Wi | i
1,608 | 16,4659 760 980.3 676, 9
2370 | 36,233.0 .2' 2 = 77.9 * 53,9
674 | 14,3653 432 1,22.4 5,193.7
4,216 | 54,068.8 1,208 6,020.2 25, 876, 4
1,108 17, 512.6 3,156 14,2617 119, 263. 6
1,338 | 27,020.7 88 227.2 11, 065, 1
714 1,631.9 76 212.3 1,673.2
p| W &l i
¥ p i 173.3
; i | 1o 74,240 | 745,907.3 157 5010
1,400 18,321, 9 2,574 17,455.3 ﬁg: 3&8‘ g
2,825 44,160, 5 56 3,024.1 48, 47.0
2, 766 38, 816, 2 677 4,831.0 32,311.2
2,300 | 13,8110 20 1,145.6 87,555.7
2,166 | 357544 151 1,718.2 15,145.0
1,376 | 27,617.4 v 25 924.0 143, 670.5
1577 | 13,1323 © 80l 8,477.6 788.5
1,3% | 15,4644 1,604 | 23,5089 205, 9
1, 065 10, 451. & 1,370 90, 5758 17, 761.1
3,081 | 327643 1,08 | 17,3381 870.1
828 2, 860. 5 . 419 15,373.0 *320.9
4,297 36,377.4 639 12,712, 9 2, 200. 6
1,100 10, 730.0 L3004 £9,072.9 25, 925.0
1,154 | 10,3485 530 6, 211, 4 46, 133. 5
2,437 8,258.8 85 440.9 101, 670, 1
il 3,320.2 | 24| 19,316.4 44,431.8
1,923 25,8017 ' 1,087 17,740. 1 95, 007. 5
1,790 | 16,433.0 (5,716 | 30,4829 5.0
2981 | 32647.5 83| 11,350.9 10.0
1,57 | 40,602.6 _ 527 | 25,786 23, 482.6
2008 | 166921 354 | 182338 et
738 7,845.4 | {em 3, 6507 B7.7
1,488 [ 13,3169 y ! res|  71s3 11, 523. 0
1,188 50,074.1 1! 1,20 86, 480, 6 290.0
1,751 | 15,470.5 [ e68 9,103, 4 8,894, 5
2402 | 17,3%.4 . 853 |  29300.7 71, 804. 6
478 | 81,3250 ©oas0| 178048 98, 820, 3
2,351 15,105, 2 ' 806 8,055.3 186, 700. 4
1, 12,001.8 6,225 | 161,060.6 3,347.5
1, 14,567.7 1,094 6, 000, 6 2,122.3
5,353 |  50,006.3 2,008 | 250647 42,553, 5
820 47, 638.3 ;880 9, 105, 9 12,390.3
076 12, 893, 0 t = 2350 15,181, 5
8,550 |  33,088.8 2,800 | 17,8183 3,446, 9
2,185 28, 638, 8 } ggg %g?m.ig 101, 900.8
19, 144.3
91,736 | 1,081, 144.1 : % m_};%; '&.g
750 2,753.7 1:33'& 1&,%&% fs;:gglg
1,372 6,067.9 ‘Lm 75, 156.0 16, 776.4
1,131 4,337.4 1,047 | 13,447.0 121, 392.6
55 82.3 {100 604.2 1, 59. 4
3,969 |  24,956.0 [ 842 6,332.7 M 679 9,752.9
1,57 | 14,0072 | 425 24,402.0 M L, 891 5,096, 2
762 2,532.3 1,377 | 153756 795 | 99,0233
2,228 |  32130.0 11,363 | 26,4012 i 145 1,249.1
11 39, *ees | B57IL1 t | 762 | 16,7585
1,180 7,024.3 i 1 85.0 | 186 7,022.0
97 109.7 1,162 | 101,780.2 ' 89 560.0
2 5.4 corg 246, 5 74 647. 6
2,470 | 42,487.7 [n050 | 85127.0 i | 23,7505
2,030 |  53,424.8 CL70 | 234,960.8 2,245 | 63,002.0
1,764 8, 638, 5 ey 1,905, 9 360 113.8
| 582 |  40,989.0 1,401 | 54520.1 1,022 6 I8
2414 | 13,906.7 | 2056 | 380356 857 6,840, 1
130 417.9 Clnsis | =meone 308 558.9
613 1,951, 4 € 848 | 53,4940 887 | - ;'su 5
2,145 | 26,007.6 ~ 30 626.9 otley. o - p2|  s8Te.2
Lo77 | 14,6922 805 | 31,2069 gdocl 1,682 575.1
2,527 | 49,5099 942 200.8 AVATIO. . iavaci e 304 ﬁma
2600 | 24.239.6 889 l%em.i BWHON o it 37 715, 6
2,307 9, 181, 4 P R ] (NG 8 335.0 Nolan M7l 4268
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Number of 1350 farm cottion aecreage allot- Number of bales of cotton ginned in 1950 by  Number of bales of cotton ginned in 1950 by
ments and total acreage allotted by counties—Continued counties—Continued
counties—Continued ALABAMA—continued ARKANSAS—continued
¥ 113 o S AW, o T L - O T 2,456 Crittamden o 2 oo i BTSN TS e 04, 939
Number of| Total Blount iy . = 8, 562 Cross . 36, 968
Name of county umber of | - o oronge Bulloch LUBBRN-CTIRANE - . S o S e 36, 688
allotments | gyiotted  Butler—__. g 5,058 DIeW--—-——om- 9, 653
Calhoun s 2, 845 Faulkner - 8, 676
Vi i Chambers. — = 8,266 Grant___ it 575
Temueg::.tf?. = 1,711 99,588,0 Cherokee.._. 185,800 SOresnes i Lo ot 23, 236
269 3,138.5 P2l gy ot P R T e R TR 5,315 T ve T AT P R e ot e LB A 4,819
19,182.1  ghoctaw. 23 1,932 Howard 1t oeg
s T R LT e 1,822 Independence .. ... ______ 2, 460
17,110.0  Clay = 2,182  Izard 360
IR S ) 1) 1151 o | 1,813 Jackson 34, 235
zggﬂ-g Coffee. = g 9847 - Jefferson_1iiC L C . 65, 012
0%  Colert —- 17,133, Lafayette 9, 628
51,331.9 Conecuh. AR R T R S T 12, 732
20,85.8 Coosa 770 Lee oo 48, 502
“-gag'é Covington___ 8,888 Lincoln 29,117
$060 Orenshaw ____________._________ 5,540  Little River 3, 447
89,7541 Cullman -- 23,234 Lonoke 35, 601
26, 402.5 Dale. 3,378 Miller 5, 460
53502  Dallas 11,786  Mississippl 160, 870
Yin3 De Kalb_._. 15,100  Monroe - 25726
71.557.2 Elmore 12,272 Nevada 1,773
8,667.2 Escambia 5, B13 Ouachita. 2o, 1,022
6,900.4  E.owah 5,606  Phillips 51, 964
83y Fayette 4,539  Poinsett _. 176,511
18,040.7 Franklin 6,779 Pope = 1,022
17,500.6  Geneva, 13, 613 Prairle 8,311
1L,906.2  Greene...... 6,258  Pulaski 13, 851
2{" % g Hale 9,280 Randolph 4,917
'"80.3 Henry___. 8,352 St. Francis_ 68, 105
24,076.8  Houston 14,186 Sharp 275
1,78.4  yackson. 9,544 Union 803
Roe lamar 7,397 White 10, 610
78.0 Lauderdale. 16,824 Woodruff a7 - 714
122,865.8 Lawrence 27,202 Yell 3,407
N3 Vlke 5,673  All other 5, 096
53'_ e g T T TR T e MR 86, 331
49,487.6 Lowndes 4, 925 CALIFORNIA
4,784.6  Macon 9, 850 The Btate- oo 981, 910
526.9  wadison 44, 802 —_—
10,1755  Marengo 9,116  Fresno 288, 694
46.6 Marion 8,080 KEern.... 201, 207
39,2341  Marshall 17,716 Kings 126, 355
% %% e Monroe 7,412 Madera g. 613
' 984 Montgomery 5,757 Merced , 603
13: 1.3 Morgan..—.—- 19,690 Tulare 180, 505
84,2850  Perry._... 5,851  All other 6, 843
s}’ gt?!.l“ g Pickens g, gsag
" ' Pike = FLORIDA
?‘r},%};}, Randolph 6,915 The State 13,979
66, 818. 2 ussell___ 4,207
i it . Clair 2,529 GEORGIA
9,113.9 Shelby. 2, 996 G AT T R R el 490, 363
3,106.0 Sumter 6, 872
10, m.g Talladega DRV CHRI et W O 1,712
}3‘ g‘g_ 3  Tallapoosa 5,314 Banks 2, 612
1,781.4  Tuscaloosa 10,845  Barrow. 3,877
6,34.6  ‘Walker 3,233 Bartow 10, 035
7000 150.6 Wileox._. 4,336 Ben Hill ey 1,811
sl L0 aiyia Winston 4,010 Bleckley b, 827
All other. 4, 669 ks, 3,613
4, ‘9;:5 Bulloch 9, 640
Calhoun 2, 650
e R Burke o 17843
520. 5 The State 487, 142 Butts 3 531
4 —_—
5853  Graham R e -k
¥ a8 o602 R NS 183,442 Cnattooga 1,061
e : 1,171 3,060.5 Pinal 220, 565 gm’;‘: 0 - ;;g
Nansemond..-- 1,285 8,740.1  A]] other 10, 940 = *370
Norflolk. ... 50 125. 5 O P Cobb
Nottoway.. £ 5 5.0 Coffee - e 2, 406
g:_’!““‘ Gi‘”’ﬁ‘ ‘1?; lg g ARKANSAS 12, 346
nne 5
Sﬂlﬂmpwn 1,521 7,455.9 The State == 1, 072, 005 4,896
Surry.... 44 744 e 5, 759
Sussex... 855 2,046 5 poncas 6, 841 8, 726
State total. .oceeemnae-- 8, 664 30, 903. 0 gahéaig----- 23. ;gg 13: gg;
Cathoun 1,639 5,762
Number of bales of cotton ginned in 1950 by . oe - 23, 027 8,379 .
counties ik 7 1,501 3, bod
ALABAMA Clay__-—- 24, 746 8, 636
The: Btadeccaccsiisaciise 572,638 Cleveland. e mcmccm e, - 2, 523 656
_ Columbia b, 916 6, 831
Autauga. . e ——— 5,788 Conway. 2,542 Fulton 1,184
Barbour.... E 5,515 Craighead ol 56,725 Glascock 2, 146
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Number of bales of cotton ginned in 1350 by
counties—Continued
GEORGIA—continued

Washington
Whitfield. .-~

Worth. =
All other

4, 508
1,757
2,593

883
3,972

The

The

The

Acadia.

e A R S ey
e S S

g h 8 T OGS S Y o
Franklin

Grant.
Lafayette
Lincoln.

Number of bales of cotton ginned in 1950 by

counties—Continued
LOUISIANA—continued
Morehouse. 5 23,016
Natchitoches s, 22, 457
Cumehita - = T 10, 731
Pointe Coupee. 6, 275
Rapides = 14, 455
Bet River o L a il 9,189
Richland i 29. 710 -
T DT R e et ook SR e e 1,174
B g o 23,300
(A PN e D L S e e 5,732
Tensas. 8,265
olen. o = e 4,838
Vermtion s o i 3,047
Washington._____ - "' . . 3,749
bst: Y 17, 670
West Carroll____________ 363
Winn 11, 289
All other 186, 264
M ISSISSIPET
The Btate 2L 1, 307, 412
Adams 871
Alcorn_ e 6,978
Amite. 5, 864
Attala o it 8,211
Benton 6,113
Bolivar 128, €03
Calhoun — 8, 543
ORI st s i s s 9, 873
Chickasaw 9,423
R GO e e 2,768
Claiborne 2,887
Clarke. 8, 610
Clay 5,010
Coahoma 93, 660
Copiah.__ o 4, 186
Covington 5, 829
De Soto 25, 503
Forrest 5895
Grenada 9, 806
Hinds. K 17,888
Holmes 28, 765
Humphreys 45, 256
Issaquena. 9, 519
Itawamba , 650
Jasper. b, 529
Jeflerson 2, €88
Jefferson Davis 9,887
Jones T R ?. 309
Kemper. b, 632
Lafayette. 89,9808
Lamar 1,793
Lauderdale 3, 706
Lawrence 4,208
Leake 11, 645
Lee ety 13, 987
Leflore s, 85, 854
Lincoln 3, 611
Lowndes. i 9, 781
Madison z 20, 783
P T e G R GRS e S e 5,933
Marshall__.. 16,972
Monroe 16, 853
Montgomery. 4,113
Neshoba 11, 543
Newton. 7,823
Noxubee 11,344
Oktibbeha. 2,079
Panola. 26, 087
Pike 2,888
Pontotoe 10, 365
Prentiss. 10, 067
Quitman 58, 628
Renkin . oo e 5, 058
Scott. 7, 602
Sharkey 24, 624
Stmpson 8, 848
Smith 8,706
Sunflower 123, 808
Tallahatchie, B 49, 397
Tate 17,676
Tippah. .. 8,173
Tishomingo 8, 761
Tunica, B2, 072
Union 8, 717
Walthall , 038
Warren 5, 172

JuLy 10

Number of bales of cotton ginned in 1950 by

counties—Continued

Mi1ssissipPI—continued

86,977
3,858
6, 002
8, 576
5,780

1T A Lo et e o )

188, 508

42,851
76, 343
35, 868
10, 859
22, 585

NORTH CAROLINA

Gaston X 1, 517
Gates_.-. e 799
Greene._ o 1, 050
Halifax 7,058
Haraett 0oL 4,728
DO W o 3 SR Tl S B 7,249
Iredell 7. 237
Johnston sy 8,933
TS E= L) cRet et e 475
Lenoir S iy 614
Lincoln e e 2 i s 4,240
¢y TR e 0 = 721
Mecklenburg. - -..C.oooo-_ Ll . 4, B76
Al = 4,390
Northampton. . ___________ 6,181
Perquimans - 304
Pitt 1,337
Polk s 484
Richmond - il 8, 563
Robeson 21,397
Rowan._ i s 5,716
Rutherford 2,279
Sampson s 7,354
BtotIand St ok 10, 649
Stanly.- gt 1,274
BRI e e T AT 8,209
Wake. 1,788
Warren 2, 207
Wayne. 4, 696
‘Wilson 2,452
All other, 9,512
OKLAHOMA

THEIRAE: = o e 242, 203
Beckham 19, 936
Blaine = 3, 661
Bryan = 1,202
Caddo ey 12, 230
Canadian 2,986
Choctaw. =L 6l
Comanche. e 2,819
Cotton 4,872
(6, S S e e S S TR 89
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Number of bales of cotton ginned in 1950 by

counties—Continued

TEXAS—continued
Harris_
Harrison
Haskell =
Hays
Hidalgo.
Hill
Hockley
Hopkins
Houston
Howard
Hudspeth
Hunt._
Jackson

Liberty.
Limestone...
Live Oak
Lubbock.
Lynn
MecCulloch
McLennan
Madison_ A
Martin_
Matagorda
Mavurick

Mitchell
Morris.
Motley
Nacogdoches
Navarro

Panola
Pecos.

Red River. 4

San Augustine
Ban Patricio
Scurry.
Shelby. =
Smith
Starr _
Stonewall
Tarrant

Taylor

Wilbarger.

e T e e S O B S
Willilamson =
Wilson

Wood
Young S

1951 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE
Number of bales of cotton ginned in 1950 by  Number of bales of cotton ginned in 1950 by
counties—Continued counties—Continued
OEKLAHOMA—coOntinued TENNESSEE—continued
Custer - s b R i - S R B L 25, 143
Dewey 1,737 Franklin 3, 581
Garvin BIE ORI DO o e e i i s s 4 35, 408
(£, e S P Y S e 3,985 Giles 4,788
Greer. o, 14,836 Hardeman 10, 848
Harmon H 17, 626 Hardin 3, 486
Haskell M Haywood oo 36, 563
Hughes A 117 Henderson 9, 135
Jackson % L B s - e A, Sl S 4, 150
BT T e A R e Rl 83,918 Lake = 21, 674
Kiowa. <z 21, 593 Tauderdale. .o coave i i 81, 208
Le Flore it 762 Lawrence 10, 177
T O e e o o o e e e 148 DEDOOIN e s e i b A 8,034

B0 MONAIY e L e 6, 902
1,719 Madison 24, 234
RBIGERIRIaNT © - e R e 7, 883
i b R ST Y I e S 4, 602
R ML T et s e e SR e 28, 887
594 Tipton S R A e 38, 969
478 WeRKley o e e e 6, 976
732  All other 5, 414
548
Payne na 418 TEXAS
488 The Btate ce-iaciodicaae 2, 866, 725
6, 195 e JETRIEY
600 2,030
83, 886 1,309
1T e S 1,007 6. 699
Washita S 40, 694 6. 355
All other 3,013 4,381
—_— 4,878
SOUTH CAROLINA 2, 485
g 1T =4 e il S—— 413, 852 34, 424
1,070
Abbeville 5 4, B69 3, 664
Alken Ik 13,218 3,153
P T T AR T e S TS b5, 993 6,274
Anderson. . - oo e 16, 763 10, 603
Bamberg 5 b 6, 712 3, ;38?
Barnwell 9,938
Calhoun 10, 668 17,611
Cherokee 4, 462 1,443
Chester... 6,311 9,611
Chesterfiel 15, 555 9,309
Clarendon 20,975 137, 657
Colleton 3,231 2,436
Darlington.... ey 10080 2,731
Dillon 52 e 10, 957 16,398
Dorchester. L 6, 070 1;. g;‘;
Edgefield 7,248 )
Fairfield 8,158 2;- ;-‘gg
12, 833 1
g?er:;:i:le ST 7.151 Collingsworth L 19, 089
1 e 2,675 Colorado R =7 0 MR 3,704
Greenwood - s
Hampton = 4,331 Cooke iy 883
4 7 988 Coryell —e 6, 352
ok = % : Cottle 24,213
Lancaster. = 8,475 o 4
Crosby. 46, 922
Laurens 13, 068
29 849 Dallas 18, 250
Lee ——— '
_________ 5, 819 Dawson - 93, 010
Lexinglon o awemommeme Delta 12, 535
McCormick. = 2, 039 = —— f
5. 366 nton - e et 5, 507
MATION oo . De Witt 6, 434
Marlbaro 26,892 . Dickens 19, 610
o SO PR 878 Donley ' D sass
s e e e k :
Org_ngeburg 38, 078 ]E);';;:
ol oyt I e T o ey 8,357 mP;s;--
Richland - A e S T
Saluda L e e b, 753 Falls.
Spartanburg ———————————————————— 11, 847 Fannin
Sumter-- — A ATBS Spaetier. L ASMEEAER
Union 3,618  Fisher, . =
Williamsburg. 15,670 Floyd =
York . 8,549 Foard e
All other. a1 i 7,204 FortBend . oo
Frestone
TENNESSEE Gaines,
Stat 404,344 Garza
The e T J Gonzales 4,823
8,013
Eenton 1,757 - Sroyeon -
Grim , 484
Carroll 165, 966 Guadalupe. 8, 549
Chester 5,264 wgHgale 51, 535
Crockett - 25,139 Hall. 80, 987
Decatur 1,458 Hamilton 1, 840
Dyer 26, 698 Hardeman 8, 846

1,198
2,477
67, 789
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Number of bales of cotton ginned in 1950 by
counties—Continued
VIRGINIA

The State 4, 624
Brunswick 614
Greensville oo 613
MBCRIENDUIE . oo ci i vinncm s i imm 720
Nansemond 611
Southampton ceceeemanamemanac-= 1,522
All other . 544

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent permission to
extend remarks in the Appendix of the
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mr. FErNGs-IsErN in two instances and
to include extraneous matter.

Mr. MansrFiELD and to include a speech
he made on foreign policy of the United
States before the Montana Bar Associa-
tion on June 30, 1951.

Mr. RivErs and to include a sermon.

Mr. Kmpay and to include a portion of
a broadecast by Mr. Bill Downs over the
Columbia Broadcasting System.

Mr. WiLson of Texas and to include
an article.

Mr. Bryson and to include a newspaper
article.

Mr. Lane in three instances and to in-
clude some news items.

Mr. MoraNo and to include an edi-
torial.

Mr. ANGELL, Mr. MeADER, and Mr. Van
ZanpT in two instances and to include
‘extraneous matter in each.

Mr. A¥res in two instances and to in-
clude a letter.

Mr. SgeeaaN and to include a news-
paper article.

Mr. Bow and to include an editorial.

Mr. Hoeven and to include a news-
paper article.

Mr. Berry and to include a telegram
from Harry J. Devereaux to Eric John=-
ston.

Mr. SHAFER in three instances.

Mr, CarvagaN and to include an ad-
dress by General Eisenhower.

Mr. RieicorF and to include a speech
by Jesse W. Randall.

Mrs. BosoNE and to include excerpts
from a letter received by her.

Mr. Green and to include an article
by James B. Carey that appeared in
Labor and Nation, spring 1951 issue.

Mr. Ruopes and to include a radio ad-
dress delivered by him.

Mr. KeocH (at the request of Mr.
Muorter) and to include an article from
the Herald-Tribune.

Mr. O'Brien of Michigan and to in-
clude a newspaper article.

Mr. Burpick and to include a short
article from the National Grange,

Mr. McKmvnoN in two instances and
to include extraneous material, -

Mr. McGrecor in two instances and to
include in one an article by Louis Brom-
field and in the other a newspaper
article.

Mr. LeComeTE and to include a state-
ment on the price-control bill by Mr.
Zed Hughes, of Corydon, Iowa, appear-
ing in the Corydon (Iowa) Times-
Republican on July 5.

Mr. SapLAK in two instances and to in-
clude in each a newspaper article.

Mr. Pourson in four instances and to
include extraneous matter.
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Mr. Benper and to include a few tele-
grams.

Mr. BeckwortH and to include two
articles.

Mr., Erein (at the request of Mr,
Priest) and to include extraneous mat-
ter,

Mr. MurTer to revise and extend his
remarks on the Hope amendment and to
include a tabulation of figures furnished
by the Department of Agriculture on
farm income for the month of May 1851.

Mr. AucusT H. ANDRESEN to revise and
extend and to include extraneous mat-
ter.

Mr., Hanp to revise and extend and to
include pertinent correspondence and
other material.

Mr. DorN and to include a certain
article.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o’clock and 36 minutes p. m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday July 11, 1951, at 12 o'clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

596. A letter from the President, Board
of Commissioners of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting a draft of a proposed bill
entitled “A bill to amend the act approved
March 3, 1899 (30 Stat, 1045, 1057, ch. 422) so
as to provide for the appointment of special
policemen by the Commissioners of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes™;
to the Committee on the District of Colum-
bia.

597. A letter from the President, Board
of Commissioners of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting a draft of a proposed bill
entitled “A bill to amend section 15 of the
District of Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Con-
trol Act”; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. ROONEY: Committee on Appropria-
tions. H. R. 4740. A bill making appropria-
tions for the Departments of State, Justice,
Commerce, and the judiciary for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1052, and for other pur-
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 685).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. S.1696. An act to amend Public Law
587 of the Eighty-first Congress (approved
June 30, 1950) to provide relief for the sheep-
raising industry by making special quota im-
migration visas available to certain alien
sheepherders; with amendment (Rept. No.
686). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. BENTSEN: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, H. R. 20976. A bill relating
to the activities of temporary and certain
other employees of the Bureau of Land Man-
agement; with amendment (Rept. No. 689).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Unlon.

Mr. BENTSEN: Committee on Interlor and
Insular Affairs. H. R. 3883. A bill to repeal
certain laws relating to timber and stone
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on the public domain; without amendment
(Rept: No. 690). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. ENGLE: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H. R, 4288. A bill granting
the consent of the Congress to the negotia-
tion of a compact relating to the waters of
the Sabine River by the States of Texas and
Louisiana; without amendment (Rept. No.
691). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. MORRIS: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. House Joint Resolution 210,
Joint Resolution to provide a 1-year exten-
sion of the B-year limitation on the time for
presenting Indian claims to the Indian
Claims' Commission; without amendment
(Rept. No. 692). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows: -

Mr. MORRIS: Committee on the Interio
and Insular Affairs. H. R, 3838. A bill au-
thorizing the Secretary of the Interior to is-
sue a patent in fee to Joseph Pickett; without
amendment (Rept. No. 887). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. MORRIS: Committee on the Interior
and Insular Affairs. H. R. 3840. A bill au-
thorizing the Secretary of the Interior to is-
sue a patent in fee to Laura A. Craig; without
amendment (Rept. No. 688). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ROONEY:

H.R. 4740. A bill making appropriations
for the Departments of State, Justice, Com-
merce, and the Judiciary for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1952, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Appropriations.

"By Mr. GROSS:

H.R. 4741. A bill to create the Postal Serv-
ice as an establishment of the Government
accountable only to the Congress, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service,

H.R.4742. A bill to provide for appoint-
ments to positions of rural carrier in the
postal service without regard to political af-
filiation and to prescribe a penalty with re-
spect to sollicitation of political contributions
from applicants for such positions; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 4743. A bill to amend section 602 of
title 18 of the United States Code with re-
spect to solicitation of political contribu-
tions from applicants for Federal employ-
ment; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, HESS:

H.R.4744. A bill to provide for the con-
struction of a suitable bullding for the Vet-
erans' Administration regional office at Cin-
cinnati, Ohlo; to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

By Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL:

H. R. 4745, A bill imposing penalties upon
officials or others who make public the names
of persons on welfare relief rolls; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PRICE:

H. R. 4746, A bill to equalize certain retire-
ment benefits for commissioned officers of
the Armed Forces; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. QUINN:

H, R. 4747. A bill to grant additional in-

come-tax exemptions to taxpayers supporting
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blind or aged dependents; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.
By Mr. RHODES:

H.R.4748. A bill to grant additional in-
come-tax exemptions and deductions to tax-
payers who are permanently disabled, and to
allow additional income-tax exemptions to
taxpayers supporting dependents who are
permanently disabled; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Ey Mr. BROOES:

H.R. 4749. A bill authorizing the Secretary
of Agriculture to return certain lands to the
police jury of Caddo Parish, La.; to the Com=
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. CHELF:

H. R.4760. A bill to increase penalties for
the sale of narcotics; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. ELSTON:

H.R.4751. A bill to provide for the con-
struction of a suitable building for the Vet-
erans’ Administration regional office at Cin-
cinnati, Ohio; to the Committee on Appro-
priations,

By Mr. REGAN:

H.R.4752. A bill to amend the mineral
leasing laws in order to eliminate the waiver
of rentals for oil and gas leases; to the Com-~
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. WHITAKER:

H.R.4753. A bill to provide for the pay-
ment of increased special pensions to per-
sons holding the Congressional Medal of
Honor, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. ROONEY:

H.R.4754. A bill to provide for the Issu-
ance of a special postage stamp in coms-
memoration of the one hundred and seventy-
fifth anniversary of the Battle of Brooklyn;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Bervice.

By Mr. RIBICOFF:

H. Con. Res. 141. Concurrent resolution to
express the disapproval of the Congress of the
arrest and conviction of Archbishop Josef
Groesz of Hungary and of William N. Oatis,
correspondent for the Associated Press in
Prague, and of similar instances of personal,
religious, and political persecution; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BAKEWELL:

H.R.47556. A bill for the relief of Mrs,
Emily Wilhelm; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. FERNANDEZ:

H.R.4756. A bill for the relief of George
Francis Hammers; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

By Mr. GATHINGS:

H. R. 4757. A bill for the relief of Vernelle
V. Caruthers and Linda Ann Wells; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McCARTHY:

H.R.4758. A bill for the relief of Donald
James Darmody; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H. R. 4759. A bill for the relief of Edward J.
Farrell; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MORGAN:

H. R.4760. A bill for the rellef of Irene
Proios (nee Vaglanos); to the Committee on
the Judiciary,

By Mr. RIBICOFF:

H.R.4761. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Elizabeth M. Casey; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. SMITH of Virginia:

H.R.4762. A bill for the relief of Deborah
Anita Hudson; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BYRNE of New York:

H. Res. 319. Resolution for the relief of cer-
tain claimants against the United States who
suffered personal injuries, property damage,
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or other loss as a result of the explosion of
a munitions truck between Smithfield and
Selma, N. C., on March 7, 1942; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

341. By Mr. LESINSKI: Resolution of the
Allied Veterans Council of Michigan, Inc.,
urging the United States Congress to make
necessary changes in the Federal Civil De-
fense Act; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

342, Also, resolution of the Allled Veterans
Council of Wayne County, Mich., urging the
United States Congress to make necessary
financial appropriation for civil defense
which will grant city of Detroit sufficlent
money to purchase necessary air raid warn-
ing sirens; to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

243. Also, resolution of the City Council
of the City of Wyandotte, Mich., urging ap-
propriation of necessary funds to deposit
the dredged materials from the River Rouge
in a location which does not endanger the
health of any of the communities on the
Detroit River; to the Committee on Public
Works.

344, Also, resolution of the Allied Veterans
Council of Michigan, Inc., urging legislation
giving Korean veterans same GI bill of rights
as those enjoyed by veterans of World War
II; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

345. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Thad
Fusco, city clerk, Cieveland, Ohio, relative to
reguesting the repeal of the regulation defer-
ring college students who attain certain
grades, or pass special aptitude tests, from
military service; to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

346. By Mr, HOPE: Resolution of the First
Baptist Church of Lakin, Kans., urging that
all grains and fruits now used for the
manufacture of all distilled, fermented, and
malt beverages be diverted to purposes
which are useful in our national defense;
to the Committee on the Judiclary,

SENATE

‘WEDNESDAY, JuLy 11, 1951

(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 27,
1951)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Lord God Almighty, who amidst the
shifting sands of time standest sure:
Like men who turn from dusty toil to
the cleansing of crystal streams, so we
lift our soiled faces to Thee, from the
perplexities and imperfections which
crowd the common days. As we pause
now in reverent silence, let this high
place of the Nation’s life, so great a fac-
tor in tomorrow’s pattern for all men, be-
come the audience chamber of Thy
presence. Because there is no solution
of the world’s ills save as it springs from
the hearts of men and because out of the
heart are the issues of life, we pray for
ourselves.
place with pure hearts and clean hands.
Purify our hearts by Thy grace, feed our
minds with Thy truth, guide our feet in
the paths of righteousness, for Thy
names’s sake. Amen,

May we stand in this holy
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THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. McFaRLAND, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday,
July 10, 1951, was dispensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent_ of the United States submitting
nominations was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his sec-
retaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant
reading clerk, announced that the House
had passed the following bills of the Sen-
ate, severally with an amendment, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

5.360. An act for the rellef of Stefan
Lenartowicz and his wife, Irene;

5. 470. An act for the rellef of Sister Bertha
Pfeiffer and Sister Elzbieta Zabinska; and

S.1229. An act for the relief of Jan Josef
Wieckowski and his wife and daughter.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R.579. An act for the relief of H
il of Hendryk

H.R.580. An act for the relief of Ewang
Myeng Chu;

H.R. 581, An act for the reli
i ef of Isabel

H.R.608. An act for the relief of Kiyok
Matsuo; i

H.R.623. An act for the relief of Carroll
O. Switzer;

H.R.627. An act for the relief of Mrs.
T}gsl;e ?&ndstra Van Der Velde:

Ry . An act for the relief N
Shizuko Yamane; iy

H.R. 677. An act for the relief of Ramute
Alexandra Vailokaitis;

H. R.T44. An act for the relief of Wiladimir
Peter Lewickl, Mrs. Heedwige Lewicki, and
George Wladimir Lewicki:

H.R.796. An act for the relief of Roy F.
Wilson;

H.R.828. An act for the relief of Maj.
Br;ce B. Calkins;

-R.870. An act for the relief
Bernhard Blikstad; s

H.R. 970. An act for the relief of A
Charalambou; ot s

H. R.982. An act for the relief of Willem
Smits;

NI:. 11:. 11(3}:. ?n act for the relief of Sister
atalie arie Palagyi) and Siste
(Elizabeth Slachta); ; Gt

H.R. 1420. An act for the relief of Dr.
Eugen Jose Singer and Mrs. Frieda Singer;

H.R.1454. An act for the relief of George
Crisan;

H.R.1485. An act for the relief of R. E.
Agee and Margaret E. Agee;

H.R.1598. An act for the relief of Hanoh
Sarapanovschi (also known as Hanoh
Charat), Gizela (Gizele) Sarapanovschi (nee
Levy) and Philippe Sarapanovschi:

H.R.1688. An act for the relief of James
J. Lieberman;

H. R.1820. An act for the reliet of Hoshi
Kazuo;

H.R.1961. An act for the relief of Guy
Christian;

H.R.2158. An act for the rellef of Sister
M. Crocefissa and Sister M. Reginalda;

H.R.2160. An act for the relief of Sister
M. Leonida;

H. R.2275. An act for the relief of J. Ale
fred Pulliam;

H.R.2292. An act for the relief of Jal
Young Lee;
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